






MOTIVATION APPLICATION FOR POSTPONEMENT AND 
ALTERNATIVE PLANT STANDARDS OF THE LISTED ACTIVITIES 

AND ASSOCIATED MINIMUM EMISSION STANDARDS, 
ARCELORMITTAL VANDERBIJLPARK WORKS, EMFULENI LOCAL 

MUNICIPALITY 

 

In response to Section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 

39 of 2004) (as amended in 2018), ArcelorMittal is applying for a postponement of the compliance 

timeframes to achieve the new plant minimum emission standards, as well as alternative emission 

standards for certain plants at the Vanderbijlpark Works (AMSAVW), Emfuleni Local Municipality, 

Gauteng Province.   

 

1 Introduction and Motivation 

1.1 Postponement of compliance timeframe to achieve special arrangement 

under Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations which prescribes a 

90% recovery efficiency of inorganic sulphur-containing compounds 

The first aspect of the postponement application is required for the special arrangement stipulated under 

Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations, which prescribes the recovery of sulphur-containing 

compounds from gases to be used for combustion with a recovery efficiency of not less than 90%, 

measured as hydrogen sulphide.  Although a project has already been initiated to, amongst others, 

revive sulphur recovery from the coke oven gas, the deadline of 1 April 2020 will not be achievable 

owing to the complexity of the intended upgrades to the gas cleaning facilities. Despite numerous 

attempts to ensure operations of the current sulphur recovery facilities, the long-term operation of this 

failing equipment was no longer feasible. Hence the decision to invest in the installation of new, state -

of-the-art equipment (at a cost of approximately R800m) for the cleaning and recirculation of by-product 

coke oven gas for utilisation as a fuel source on site. The primary use of the Coke Oven gas is to provide 

additional heat input for the heating of the batteries (5%) – increasing the energy efficiency of the facility. 

The onsite boilers also utilise the Coke Oven gas for the production of steam and subsequent 

generation of electricity. The remainder of the gas is utilised at downstream facilities, such as reheating 

furnaces.  The excess coke oven gas, which currently cannot be utilised, is flared. 

1.2 Alternative Emission Standard (“New Plant Standard”) for H2S 

emissions from the Coke Battery stacks (Sub-category 3.2: Coke 

Production – new plant standard: 7 mg/Nm3; proposed alternative 

standard: 150 mg/Nm3) 

Although the above-mentioned upgrades are anticipated to aid in a partial reduction of H2S emitted from 

the coke battery stacks, it is not foreseen that the recovery of sulphur from the coke oven gas will yield 

H2S stack emissions below the prescribed minimum emission standards. Achievement of both the 

current prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants (to be 

achieved by all plants by 1 April 2020) is unfeasible for coke batteries of the technology and age as 

those at AMSAVW. An alternative H2S stack emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 is thus proposed for the 



5 coke batteries on site as part of an application as contemplated in S.12A of the Listed Activities and 

Associated Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act.  

Insofar as the H2S minimum emission standard under Sub-category 3.2: Coke Production is concerned, 

it is important to take cognizance of the history in development of the National Minimum Emission 

Standards for coke ovens from the initial draft to the presently applicable (2013) version.  It is advised 

that the H2S minimum emission standard prescribed for coke ovens under this sub-category, i.e. 10 

mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants, were never intended to regulate H2S emissions 

from coke battery stacks but was in fact aimed at controlling H2S emissions from the coke production 

process as a whole.  These limit values were based on Australian NSW Regulations which were 

subsequently withdrawn by the NSW EPA in 2009, with a proviso allowing the relevant authority to set 

alternative restrictions on hydrogen sulphide emissions.   

Similarly, the initially published (2010) schedule of listed activities and associated minimum emission 

standards (including the ‘’special arrangement’’ text contained in a number of the sub-categories) 

included a condition which allowed the licensing authority to set alternative standards and/or control 

requirements for H2S emissions.  The 2013 update of the S.21 schedule removed this option (perhaps 

inadvertently).  The result was that the numerical values appeared in this subsection without the context 

(as contained in the 2010 version) that the licensing authority had the discretion to institute alternative 

standards or control measures for H2S, and only the numerical value became a legal requirement.  

It is also suggested that these limit values would have been more applicable to Sub-category 3.1: 

Combustion Installations than to Sub-category 3.2: Coke Production in view of the NSW reference and 

direct association with combustion processes.  The setting of a limit value for H2S implies the 

acceptance of the possibility of incomplete combustion of the H2S, at least in the combustion processes 

mentioned in the NSW Regulations.  This begs the question whether emission standards from both 

sub-categories are intended to apply to the same point source.  The Department is kindly referred to 

Annexure D (Air Quality Specialist Advisory Report: Background to South African Coke Oven Related 

Emission Standards) of the application in which the above aspects are discussed in more detail. 

Notwithstanding the complexities mentioned above, it is impractical for coke batteries to achieve the 

prescribed H2S minimum emission standards primarily due to the high sulphur content in local coals.  

Globally, it is not common practice, if not unheard of in the industry, to reduce H2S emissions from 

battery stacks through the installation of abatement equipment.  This will be the only means of achieving 

the stipulated minimum emission standards, which will be technically unfeasible and economically 

unviable, thus rendering this option unrealistic from a cost-benefit perspective, as alluded to in the 2017 

National Framework for Air Quality Management. 

The second aspect of the postponement application is required for the Direct Reduction kilns (3 in 

operation) to achieve the new plant emission standard for SO2 of 500 mg/Nm³ (Sub-category 4.12: Pre-

reduction and Direct Reduction).  It is not economically feasible to achieve this standard for the direct 

reduction kilns at Vanderbijlpark Works as the SO2 emissions from the kilns are dependent on the 

sulphur content in the coal which is utilised as the reducing agent in the kilns on site.  For this reason, 

an application for an alternative emission standard of 1 700 mg/Nm3, aligned with the existing plant 

standard, is proposed.  From a BPEO test perspective (as referenced in the 2017 National Framework 

for Air Quality Management), it is not practicable to install abatement technology to reduce SO2 

emissions to below the prescribed new plant emission standard.  A flow rate in excess of 400 000 m3/hr 

(i.e. from the kilns) will need to be accommodated, which exceeds the capacity of any known gas 

cleaning technology. 



1.3 Postponement of compliance timeframe to achieve the new plant HCl 

emission standard of 30 mg/Nm3 (Sub-category 7.2: Production of Acids) 

The third aspect of the postponement application is required for the Lurgi Plants (3 units) (Sub-category 

7.2: Production of Acids) for the regeneration of Hydrochloric Acid at the Works. This postponement is 

anticipated as the planned upgrades to the scrubbing facilities at the Lurgi Plant, to reduce and sustain 

the HCl emissions from these stacks below the new plant standard of 30 mg/Nm3, may not be completed 

or fully efficient by 1 April 2020.  Pending the outcome of the upgrade trials scheduled for April 2019, a 

postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the new plant standard may be necessary, should 

the standard not be achievable with the upgraded plant.  A final decision on this matter can only be 

made subsequent to the trials, however is included out of precaution. 

 

1.4 Additional rationale for applications submitted by ArcelorMittal 

It is acknowledged that the air quality of the region is subject to poor atmospheric stability, especially 

during winter which results in elevated ambient pollution levels. The region where AMSAVW is situated 

is also listed as the first air quality priority area, namely the Vaal Triangle Priority Area, primarily due to 

concerns over elevated particulates in the ambient air. Due to this being a priority area, the National 

Government implemented an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the Vaal Triangle. This AQMP 

lists projects from all industries to minimise their impact on ambient air quality.  See AMSAVW’s 

committed project list (Table 1) below of the targets set.  The majority of these projects were completed 

and complemented on at a recent Vaal Triangle Priority Area meeting.  

It should be noted that the site is surrounded by built-up areas and only towards the west of the site is 

there rural and agricultural land. ArcelorMittal is in possession of an Atmospheric Emission License, 

which prescribes certain standards.  

Prior to the implementation of compliance timeframes to achieving existing plant emission standards in 

2015, AMSAVW was still optimistic that operational challenges experienced with the Elemental Sulphur 

Plant could be resolved.   Had the issues been resolved, the anticipated H2S stack emission reduction 

would have been achieved with resultant H2S stack emissions achieved, below the required 

specification of 10 mg/Nm3.  Consequently, a postponement application to achieve this particular 

standard was never envisaged and therefore never submitted prior to the coming into effect of the 

existing plant emission standards.  Upon further investigation, it was revealed that the H2S content in 

the coke oven gas, which is used as a fuel source in the combustion chambers of the Batteries, has no 

significant bearing on the H2S results obtained from stack emission monitoring, as the majority of H2S 

in the fuel gas is converted to SO2 in the combustion process.   

In the operation of a conventional horizontal coke oven battery, it is customary to burn gaseous fuel in 

one heating flue or a pair of flues during the on-cycle, and to direct the hot gases of combustion of such 

gaseous fuel into the other flue during the off-cycle.  Periodically, the burning of fuel in the on-flues 

ceases and these flues become the off-flues, while the original off-flues become on-flues, as gaseous 

fuel is burned in them.  This process is commonly known as a “reversing cycle” and is practised to attain 

uniform heating in the battery.  During the reversing cycles of the battery, in which the gas flow is 

alternated, there may be short periods in which the gaseous fuel is not fully combusted, possibly yielding 

a portion of the H2S which is evident in the stack emissions.  For this reason, achievement of both the 

current prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants (to be 

achieved by all Plants by 1 April 2020) is unfeasible for Coke Batteries of the technology and age of the 

batteries at AMSAVW.  An alternative H2S stack emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 is thus proposed. 



Despite the Elementary Sulphur Plant not being operational, a significant sulphur emission reduction 

has still been achieved at the Works.  Over the past 13 years, there has been a 26.7% reduction in total 

SO2 emissions from the Works with 2005 as baseline.  Although problems have been experienced with 

operation of the Plant, AMSAVW remains within compliance to SO2 standards prescribed in the AEL 

for sources which utilise coke oven gas as a fuel for combustion processes.  National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards for SO2 are also not exceeded in the Priority Area in which AMSAVW is located 

based on the validated monitoring results obtained from the DEA stations in the area. 

2 Emission Dispersion Modelling and Ambient Air Quality 

The following four operational scenarios were modelled: 

1. Status Quo – Current routine operations at AMSAVW;  

2. Current AEL Limits – Authorised emission ceiling; 

3. New minimum emission Standards - Future Performance based on current emissions with 

alternative coke battery standard for H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 

mg/Nm3), whilst also considering the proposed postponements; and  

4. Current minimum emission Standards - Future Performance based on current emissions with 

achievement of existing plant standards for the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns and lurgi 

units. 

The results of the Atmospheric Impact Report indicate the maximum concentration at the boundary of 

AMSAVW. The majority of the airborne pollutants are compliant to the national ambient air quality 

standards, with SO2 and NOx exceeding the national ambient air quality standard, under Scenario 1 

and 2 respectively. The SO2 during the current Status Quo routine operations and for the current AEL 

Conditions (authorised emission ceiling) are not compliant to the NAAQS for a 1-Hour averaging period 

only. For these emission exceedences, a total of 88 exceedances are allowed. When analysing the 

number of exceedances, the Status Quo operations will result in an exceedance a total of 8 times, and 

23 exceedances are noted under the current AEL conditions/standards.  There is an exceedance noted 

for the NOx AEL Conditions (authorised emission ceiling), this is over a 1-hour averaging period. A total 

of 911 exceedances (above the 88 permissible exceedances) were modelled. Fortunately, this scenario 

does not represent current routine operations. With the enforcement of the new emission limits in April 

2020 all pollutants modelled will comply with the prescribed ambient standards.  Similar ly under 

scenario 3, which is the scenario AMSAVW is requesting approval for, all pollutants modelled will 

comply with the prescribed ambient standards.  

As part of the assessment, the Department of Environmental Affairs’ ambient monitoring station data 

for Sebokeng North of the site (Sharpville station provided no data) were evaluated. These results 

indicate that AMSAVW emissions when combined with all other sources in the VTAPA resulted in only 

6 exceedances to the sulphur dioxide hourly ambient standards over the past 5 years.  It can therefore 

be concluded that there is material compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards in the 

area for the pollutant applied for, i.e. SO2.  Furthermore, the AIR modelling demonstrates that there is 

no material increased health risk for H2S and HCl (modelling results indicate the ambient concentrations 

of these pollutants are well below the international ambient guidelines when considering the proposed 

applications).   

The modelling results along with the ambient air quality results from the Department of Environmental 

Affairs indicate that although there are individual activities of the facility that may not be compliant with 

the new plant minimum emission standards, the overall ambient impact from the AMSA Vanderbijlpark 

Works does comply with the current ambient air quality standards.  This is a measure of health impact 

on surrounding communities, when compared to available ambient standards issued by the South 

African Government and relevant international guidelines. 



3 Socio-economic Impact Assessment 

In the worst-case scenario, should the Coke Ovens (notwithstanding the other plants mentioned obove)  

be closed completely due to the inability of the facility to meet new plant standards in the absence of 

provisions to apply for a postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve these standards, as well 

as alternative standards, the following socio-economic consequences are expected: 

• Coke supplies would be limited and would thus need to be imported into South Africa to offset 

these losses. Import of Coke needs a lead period of 3 months which will delay the production 

of flat steel. 

• At R 4 777/ton, imported Coke will be too costly to maintain the blast furnace production process 

resulting in closure of plant due to unsustainable operations of integrated processes. 

• Coke batteries are a valuable source of process gas which is utilised as a fuel source that will 

need to be shut-down. 

• Shortage of coke oven gas generation resulting from the potential shut-down of the batteries 

and limited supply of gas obtainable from Sasol will in itself halt the total operations at 

AMSAVW. 

• The batteries not be able to be reused if they are allowed to cool down completely, subsequent 

to a shut-down. To avoid this scenario, the coke batteries need to be kept warm.  Alternative 

gas supply to maintain temperatures within the ovens will however not be sufficient to prevent 

refractory failure.  

• In such a case, approximately R7.5 billion will be required to reinstate production from the coke 

batteries, this will also require a 4-year rebuild period, this scenario is considered uneconomical 

for AMSAVW and would not be considered. 

• This shut down, potentially of the whole AMSAVW plant would have significant socio-economic 

consequence : 

o approximately 8 500 employees (i.e. the total labour force of AMSAVW) will face 

unemployment; and 

o 50 000 people’s livelihoods which are linked directly or indirect to associated AMSAVW 

economic activity, will be affected within the local community. 



 

Table 1: Emission reduction strategy at ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AMSAVW is actively improving its environmental footprint by reducing the emissions emitted to atmosphere. The table above illustrates the targets set by 

ArcelorMittal and National Government as part of the Vaal Triangle AQMP. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The following document serves to present the information pertaining to the proposed air quality ambient 

impacts associated with the following four operational scenarios: 

1. Status Quo – Current routine operations at ArcelorMittal South Africa Vanderbijlpark Works 

(AMSAVW);  

2. Current AEL Limits – Authorised emission ceiling; 

3. New minimum emission Standards - Future Performance based on current emissions with 

alternative coke battery standard for H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 

mg/Nm3), whilst also considering the proposed postponements; and  

4. Current minimum emission Standards - Future Performance based on current emissions with 

achievement of existing plant standards for the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns and lurgi 

units. 

In response to Section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 

39 of 2004) (as amended in 2018), ArcelorMittal intends to apply for a postponement of the compliance 

timeframes to achieve the minimum emissions standards for certain plants at the Vanderbijlpark Works, 

Emfuleni Local Municipality, Gauteng Province.   

The first aspect of the postponement application is required for the special arrangement stipulated under 

Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations, which prescribes the recovery of sulphur-containing 

compounds from gases to be used for combustion with a recovery efficiency of not less than 90%, 

measured as hydrogen sulphide.  Although a project has already been initiated to, amongst others, 

revive sulphur recovery from the coke oven gas, the deadline of 1 April 2020 will not be achievable 

owing to the complexity of the intended upgrades to the gas cleaning facilities. Despite numerous 

attempts to ensure operations of the current sulphur recovery facilities, the long-term operation of this 

failing equipment was no longer feasible. Hence the decision to invest in the installation of new, state-

of-the-art equipment for the cleaning and recirculation of by-product coke oven gas for utilisation as a 

fuel source on site.  

Although the above-mentioned upgrades are anticipated to aid in a partial reduction of H2S emitted from 

the coke battery stacks, it is not foreseen that the recovery of sulphur from the coke oven gas will yield 

H2S stack emissions below the prescribed minimum emission standards. Achievement of both the 

current prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants (to be 

achieved by all plants by 1 April 2020) is unfeasible for Coke Batteries of the technology and age as 

those at AMSAVW. An alternative H2S stack emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 will thus be proposed 

for the 5 coke batteries on site as part of an application as contemplated in S.12A of the Listed Activities 

and Associated Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act. 

The primary use of the Coke Oven gas is to provide additional heat input for the heating of the batteries 

(5%) – increasing the energy efficiency of the facility. The onsite boilers also utilize the Coke Oven Gas 

for the production of steam and subsequent generation of electricity. The remainder of the gas is utilised 

at downstream facilities, such as reheating furnaces.  The excess coke oven gas, which currently cannot 

be utilised is flared. 

The second aspect of the postponement application is required for the Direct Reduction kilns (3 in 

operation) to achieve the new plant emission standard for SO2 of 500 mg/Nm³ (Sub-category 4.12: Pre-

reduction and Direct Reduction).  It is not economically feasible to achieve this standard for the direct 

reduction kilns at Vanderbijlpark Works as the SO2 emissions from the kilns are dependent on the 

sulphur content in the coal which is utilised as the reducing agent in the kilns on site.  For this reason, 
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an application for an alternative emission standard of 1700 mg/Nm3, aligned with the existing plant 

standard, is proposed to be submitted. 

The third aspect of the postponement application is required for the Lurgi Plants (3 units) (Sub-category 

7.2: Production of Acids) for the regeneration of Hydrochloric Acid at the Works. This postponement is 

anticipated as the planned upgrades to the scrubbing facilities at the Lurgi Plant, to reduce and sustain 

the HCl emissions from these stacks below the new plant standard of 30 mg/Nm3, may not be completed 

or fully efficient by 1 April 2020.  Pending the outcome of the upgrade trials scheduled for 

February/March 2019, a postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the new plant standard 

may be necessary, should the standard not be achievable with the upgraded plant.  A final decision on 

this matter can only be made subsequent to the trials 

The outputs of this modelling exercise represents four scenarios, namely, authorised emission releases 

as per AEL (emission ceiling), current routine operations (status-quo),  future performance based on 

current emissions with achievement of new plant standards for the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns 

and lurgi units; and the future performance based on current emissions with alternative coke battery 

standard for H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 mg/Nm3), whilst also taking into 

account the proposed postponements.   

The results in Section 7.1 indicate the maximum concentration at the boundary of ArcelorMittal 

Vanderbijlpark. The majority of the airborne pollutants are compliant to the national ambient air quality 

standards, with SO2, and NOx exceeding the national ambient air quality standard, under Scenario 1 

and 2 respectively.  

The SO2 during the current Status Quo routine operations and for the current AEL Conditions are not 

compliant to the NAAQS for a 1-Hour averaging period only. For these emission exceedences, a total 

of 88 exceedances are allowed. When analysing the number of exceedances, the Status Quo 

operations will result in an exceedance a total of 8 times, and 23 exceedances are noted under the 

current AEL conditions (authorised emission standard).   

There is an exceedance noted for the NOx AEL Conditions (authorised emission standard), this is over 

a 1-hour averaging period. A total of 911 exceedances (above the 88 permissible exceedances) were 

modelled.  

With the enforcement of the new emission limits in April 2020 all pollutants modelled will comply with 

the prescribed ambient standards.  Similar under scenario 3, which is the scenario AMSAVW are 

requesting approval for, all pollutants modelled will comply with the prescribed ambient standards.  

The Department of Environmental Affairs ambient monitoring station data for Sebokeng North of the 

site (Sharpville station provided no data). These results indicate that AMSAVW emissions when 

combined with all other sources in the VTAPA result in only 6 exceedances to the sulphur dioxide hourly 

ambient standards over the past 5 years 

These results along with the ambient air quality results from the Department of Environmental Affairs 

indicate that although there are individual activities of the plant that are not compliant with the minimum 

emission standards, the current best available technology (and financial investment) have not been 

able to bring these activities into compliance. To this end, the overall ambient impact from the AMSA 

Vanderbijlpark Works does comply with the current ambient air quality standards, for the proposed 

alternative plant standards. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

The following document serves to present the information pertaining to the proposed air quality ambient 

impacts associated with the current operations of the ArcelorMittal South Africa Vanderbijlpark Works 

(AMSAVW).  

In response to Section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 

39 of 2004) (as amended in 2018), ArcelorMittal intends to apply for a postponement of the compliance 

timeframes to achieve the minimum emissions standards for certain plants at the Vanderbijlpark Works, 

Emfuleni Local Municipality, Gauteng Province.   

The first aspect of the postponement application is required for the special arrangement stipulated under 

Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations, which prescribes the recovery of sulphur-containing 

compounds from gases to be used for combustion with a recovery efficiency of not less than 90%, 

measured as hydrogen sulphide.  Although a project has already been initiated to, amongst others, 

revive sulphur recovery from the coke oven gas, the deadline of 1 April 2020 will not be achievable 

owing to the complexity of the intended upgrades to the gas cleaning facilities. Despite numerous 

attempts to ensure operations of the current sulphur recovery facilities, the long-term operation of this 

failing equipment was no longer feasible. Hence the decision to invest in the installation of new, state-

of-the-art equipment for the cleaning and recirculation of by-product coke oven gas for utilisation as a 

fuel source on site.  

Although the above-mentioned upgrades are anticipated to aid in a partial reduction of H2S emitted from 

the coke battery stacks, it is not foreseen that the recovery of sulphur from the coke oven gas will yield 

H2S stack emissions below the prescribed minimum emission standards. Achievement of both the 

current prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants (to be 

achieved by all plants by 1 April 2020) is unfeasible for Coke Batteries of the technology and age as 

those at AMSAVW. An alternative H2S stack emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 will thus be proposed 

for the 5 coke batteries on site as part of an application as contemplated in S.12A of the Listed Activities 

and Associated Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act. 

The primary use of the Coke Oven gas is to provide additional heat input for the heating of the batteries 

(5%) – increasing the energy efficiency of the facility. The onsite boilers also utilize the Coke Oven Gas 

for the production of steam and subsequent generation of electricity. The remainder of the gas is utilised 

at downstream facilities, such as reheating furnaces.  The excess coke oven gas, which currently cannot 

be utilised is flared. 

The second aspect of the postponement application is required for the Direct Reduction kilns (3 in 

operation) to achieve the new plant emission standard for SO2 of 500 mg/Nm³ (Sub-category 4.12: Pre-

reduction and Direct Reduction).  It is not economically feasible to achieve this standard for the direct 

reduction kilns at Vanderbijlpark Works as the SO2 emissions from the kilns are dependent on the 

sulphur content in the coal which is utilised as the reducing agent in the kilns on site.  For this reason, 

an application for an alternative emission standard of 1700 mg/Nm3, aligned with the existing plant 

standard, is proposed to be submitted. 

The third aspect of the postponement application is required for the Lurgi Plants (3 units) (Sub-category 

7.2: Production of Acids) for the regeneration of Hydrochloric Acid at the Works. This postponement is 

anticipated as the planned upgrades to the scrubbing facilities at the Lurgi Plant, to reduce and sustain 

the HCl emissions from these stacks below the new plant standard of 30 mg/Nm3, may not be completed 

or fully efficient by 1 April 2020.  Pending the outcome of the upgrade trials scheduled for 

February/March 2019, a postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the new plant standard 
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may be necessary, should the standard not be achievable with the upgraded plant.  A final decision on 

this matter can only be made subsequent to the trials. 
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2 ENTERPRISE DETAILS 

2.1 Enterprise Details 

Table 1: Enterprise Details 

Enterprise Name ArcelorMittal South Africa Ltd 

Trading As ArcelorMittal South Africa, Vanderbijlpark 
Works 

Type of Enterprise Iron and Steel Manufacturing 

Enterprise Registration Number 1989/002164/06 

Registered Address Delfos Boulevard, Vanderbijlpark 

Postal Address P.O. Box 2, Vanderbijlpark, 1900 

Telephone Number 016 889 3126 

Fax Number 016 889 2058 

Industry Type (Nature of Trade) Iron and Steel Manufacturing 

Land Use Zoning as per Town planning Scheme Industrial Type 2 

Land use rights if outside Town planning 
Scheme 

N/A 

Table 2: Contact Person Details 

Responsible Person Name Johan Hattingh 

Telephone Number 016 889 3126 

Cell Phone Number 083 463 1742 

Fax Number 016 889 2058 

E-mail Address Johan Hattingh@arcelormittal.com 

After Hours Contact Details 083 463 1742 

2.2 Location and Extent of the plant  

Table 3: Facility location information 

Physical Address of Plant Delfos Boulevard, Vanderbijlpark 

Description of site N/A 

Coordinates of Approximate Centre of Operations South:  27° 49’ 35.27’’ S 
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East:     26° 39’ 02.86’’ E 

Extent (km2) 24.5 

Elevation Above Mean Seal Level (m) 1495 

Province Gauteng 

Metropolitan / District Municipality  Sedibeng District Municipality 

Local Municipality Emfuleni Local Municipality 

Designated Priority Area Vaal Triangle Priority Area 

 

2.2.1 Description of the surrounding land use within 5km 

ArcelorMittal South Africa, Vanderbijlpark Works is an integrated steel works, which first makes iron 

and then converts the iron to steel and thereafter produces flat steel products. Vanderbijlpark Works 

consists of iron-making, steel making and rolling facilities. The ArcelorMittal Coke and Chemicals is also 

situated on the site and operates from material received from the Vanderbijlpark works.  

The Vanderbijlpark Works is situated north of Vanderbijlpark, Gauteng. The site is located in the Vaal 

Triangle Priority Area, thus the air quality of the region is monitored. The Department of Environmental 

Affairs monitoring stations situated in proximity to the ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark works are Sharpeville 

(south east from site) and Sebokeng (north of the site). More detail on closely related sensitive receptors 

is provided as follows: 

• North:  Sebokeng residential area is situated 1,8km north of the ArcelorMittal boundary and 

6km from the main operations on site. The residential area consists of low-income and informal 

housing. The Sebokeng Hospital is situated 1,8km from the closest boundary and 6km from the 

centre of the site.  

• East:  Towards the east of ArcelorMittal there are residential and industrial areas. The 

Vanderbijlpark NE3 extension is an industrial area, adjacent to this land use is low-income / 

informal housing (~900m from closest boundary). The two land uses are located 2km from the 

centre of the site. The traffic licensing department is located 400m from the closest boundary 

and the Boipatong landfill site is surrounded by the community (2km from the closest boundary). 

The residential area is further away from the site but adjacent to Biopatong is, Tshepiso (3km 

from the closest boundary). Also, adjacent, towards the east of the Tshepiso area is Sharpeville 

(5km). The area is characteristic of a densely populated town with low income residents. It 

should be noted that the AngloAmerican Thermal Coal New Vaal Colliery is located 10km south 

east and the Eskom Lethabo Power Station and 15km south east of the facility. 

• South:  The town of Vanderbijlpark is situated to the south of the ArcelorMittal facility. The 

majority of the Vanderbijlpark town consists of residential areas (0,5 to 5km south from facility), 

with a Centre Business District (2 – 3,5km south from facility). It should be noted that there are 

industrial activities located at the south west corner of the facility. The closest school is located 

800m from the closest boundary (Laerskool Noordhoek) and a day care centre 900m from the 

closest boundary. The low-income housing area, Bophelong, is situated 1km south west from 

the closest boundary.   

• West: Towards the west the land use is predominantly rural, with few sparsely populated areas 

(Steelvalley, Louisrus and Linkholm). The region is of a rural nature with an active farm adjacent 

to the facilities boundary (farmhouse is 2km from the closest boundary).  
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See Figure 2 (on the next page) for the map illustrating the major towns and roads surrounding 

ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark. 

 

Figure 1: Map illustrating the facility boundary (blue) on an aerial photograph 

 

2.3 Atmospheric emission licence 

Description of the existing emission licence of the facility is provided in Table 5.  

Table 4: Current emission license 

Current Atmospheric Emission Licence 

Number: 

AEL0003/SDM/2012 

*See Appendix A for the existing/current Atmospheric Emission license 
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3 NATURE OF THE PROCESS 

3.1 Listed Activity or Activities  

The Table which follows summarises the activities applicable to the current operations on site. 

Table 5: Listed Activity applicable to Facility 

Listed 
Activity 
Number 

Category of 
Listed Activity 

Sub-
category 

of the 
Listed 

Activity 

Name of the Listed 
Activity 

Description of the 
Listed Activity 

ArcelorMittal South Africa Vanderbijlpark Works 

1 Category 1 1.4 Gas combustion 
installations 

Gas combustion 
(including gas turbines 
burning natural gas) used 
primary for steam raising 
or electricity generation 

3 Category 3 3.1 Combustion 
installations 

Combustion installations 
not used primarily for 
steam raising or 
electricity generation  

4 Category 3 3.2 Coke Production  Coke production, and by-
product recovery  

6 Category 4 4.2 Combustion 
Installations 

Combustion installations 
not used for primarily for 
steam raising and 
electricity generation 
(except drying)  

7 Category 4 4.5 Sinter Plants  Sinter plants for 
agglomeration of fine 
ores using a heating 
process, including sinter 
cooling where applicable  

8 Category 4 4.6 Basic Oxygen 
Furnace Steel 
Making 

Basic oxygen furnaces in 
the steel making industry 

9 Category 4 4.8 Blast furnaces  Blast furnace operations  

10 Category 4 4.10 Foundries  Production and or casting 
of iron, iron ores, steel or 
ferro-alloys, including the 
cleaning of castings and 
handling of casting mould 
materials.  

11 Category 4 4.11 Agglomeration 
Operations 

Agglomeration 
Operations – Production 
of pellets or briquettes 
using presses, inclined 
discs or rotating drums 
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Listed 
Activity 
Number 

Category of 
Listed Activity 

Sub-
category 

of the 
Listed 

Activity 

Name of the Listed 
Activity 

Description of the 
Listed Activity 

12  Category 4 4.12 Pre-reduction and 
direct reduction  

Production of pre-
reduced or metallised ore 
or pellets using gaseous 
or solid fuels  

13 Category 4 4.22 Hot dip galvanizing  The coating of steel 
articles with zinc using 
molten zinc, including the 
pickling and/or fluxing of 
articles before coating  

14 Category 5 5.1 Storage and handling 
or ore and coal  

Storage and handling of 
ore and coal not situated 
on the premises of a mine 
or works as defined in the 
Mines Health and safety 
act 29/1996 

15 Category 7 7.2 Production of acids  

 

Secondary production of 
hydrochloric acid through 
regeneration. 

ArcelorMittal South Africa Coke and Chemicals – located on the Vanderbijlpark Site 

17 Category 3 3.3 Tar Processes Processes in which tar, 
creosote or any other 
product of distillation of 
tar is distilled or is heated 
in any manufacturing 
process.  

 

 

3.2 Process Description 

ArcelorMittal South Africa, Vanderbijlpark Works is an integrated steel works, which first makes iron 

and then convert the iron to steel and thereafter produce flat steel products. Vanderbijlpark Works 

consists of iron-making, steel making and rolling facilities.  
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.  

3.2.1 Iron Making  

The iron-making business unit consists of four facilities namely, Sinter plant, Coke making, Blast 

furnaces and Direct reduction. 

Sinter is produced through blending fine-sized iron ore, fluxes (limestone and dolomite) and other 

metallurgical by-products. These raw materials are ignited and heated (using coke and anthracite as a 

fuel) until they fuse into a solid stable mass known as sinter, which is an important feedstock for the 

blast furnace. This heating and fusing process takes place on a conveyer-belt type structure known as 

the sinter strand. Currently Vanderbijlpark Works operates two such strands, Strand A and B. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Coke is used in the blast furnace to chemically reduce iron-oxide to iron metal, it is also however a fuel. 

Coal is converted to coke by heating coal charged into a battery oven to about 1300ºC in an oxygen 

free environment for 15-21 hours. Vanderbijlpark Works operates six batteries, which supply coke to 

the blast furnaces on site, with the potential of producing market coke for the ferro-alloy industry 

depending on the market demand.  

Hot crude coke oven gas, which forms as a result of heating of coal in the coke ovens, is cooled down 

from ~800°C to ~80°C by spraying it with flushing liquor. When the crude coke oven gas cools down a 

mixture of high boiling compounds condenses out of the gas. 

 

Coal Iron Ore 

 

Fluxes 
(dolomite + limestone) 

Iron & Steel Making 

By-products 

Fine Material Blending Beds 

Sintering 
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The gas fraction is routed to the gas plant where it is cooled down to remove more condensates, 

including naphthalene, in the primary coolers, cleaned of fine tar droplets in the electrostatic tar 

precipitators and H2S and NH3 removal by wet scrubbing. Between 35% and 40% of the clean coke 

oven gas is returned to fuel the coke oven batteries, while the remainder is used in other operations 

within the integrated steel works. The scrubbing liquor used for the H2S and NH3 removal is stripped 

and the gas cleaned at the Elemental Sulphur plant. The final products from this plant are elemental 

sulphur that is sold, steam and tail gas that is mixed with the crude coke oven gas before the gas plant. 

All condensates emanating from the crude gas and the gas plant are captured in a tar separator. Here 

the condensates are separated into: 

• A heavy tar fraction that is either recycled back into the coke batteries or disposed on a certified 

site. 

• Light tar and naphthalene that is pumped to ArcelorMittal Coke and Chemicals for further 

processing. 

• Flushing liquor that is directed back into the coke ovens for cooling of the crude gas. 

• Coal water, which is the excess water, is treated via a gravel filter plant and re-used in the 

process. 

 

Additional water is routed to a water treatment plant on site where it is treated and recycled.  

Excess coke oven gas can be flared in Flares 1, 3 and 5. (More detail is provided under the Flares 

Section.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Blast Furnace is a counter current reactor in which iron-bearing materials are reduced to molten 

iron.  The iron (Fe) containing materials (Iron ore, DRI and Sinter), fluxes (Dolomite, Silica stone and 

Limestone), Manganese ore and Coke, are added to the top of the furnace shaft.  Hot blast air enriched 

with oxygen and steam is blown from the bottom of the furnace together with Pulverized Coal (PCI), 

producing a counter current of reducing gasses. The hot blast air reacts with carbon from the coke and 

PCI, to form carbon monoxide, which in turn reduces iron oxide to iron. The iron is tapped into torpedoes 

and transported to the steel plant. At Vanderbijlpark there are two Blast Furnaces, C and D, with a total 

capacity of 3.1 mt per annum molten iron. 

The gas that is generated during the process is removed from the furnace top and cleaned from dust 

by the Dust Catcher, Vortex and Wet scrubber systems, before being introduced into the works BF gas 

ring main.  The Gas is used for re-heating of the stoves, at the Coke Ovens as well as at the boilers for 

energy generation. Excess Blast Furnace Gas can be flared off in Flares 1, 3 and 4.  

During the Iron making process slag is also generated which is either granulated or tapped into an abort 

pit.   The furnaces produce about 65 000t of granulated slag per month and approximately 7 000t of air 

cooled slag per month. 

 
 

  

Iron Ore & Sinter 
  

Coke    

Pulverized 

Coal Injection 

  
  

Blast Furnaces   

Additives (Fluxes 

& Manganese Ore)  

BF Slag 
(granulated 
or air cooled) 

Hot Metal 

(Pig Iron) 

BF Gas & Dust  

By Products Plant 

 

Coal 

Ferro Alloy 

Coke 

   Coke Ovens       

Metallurgical Coke  

 

 

Coke Oven Gas routed via gas 

cleaning plant 

Coke Oven Gas utilised in batteries or distributed to 

downstream facilities for use as a fuel source 
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At the Pulverized Coal Plant (PCI), coal is pulverized and dried to be used at both Furnaces.  The coal 

size range is controlled to 80% less than 100 microns, and stored on site in two fine coal bins, before 

being injected into the furnaces along with the hot blast air. Approximately 25 000t of coal is pulverized 

per month to replace coke consumption on the furnaces. 

The Direct Reduction route is an alternative iron making route, which utilizes coal to reduce the iron 

ore. At Vanderbijlpark Works, six rotary kilns are used to heat iron ore, coal and additives to produce 

sponge iron, which is then utilized in the blast furnaces and the steel making plant 

The waste gases from the process are drawn off the process and sent through a waste heat boiler to 

generate process steam.  Dust particles are removed from this waste gas stream in the Electrostatic 

Precipitator (ESP), before the waste gas is discharged to atmosphere through the main stack. There is 

an emergency stack situated between the kiln and the boiler for upset conditions. 

This serves as a safety device for the boiler, should there be an unplanned boiler outage, and would 

result in pollution generation for the time that it takes to put the kiln process offline.  There are presently 

6 kiln / boiler trains in operation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

3.2.2 Steel Making 

Steel at Vanderbijlpark Works is produced through the Basic Oxygen Furnace route.  

 

Basic Oxygen steel making involves the conversion of iron from the blast furnace into steel by 

application of pure oxygen to remove carbon, silicon and other elements, and the addition of fluxes and 

alloying agents to remove impurities and alter the composition. De-sulphurisation is carried out a pre-

treatment of the hot iron. Vanderbijlpark Works operates three furnaces, which operate on molten iron, 

and scrap. The amount of scrap charged depends on scrap availability, hot metal availability, hot metal 

chemistry, final steel quality etc. Pure oxygen is then top blown; during the process carbon is oxidized 

 

Direct Reduction Kilns  

 

Coal Iron 
Ore 

Fluxes 
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and released as carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide. Silicon, manganese and phosphorus are 

oxidized and captured in the slag.  Further refining of liquid steel chemistry happens in a ladle furnace.  

 

After the refining in the secondary metallurgical process (Ladle Furnaces and RH degasser) the liquid 

steel is cast into the continuous casters (V1 and V2) and cut into slabs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2.3 Rolling Mills 

The Rolling Business Unit is divided into two, namely hot rolling and cold rolling. Hot rolling converts 

the shape and metallurgical properties of the steel slab by rolling the hot metal repeatedly between 

electrically powered rollers into coils.  The hot rolled products are further processed in the cold rolling 

mills, which involves pickling, annealing, tempering and coating.  The rolling facilities are divided into 

the North Works and the South Works. Hot rolling consists of a Plate Mill in the South Works and a Hot 

Strip Mill in the North Works. 

 

• At the Hot Strip Mill (North) slabs are reheated in four (4) Reheating Furnaces (3 pusher type 

and 1 walking beam type). It further consists of a 2-stand close-coupled tandem reversing 

Roughing Mill with four attached Edgers; 7-Stand Finishing Mill; 3 Coilers, and a coil handling 

system.  

 

• The Plate Mill in the South Works has two Reheating Furnaces that use Coke Oven Gas as 

fuel. After reheating the thick plates they are rolled in a Four-high Reversing mill. After cooling 

and cutting (plasma and flame cutting) it can be directed for metallurgical treatment (in order to 

obtain more hardness and tensile strength) in the Plate Treatment Plant (PTP Plant) that 

consists of two (2) heat treatment furnaces that consumes Natural Gas. It can also then be 

directed through the paint booth. The paint booth applies a high quality water based primer on 

the plate top and bottom surface.  

 

• The Cold Mills South consists of the following plants: 

o Pickling Line (Pickler # 4); 

o 5 Stand Tandem Cold Mills South; 

o Continuous Annealing Line No 1; 

o Cleaning Line; 

o BA South (Batch Annealers); 

o Twin Stand Temper Mill; 

 

STEEL SLABS 

Basic Oxygen Furnaces 

Continuous Casting 

Ladle Furnaces (Refining) 

Alloys 

STEEL MAKING 

Scrap metal 
Direct 

Reduced Iron 
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o Tin line; 

o Single Stand Temper Mill; 

o DWI Line; 

o Galvanising Line # 3; 

o Galvanising Line #5; 

o Paint line  / Colour Coating Line; 

o Coil Preparation plant #2; and 

o Littel Shear Line. 

 

• The Cold Mills North consists of the following plants:  

• Pickle Line (Pickler # 3); 

• 5 Stand Tandem Cold Mills North; 

• Capl #2; 

• Galvanising Line # 4; 

• Colour Coating Line; 

• BA BH (Batch Annealers);  

• Temper Mill North;  

• Electro Galvanising Line;  

• Reclamation Line; 

• Inspection Line; 

• Tension Leveler; and 

• CAPL Conversion – Galv line. 

 

3.2.4 Foundry > 9 tons and Foundry < 9 tons 

Foundry operations involve production of near shape castings in moulds made from resin bonded silica 

and chrome sand. Molten steel or iron is poured into the moulds built in either pits or weld-fabricated 

steel boxes. After solidification and cooling of the metal, the sand is removed from the castings through 

a process called stripping. Fettling operation involves cleaning of castings through arc-air and grinding.  

Ferrous Foundry is made up of two main production sections:  

• >9Ton Section; and  

• <9Ton section.  

The >9 ton section is situated in the Basic Oxygen steel plant area from where its liquid steel supply is 

sourced. The <9ton section is situated close to the blast furnace D plant and has a small induction 

furnace to melt scrap metal.  

Moulding in this section is done in steel boxes utilizing sand recycled from >9ton section. Metal for 

casting in this section comes from a twin 8 ton Induction furnace. Casting of cast iron jobs is made from 

Torpedo pig iron from blast furnaces C or D.   

 

3.2.5 Flares 
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Foundry operations involve production of near shape castings in moulds made from resin bonded silica 

and chrome sand. Molten steel or iron is poured into the moulds built in either pits or weld fabricated 

steel boxes. After solidification and cooling of the metal, the sand is removed from the castings through 

a process called stripping. Fettling operation involves cleaning of castings through arc-air and grinding.  

 

Ferrous Foundry is made up of two main production sections:  

- >9Ton Section; and  

- <9Ton Section.  

 

The >9 ton section is situated in the Basic Oxygen steel plant area from where its liquid steel supply is 

sourced. The <9ton section is situated close to the Blast Furnace D plant and has a small induction 

furnace to melt scrap metal.  

Moulding in this section is done in steel boxes utilizing sand recycled from >9Ton Section. Metal for 

casting in this section comes from a twin 8ton Induction furnace. Casting of cast iron jobs is made from 

torpedo pig iron from Blast Furnaces C or D.  

3.2.6 Power Generation 

Steam generation: High pressure (HP) boiler house 

There are currently 4 gas fired boilers in operation. The boilers generate steam at 30 Bar, with the 

capacity to de-superheat to 16 Bar, should the Direct Reduction plant be unable to meet the required 

demand.  

These boilers consume internally produced Blast Furnace Gas and Coke Oven Gas.  

The boiler flue gas is emitted from 3 common induced-draft stacks. 

5 MW power generation 

Steam at 30 Bar, from the HP boiler house, is used to generate power at this machine.  This machine 

generally runs at a constant load, the power being fed into the internal 88 kV network. 

30 MW power generation 

Steam at 30 Bar, from the HP boiler house, is used to generate power at this machine.  This machine 

is used to take up the fluctuation in available gas, and so is run at varying load conditions, the power 

being fed into the internal 132 kV network. 

40 MW power generation 

The Direct Reduction 40 MW turbine / generator (TG) set was installed in order to utilize steam 

production from waste heat generated by DR Kilns 5 and 6. A gas-fired boiler is also present to enable 

the use of internally available excess gas (BF and CO gas) to supplement steam supply. The gas-fired 

boiler utilizes internally generated excess gas (BF and CO gas) to supplement steam supply to the 

turbine. 

Not all boilers on site fall within the ambit of the Atmospheric Emissions License requirements due to 

capacity.  

 

Cold blast air generation 
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Cold blast air is generated from two sources, namely an axial compressor or 5 radial compressors, all 

electrically driven. 

Compressed air generation  

This is for various process requirements on site and includes pulverised coal injection (PCI) transport 

air.  This air is generated from two integral gear type compressors which are electrically driven. 

During planned and un-planned start-up and shut-down of gas-fired processes (i.e. Boilers, reheating 

furnaces etc.) the lines are purged which results in small volumes of gas being vented to the atmosphere 

for short periods of time, as per safe practice.  

3.2.7 Acid Regeneration Plant 

Spent Pickle Liquor is brought in from Pickling Line #3 and #4 and regenerated to 16% hydrochloric 

acid using a fluidized bed reactor (Lurgi technology). Iron oxide is produced as a by-product and sold 

into the market. The regenerated acid is reused at the pickling lines. There are three parallel reactors. 

The reactors are gas fired, using natural gas.  The HCl produced in the reactor is scrubbed in a scrubber 

using water to produce a 16% Hydrochloric acid. The flue gas, together with the scrubbed gas is 

released into the air through a stack (each reactor has its own stack). 

3.2.8 Recycling of co-products 

In promotion of the waste management hierarchy, which endorses the principle of “disposal as the last 

resort”, Vanderbijlpark Works has implemented various co-product recycling initiatives to re-use iron- 

and carbon- rich material emanating from, inter alia, abatement equipment in the iron and steel making 

processes.  Further recycling potential has been identified through the installation of a proposed 

briquetting plant which will consolidate co-products from different sources for input in internal production 

processes 

3.2.9 Arcelor Mittal Coke and Chemicals 

The Tar Plant 

Crude tar from the ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark, Newcastle and Pretoria Works is blended and fed into 

a Tar Distillation Plant where Pitch, Light Oil, Refined Chemical Oil (RCO), Heavy Oil and Heavy Light 

Creosote Oil is produced. 

 

The RCO is fed to the Solvent Plant where Coal Tar Naphtha and 60/70 Oil is produced. The 60/70 Oil 

is in turn fed into the Naphthalene plant, where Naphthalene and Naphtha Still Residue is produced.  

 

Various blended products, such as creosote and Black Paint are produced by blending various oils 

and/or pitch.  

 

The distillation columns are heated using gas fired (natural gas) furnaces. There are 5 of these furnaces. 

The flue gas is released into the air through stacks. 

 

Final product tanks are heated using a thermal oil system. Gas is used to heat up the thermal oil in gas 

(natural gas) fired furnaces and the thermal oil is pumped to the tanks through heating coils. The flue 

gas is released into the air through stacks. 
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In the blending area, raw materials as well as final products are blended and stored. The high 

temperature tanks have fume scrubber systems. Fume Scrubber #1 is used for hot oil tanks, while 

Fume Scrubber #2 is used for pitch tanks.  

Pitch can be processed in the:  

• Pitch Heat Treating Plant – emissions from this process is vented through F103 and VT1; or 

• Pitch Solidification Plant – emissions from this process is vented through FS3 with the new 
thermal oxidizer the above mentions fumes will be mitigated.  

 

Some of the pitch can be solidified using a flaker. The vapour from this system is scrubbed in Fume 

scrubber #3. The vacuum systems as well as pressure-relieve systems of various distillation columns 

are tied in a Vent Pot (VT1) which is also a fume scrubbing system. 

The Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Abatement system at the Tar Plant has been installed to 

mitigate VOC emissions emanating from various sources (including: raw tar tanks, fume scrubbers and 

vent pots) by means of a regenerative thermal oxidizer. 
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3.3 Unit Process 

Table 6: List of Units processes at the Facility 

Unit Process 
Unit Process Function Batch or Continuous Process 

Iron Making Sinter Plant 

Raw materials and by-products containing iron is mixed 

and heat treated to produce sinter material. 

 

Continuous  

Coke Making Plant 

The thermal distillation of coal to coke in a group of 

Coke Oven Batteries   

 

Continuous 

Blast Furnace C 

The reduction of iron ore with fluxing materials and 

carbon as a fuel. 

 

Continuous 

Blast Furnace D 

The reduction of iron ore with suitable fluxing materials 

and carbon as a fuel. 

 

Continuous 

Coal Pulverization Plant 

Coal crushed to fine particles and purified in 3 Bag 

Filters to be used as raw materials 

 

Continuous 

Direct Reduction Iron Plant 

The reduction of iron ore to sponge iron in rotary kilns 

 

Continuous 

Steel Making Oxygen Steel Making Plant 

Molten Iron is desulphurised and then charged together 

with scrap to form liquid steel.  Liquid steel is refined at 

ladle furnaces and then cast at continuous casters.   

 

Continuous 

Other Services Power Generation 

Combustion of surplus gasses in boilers to generate 

steam 

 

Continuous 

Foundry < 9 tons 

Hot metal is cast into moulds. Scrap metal is also 

melted in an induction furnace. Occasionally scrap 

metal or casts are cut with oxygen (lancing). Sand 

blasting is also done.  

 

Batch  

Foundry > 9 tons 

Hot metal is cast into moulds. Occasionally scrap metal 

or casts are cut with oxygen (lancing). Sand blasting is 

also done. 

 

Batch 

Rolling Mills Hot Strip Mill (North Works) Continuous 

Plate Mill (South Works) Continuous 
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Unit Process 
Unit Process Function Batch or Continuous Process 

Cold Rolling North Mills Continuous 

Cold Rolling South Mills Continuous 

Acid Regeneration Plant 

Regenerates 16% HCl for pickling lines 

Continuous 

New planned 

pelletizing/briquetting 

plant  

Recycling of by-products and raw materials throughout 

the works  

Continuous 

Tar Plant Tar Distillation 

Distil crude tar to pitch and other oils including RCO 

Continuous 

Solvent Distillation 

Distils RCO to feed oil for naphthalene 

Continuous 

Naphthalene Distillation 

Distils off Naphthalene 

Continuous 

Blending + Storage 

Blending of raw materials and final products in tanks 

Continuous 

Pitch Flaking Plant 

Solidifies Liquid into flakes 

Continuous 

Thermal treatment of waste gas by thermal oxidizing  Continuous 
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4 BASELINE DESCRIPTION OF THE AREA 

 

4.1 Description Of The Regional And Local Climate And 

Atmospheric Dispersion Potential  For The Area 

Under Investigation 

The nature of local climate will determine what will happen to pollution when it is released into the 

atmosphere (Tyson & Preston-Whyte, 2000).  Pollution levels fluctuate daily and hourly, in response to 

changes in atmospheric stability and variations in mixing depth.  Similarly, atmospheric circulation 

patterns will have an effect on the rate of transport and dispersion of pollution.   

 

The release of atmospheric pollutants into a large volume of air results in the dilution of those pollutants. 

This is best achieved during conditions of free convection and when the mixing layer is deep (unstable 

atmospheric conditions).  These conditions occur most frequently in summer during the daytime.  This 

dilution effect can however be inhibited under stable atmospheric conditions in the boundary layer 

(shallow mixing layer).  Most surface pollution is thus trapped under a surface inversion (Tyson & 

Preston-Whyte, 2000).   

 

Inversion occurs under conditions of stability when a layer of warm air lies directly above a layer of cool 

air.  This layer prevents a pollutant from diffusing freely upward, resulting in an increased pollutant 

concentration at or close to the earth’s surface.  Surface inversions develop under conditions of clear, 

calm and dry conditions and often occur at night and during winter (Tyson & Preston-Whyte, 2000).  

Radiative loss during the night results in the development of a cold layer of air close to the earth’s 

surface.  These surface inversions are however, usually destroyed as soon as the sun rises and warm 

the earth’s surface.  With the absence of surface inversions, the pollutants are able to diffuse freely 

upward; this upward motion may however be prevented by the presence of an elevated inversion (Tyson 

& Preston-Whyte, 2000). 

 

Elevated inversions occur commonly in high pressure areas. Sinking air warms adiabatically to 

temperatures in excess of those in the mixed boundary layer.  The interface between the upper, gently 

subsiding air is marked by an absolutely stable layer or an elevated subsidence inversion.  This type of 

elevated inversions is most common over Southern Africa (Tyson & Preston-Whyte, 2000).   

 

4.1.1 Regional-Climatology and Atmospheric Dispersion Potential 

The climate and atmospheric dispersion potential of the interior of South Africa is determined by 

atmospheric conditions associated with the continental high-pressure cell located over the interior.  The 

continental high pressure present over the region in the winter months results in fine conditions with 

little rainfall and light winds with a northerly flow.  Elevated inversions are common in such high pressure 

areas due to the subsidence of air.  This reduces the mixing depth and suppresses the vertical 

dispersion of pollutants, causing increased pollutant concentrations (Tyson & Preston-Whyte, 2000). 
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Seasonal variations in the positions of the high-pressure cells have an effect on atmospheric conditions 

over the region.  For most of the year the tropical easterlies cause an air flow with a north-easterly to 

north-westerly component.  In the winter months the high-pressure cells move northward, displacing 

the tropical easterlies northward resulting in disruptions to the westerly circulation.  The disruptions 

result in a succession of cold fronts over the area in winter with pronounced variations in wind direction, 

wind speeds, temperature, humidity, and surface pressure.  Airflow ahead of a cold front passing over 

the area has a strong north-north-westerly to north-easterly component, with stable and generally cloud-

free conditions.  Once the front has passed, the airflow is reflected as having a dominant southerly 

component (Tyson & Preston-Whyte, 2000).   

 

Easterly and westerly wave disturbances cause a southerly wind flow and tend to hinder the persistence 

of inversions by destroying them or increasing their altitude, thereby facilitating the dilution and 

dispersion of pollutants.  Pre-frontal conditions tend to reduce the mixing depth.  The potential for the 

accumulation of pollutants during pre-frontal conditions is therefore enhanced over the plateau (Tyson 

& Preston-Whyte, 2000). 

 

4.1.2 Meso-scale meteorology and site-specific dispersion potential 

Meteorological data for the period January 2013 to December 2017, were obtained from the 

Vereeniging weather station situated ~13 kilometres northeast of the study area (Station number 

0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E).  Further comparison is made to data collected from the monitoring 

station 350 at MSVS and weather data from Schulze (1986) for Vereeniging and Vanderbijlpark to 

provide further clarification on this issue.  The MSVS station 620 was excluded from the current 

discussion due to a lack of representative data.  

 

4.1.2.1 Comparison of MSVS Wind data to that Recorded at the 

Vereeniging Weather Services Station. 

Period, day-time, night-time and seasonal average wind roses for the Vereeniging and MSVS 350 

monitoring station are depicted in Figures 2-2 to 2-6 respectively.  For the periods assessed, winds 

predominated from the north-western sector at both stations (Figure 2).  Wind data recorded at the 

MSVS station however also has an additional strong easterly component.  Wind speeds are fairly low 

at the Vereeniging station, mainly ranging between 2.1 to 3.6m.s-1.   The MSVS station experiences 

higher average wind speeds of between 3.6 and 5.7 m.s-1, wind speeds however rarely exceeded 

11m.s-1 at both sites.  For the periods assessed the Vereeniging station experienced 8.79% calms, this 

compared to the 1.17% noted for the MSVS site. 

 

Day-time at both stations are characterised by winds which predominate from the north-westerly sector; 

as for the period wind rose the MSVS station also has a strong day-time easterly component (Figure 3 

and Figure 4).  The MSVS station however experiences a larger number of higher wind speeds and 

fewer calm periods during the day-time when compared to values recorded at the Vereeniging station.   
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As to be expected, the average wind speeds recorded during the night-time were lower at both stations 

when compared to the day-time readings. The Vereeniging station received winds predominantly from 

the north-westerly sector, while the MSVS station reflecting a wind profile dominated by an easterly flow 

(20 % frequency of occurrence noted in both cases).  Once again the MSVS station had fewer calm 

periods at night than the Vereeniging station.  

Further analysis of the seasonal variations in the Vereeniging weather station dataset indicated that in 

spring, autumn and winter, north-westerly winds predominate, while during the warmer months of 

summer there is a shift to predominantly north-north-easterly winds, with a slight reduction in the winds 

originating from a north-westerly direction (Figure 5).  At the MSVS station north-westerly winds 

predominate in spring, summer and winter, while, in addition to north-westerlies, easterly winds increase 

in frequency during autumn (Figure 6).  

There is a significant increase in calm periods during the autumn and winter months at the Vereeniging 

weather station (12.7 % and 13.2 %, respectively), with calms of only 6.3% and 0.2% noted for spring 

and summer respectively (Figure 5).  At the MSVS station calms are a lot less frequent, with values of 

0.91%, 0.22%, 1.81% and 2.04% recorded for spring, summer, autumn and winter respectively (Figure 

6).  At the Vereeniging station, summer experiences a greater frequency of higher wind speeds ranging 

between 3.6 and 5.7 m.s-1 (35.8% frequency of occurrence) (Figure 5).  A similar trend was noted for 

the MSVS station (Figure 6).  

 

 

a) 

 

b) 

Figure 2: Period average wind rose for a) the Vereeniging Weather Station (Station 

number 0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E) and b) the MSVS 350 Monitoring Station. 
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a) 

 

b) 

Figure 3: a) Day-time and b) night time wind rose for Vereeniging Weather Station 

(Station number 0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E). 

 

 

a) 

 

b) 

Figure 4: a) Day-time and b) night time wind rose for MSVS 350 Monitoring Station. 
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a) 

 

b) 

 

c) 

 

d) 

Figure 5: Seasonal wind roses for the Vereeniging Weather Station (Station 

number 0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E).  a) Spring, b) summer, c) autumn, d) 

winter. 
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a) 

 

b) 

 

c) 

 

d) 

Figure 6: Seasonal wind roses for the MSVS 350 Monitoring Station for a) spring, 

b) summer, c) autumn, d) winter. 

 

4.1.2.2 Atmospheric Stability 

Atmospheric stability is commonly categorised into six stability classes.  These are briefly described in 

Table 7.  The atmospheric boundary layer is usually unstable during the day due to turbulence caused 

by the sun's heating effect on the earth's surface.  The depth of this mixing layer depends mainly on the 

amount of solar radiation, increasing in size gradually from sunrise to reach a maximum at about 5-6 
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hours after sunrise.  The degree of thermal turbulence is increased on clear warm days with light winds.  

During the night-time a stable layer, with limited vertical mixing, exists.  During windy and/or cloudy 

conditions, the atmosphere is normally neutral. 

Table 7: Atmospheric stability classes 

 A Very unstable calm wind, clear skies, hot daytime conditions 

 B Moderately unstable clear skies, daytime conditions 

 C Unstable moderate wind, slightly overcast daytime conditions 

 D Neutral high winds or cloudy days and nights 

 E Stable moderate wind, slightly overcast night-time conditions 

 F Very stable low winds, clear skies, cold night-time conditions 

 

At the Vereeniging Weather Station, wind from the northern to north-western sector is usually 

associated with very stable conditions.  A large percentage of stable conditions are also associated with 

the east-southeast to south-western sectors.  Poor atmospheric dispersion potentials are associated 

with such low velocity airflow.  Airflow from the south-south-eastern to southern sector is often 

associated with greater dispersion potential due to the more turbulent nature and higher wind speeds 

characteristic of this flow component.  However, very stable conditions dominate from most wind 

directions; dispersion potential is thus fairly low in the Vereeniging area (Figure 7).   

 

 

Figure 7: Stability Class Frequency Distribution associated with the Vereeniging Weather 

Station (Station number 0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E) 
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4.1.2.3 Precipitation and Evaporation 

Precipitation cleanses the air by washing out particles suspended in the atmosphere (Kupchella & 

Hyland, 1993).  It is calculated that precipitation accounts for about 80-90% of the mass of particles 

removed from the atmosphere (CEPA/FPAC Working Group, 1999).  Total short-term average monthly 

rainfall for the Vereeniging weather station for 2013 to 2017 is depicted Figure 8. The long-term average 

annual and monthly rainfall for Vanderbijlpark and Vereeniging is given in Figure 9 and Figure 10 

respectively (Schulze, 1986).  Vanderbijlpark and Vereeniging lie in the summer rainfall region of South 

Africa, receiving a total annual rainfall of 677mm and 658mm respectively (Schulze, 1986).  Total annual 

rainfall recorded at the Vereeniging weather station for 2013 to 2017 was 467.4mm, some 191mm less 

than the long-term average given by Schulze (1986) for Vereeniging.   

 

 

Figure 8: Average monthly rainfall at the Vereeniging Weather Station (Station number 0438784 

3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E) .Mean annual rainfall 467.4 mm. 
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Figure 9: Long-term average monthly rainfall for Vanderbijlpark (Schulze, 1986).  Mean annual 

rainfall 677 mm. 

 

 

Figure 10: Long-term average monthly rainfall for Vereeniging (Schulze, 1986).  Mean annual 

rainfall 658 mm. 

4.1.2.4 Temperature and Humidity 

Temperature affects the formation, action, and interactions of pollutants in various ways (Kupchella & 

Hyland, 1993).  Chemical reaction rates tend to increase with temperature and the warmer the air, the 
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more water it can hold and hence the higher the humidity.  When relative humidity exceeds 70%, light 

scattering by suspended particles begins to increase, as a function of increased water uptake by the 

particles (CEPA/FPAC Working Group, 1999).  This results in decreased visibility due to the resultant 

haze.  Many pollutants may also dissolve in water to form acids.  Temperature also provides an 

indication of the rate of development and dissipation of the mixing layer as well as determining the effect 

of plume buoyancy; the larger the temperature difference between the plume and ambient air, the higher 

the plume is able to rise.   

 

The long-term average monthly minimum and maximum temperatures for Vereeniging are depicted in 

Figure 11 (Shulze, 1986).  Daily summer temperatures range between ~15 °C and ~28 °C.  Winter 

temperatures range between ~0 °C and ~17 °C. Average monthly minimum and maximum 

temperatures for the period 2013 to 2017 for the Vereeniging weather station are given in Figure 12.  

Daily summer temperatures at the Vereeniging weather station range between ~10 °C and ~34 °C, 

while winter temperatures range between ~5 °C and ~22 °C respectively. 

Hourly average temperatures from the Vereeniging weather station are shown for a 12 month period in 

Figure 13.  The diurnal and seasonal variations in temperature are clearly evident. 

 

Figure 11: Long-term average monthly minimum and maximum temperatures for Vereeniging 

(Schulze, 1986). 
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Figure 12: Average monthly minimum and maximum temperatures for the Vereeniging Weather 

Station (Station number 0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E). 

 

 

Figure 13: Monthly average hourly temperatures for the Vereeniging Weather Station (Station 

number 0438784 3, 26.57° S, 27.95° E). 
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Figure 14 depicts monthly relative humidity figures for the MSVS weather station.  From Figure 14 it is 

evident that relative humidity is lowest during winter and early spring.  As no humidity data is recorded 

at the Vereeniging station no comparison could be made between these two stations for this parameter. 

  

Figure 14: Monthly average relative humidity for the MSVS Station 
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5.1 Raw Material Used 

Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

ArcelorMittal South Africa Vanderbijlpark Works 

Iron Making Units 

Sinter Plant  

Iron ore (total) 3 120 000 3 120 000 1 401 970 Tons / annum  

Lime 580 000 580 000 370 456 Tons / annum 

Coke 281 200 281 200 146 630 Tons / annum 

Dolomite 390 000 390 000 156 339 Tons / annum 

Anthracite 5 000 5 000 2 773 Tons / annum 

Manganese ore 1 000 1 000 0 Tons / annum 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Recyclables  700 000 700 000 436 192 Tons / annum 

Coke Making Plant  

Batteries 4, 6, 7, 8 & 9 

Coking Coal  3 585 615 3 585 615 1 094 207 ton / annum  

(hard and soft) 

Recycled Tar  10 000 10 000 10 000 ton / annum  

Spent Tyres 150 000 150 000 0 ton / annum 

Blast Furnaces  

Blast Furnace C * 

Iron ore 800 800 657 kg / ton hot metal 

Sinter 1 100 1 100 782 kg / ton hot metal 

Dolomite none specified none specified 56 kg / ton hot metal 

Silica-stone none specified none specified 49 kg / ton hot metal 

Coke 400 400 400 kg / ton hot metal 

Medium coke 80 80 35 kg / ton hot metal 

Fine Sinter 30 30 0 kg / ton hot metal 

Blow air volume 3 200 3 200 2 700 m3 / min 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Coal injection 180 180 125 kg / ton hot metal 

     

Spent Tyres 100 100 0 kg / ton hot metal 

Blast furnace D 

Iron ore 800 800 514 kg / ton Hot metal 

Sinter fines 70 70 30 kg / ton Hot metal 

Sinter 1 100 1 100 905 kg / ton Hot metal 

Metallurgical coke 600 600 397 kg / ton Hot metal 

Medium coke 90 90 55 kg / ton Hot metal 

Pulverized coal 180 180 135 kg / ton Hot metal 

Dolomite 100 100 32 kg / ton Hot metal 

Silica 100 100 39 kg / ton Hot metal 

Blow air volume 4 000 4 000 3 600 m3 / min 

Spent Tyres 100 100 0 kg / ton hot metal 

Pulverized Coal Injection Plants  

Coal 967 250 967 250 287 952 ton / annum  

Direct Reduction Plant (Kiln # 1 – # 6) 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Iron Ore  1 852 941 1 852 941 504 571 ton / annum  

Coal  819 000 819 000 271 147 ton / annum  

Dolomite 44 800 44 800 0 ton / annum 

Spent Tyres 100 000 100 000 0 ton / annum 

Basic Oxygen Furnace  

De-sulphurisation plant 

Hot metal 985 985 925 kg / ton liquid steel 

Calcium carbide 6.00 6.00 3.75 kg / ton liquid steel 

Mg powder 1.50 1.50 0.91 kg / ton liquid steel 

Basic Oxygen Furnace  

Hot Metal 960 960 900 kg / ton liquid steel 

Scrap 260 260 204 kg / ton liquid steel 

Burnt lime 70 85 60 kg / ton liquid steel 

Iron ore 10 10 8 kg / ton liquid steel 

Alloys 60 60 9 kg / ton liquid steel 

Dolomite 25 30 18 kg / ton liquid steel 

DRI 400 400 2 kg / ton liquid steel 

Co-product 200 200 0  kg / ton liquid steel 

Spent Tyres 100 100 0 kg / ton hot metal 

Ladle Furnaces  

Liquid Steel 4.5 4.5 4.5 kg / ton liquid steel 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Aluminum 5 5 5 kg / ton liquid steel 

Flux 6 6 6 kg / ton liquid steel 

Manganese 1.5 1.5 1.5 kg / ton liquid steel 

Chrome 0.5 0.5 0.5 kg / ton liquid steel 

Ferrosilicon 0.9 0.9 0.9 kg / ton liquid steel 

Carbon & calcium 4.5 4.5 4.5 kg / ton liquid steel 

Other Units 

Foundry < 9 tons 

Molten Iron (BF) 4 680 4 680 0 ton / annum 

Scrap Material 3 600 3 600 993 ton / annum 

Reclaimed Silica 
Sand 

6 000 6 000 2 000 ton / annum 

Cr Sand 840 840 400 ton / annum 

Catalyst 40 40 50 ton / annum 

Resin 105 105 90 ton / annum 

  

Molten steel (BOF) 7 350 7 350 700 ton / annum 

Silica Sand 10 200 10 200 4 080 ton / annum 

Cr Sand 840 840 400 ton / annum 

Catalyst 80 80 60 ton / annum 

Resin 240 240 100 ton / annum 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Rolling Units 

Plate Mill (South Works) 

Slabs  480 000 480 000 480 000 ton / annum 

Plate Mill – Plate Treatment Plant (South) 

Plates 72 000 72 000 72 000 ton / annum 

Hot Strip Mill (North) 

Slabs 3 300 000 3 300 000 3 300 000 ton / annum 

Galvanizing Line #3 (South) 

Uncoated Coils 220 000 220 000 180 000 ton / annum 

Zinc mixture 220 000 220 000 6 840 ton / annum  

Galvanizing Line #4 (North) 

Uncoated Coils 370 000 370 000 235 000 ton / annum 

Zinc mixture 370 000 370 000 201 000 ton / annum  

Galvanizing Line #5 (South) 

Uncoated Coils 120 000 120 000 85 000 ton / annum 

Zinc mixture 8 400 8 400 5 950 ton / annum 

Paint Line (South) (Note 5) 

Epoxy Under Coat 540 000 540 000 45 067 L / Month 

Silicon Polyester 
final Coat 

739 200 739 200 0 L / Month 

Polyester Final 
Coat 

240 000 240 000 77 832 L / Month 

Plastisol 260 000 260 000 0 L / Month 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Adhesive 18 000 18 000 1 450 L / Month 

Zincro Metal 120 000 120 000 0 L / Month 

Poly urethane 20 000  20 000 11 656 L / Month 

Colour Coating 
Line (North) 

30 000  30 000 11 656 L / Month 

Pickle Line 3 (North) 

Hot Rolled Coils 1 560 000 1 560 000 1 560 000 ton / annum 

Pickle Line 4 (South) 

Hot Rolled Coils 960 000 960 000 960 000 ton / annum 

Batch Annealer South 

Steel 192 000 192 000 192 000 ton / annum 

CAPL line 

Steel 480 000 480 000 480 000 ton / annum 

CA line (North) 

Steel 501 600 501 600 350 000 ton / annum 

CA line (South) 

Steel 224 400 224 400 184 000 ton / annum 

Batch Annealer North  

Steel 369 600 369 600 354 000 ton / annum 

Electro - galvanizing Line 

Steel 154 000 154 000 128 000 ton / annum 

Acid regeneration plant  

Spent pickle 
Liquor 

75 000 75 000 75 000 ton / annum 
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Raw Material Type Maximum 
Permitted 

Consumption Rate 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Actual 
Consumption Rate 

(Quantity) 

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

Crude Tar 200 000 200 000 200 000 ton / annum 

Spent Pickle 
Liquor  

75 000 60 000 53 800 ton / annum 

 

By-Product Name Maximum 
Production 
Capacity 
Permitted 
(Quantity) 

Design 
Production 

Capacity  

Actual Production 
Capacity  

Units 
(Quantity/Period) 

(Quantity) (Quantity)  

Coal Tar Pitch 120 000 120 000 42 630 ton / year 

Naphthalene 25 000 25 000 5 082 ton / year 

Creosote 30 400 30 400 6 569 ton / year 

GKO 40 000 40 000 13 697 ton / year 

Road products 3 200 3 200 0 ton / year 

Regenerated Acid 75 000 75 000 75 000 ton / year 

Lurgi Oxide 20 000 20 000 20 000 ton / year 

Sealants 2 500 2 500 1 910 ton / year 
 

5.2 Appliances and abatement equipment control 
technology 
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Table 8: Appliances and control measures 

Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 

 Sinter Plant 

Sinter Main 

Stack 

Strand A and 

Strand B 
Sinter plant  S1  - 

Dry scrubbing 

system 

Cyclones and 

bag houses 
1964 2011 50 mg/m3  99 90 

Sinter AG 

Off gasses 

from 

conveyors, 

crushing and 

screening 

 Dust 

collection 
 S2  - ESP Dry ESP 1964 2004 

100 mg/

m3 
 98 96 

Sinter BG 

Off gasses 

from 

conveyors, 

crushing and 

screening 

 Dust 

collection 
 S3  - ESP Dry ESP 1972 2004 

100 mg/

m3 
  98 96 

Sinter CG 

Off gasses 

from 

conveyors, 

 Dust 

collection 
 S4  - ESP Dry ESP 1972 2002 

100 mg/

m3 
 98 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

crushing and 

screening 

Sinter FMB 

Tippler 

Raw material 

handling 

Dust 

collection 
S5 - Bag house Bag house 1988 -- 

100 mg/

m3 
 99 96 

 Coke Making Plant 

Coke 

Screen  

Screening 

plant 

Dust 

collection 
CS 1 - Scrubber  Wet Scrubber  2003 2011 50 mg/m3 95 96 

Blast Furnace C and D 

BFC SH Off Gasses 

From 

material 

feeders, 

sieves, 

conveyor 

belts etc 

BFC 1  - 

BF C Stock 

house Bag 

house  

Bag Filter 

Plant 
1985 2002 50 mg/m3  99 96 

BFC CH Off gasses 
From Tap 

Floor 
 BFC 2 -  

BFC Cast 

house Bag 

house 

Bag Filter 

Plant (Reverse 

Pulse) 

1996   50 mg/m3  99 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

BFD SH Off gasses 

From 

material 

feeders, 

sieves, 

conveyor 

belts etc 

 BFD 1  - 
BF D Cast 

house 

Bag Filter 

Plant (Reverse 

Pulse) 

2005   50 mg/m3  99% 96 

BFD CH Off gasses 
From Tap 

Floor 
 BFD2  - 

BF D Stock 

house Bag 

house 

Bag Filter 

Plant (Reverse 

Pulse) 

1990 2007 50 mg/m3  99% 96 

PCI 1 Pulverized 

Off gasses 

from 

Pulverize 1 

 PCI 1   Pulse Jet Bag house 1996   
100 mg/

m3 
 99% 96 

PCI 2 Pulverizes 

Off gasses 

from 

Pulverize 2 

 PCI 2   Pulse Jet Bag house 1996   
100 mg/

m3 
 99% 96 

 Direct Reduction Iron Plant 

Kiln 1 Kiln 1 Rotary Kiln  DR1 - Kiln ESP 1 ESP 1983 04-Feb 50 mg/m3  98% 90 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

kiln 2 Kiln 2 Rotary Kiln  DR2 - Kiln ESP 2 ESP 1983 06-Nov 50 mg/m3  98% 90 

kiln 3 Kiln 3 Rotary Kiln  DR3 - Kiln ESP 3 ESP 1983   50 mg/m   98% 90 

Kiln 4 Kiln 4 Rotary Kiln  DR4 - Kiln ESP 4 ESP 1983 06-Aug 50 mg/m3  98% 90 

Kiln 5 Kiln 5 Rotary Kiln  DR5 - Kiln ESP 5 ESP 2009  
30 mg/m3

  

 98% 90 

Kiln 6 Kiln 6 Rotary Kiln  DR6 - Kiln ESP 6 ESP 2009  
30 mg/m3

  

 98% 90 

DR Raw 
Raw material 

plant 

Transfer 

points, 

handling and 

storage of 

raw 

materials 

 DR7  - 
Raw material 

handling ESP 
ESP 1983   

50 mg/m3

  
 98% 96 

Taaibos 

Collection 

points from 

plant and 

product 

 Dust 

collection 
 DR8  - Taaibos ESP ESP 

2006 (is a 

1997 model) 
2007 

50 mg/m3

  
 98% 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

separation 

plant 

PSP 

Collection 

points from 

beneficiation 

plant 

From 

Beneficiation 

Plant 

(product 

separation) 

 DR9  - 
Beneficiation 

Plant ESP 
ESP 1983   

50 mg/m3

  
  98% 96 

 Oxygen Steel Making Plant 

BOF 1 

BOF #1 

primary off 

gas 

Wet 

scrubber 
O1 - Wet srubber 

High velocity 

gas scrubber 
1971 N/A 

120 

mg/m3  
95 % 96 

BOF 2 

BOF #2 

primary off 

gas 

Wet 

scrubber 
O2 - Wet srubber 

High velocity 

gas scrubber 
1971 N/A 

120 

mg/m3  
95 % 96 

BOF 3 

BOF #3 

primary off 

gas 

Wet 

scrubber 
O43 - Wet srubber 

High velocity 

gas scrubber 
1971 N/A 

120 

mg/m3  
95 % 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

Fume 3 

BOF flux 

system de-

dusting 

Bag filter O4 - 

Bag house Shaker type 

self cleaning 

bag filter 

1971 N/A 
 50 

mg/m3 
    95% 96 

Fume 4 

BOF 

secondary 

off gas 

system 

Bag filter O5 - 

Bag house 
Pulse type self 

cleaning bag 

filter 

Dec-04 N/A 
 50 

mg/m3 
    95% 96 

BOF LF1 

Ladle 

furnace 1 off 

gas system 

Bag filter O6 - 

Bag house Pulse type self 

cleaning bag 

filter 

N/A 2002 
 50 

mg/m3 
    95% 96 

BOF LF2 

Ladle 

furnace 2 off 

gas system 

Bag filter O7 - 

Bag house Pulse type self 

cleaning bag 

filter 

1998 N/A 
 50 

mg/m3 
    95% 96 

BOF LF 3 
Ladle 

Furnace 1 

 Secondary 

metallurgy  
 E4  - Bag house Bag Filter   1980   50 mg/m3    99% 96 

BOF LF 4 
Ladle 

Furnace 2 

 Secondary 

metallurgy 
 E5  - Bag house Bag Filter   1980   50 mg/m3    99% 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

Foundry 

MF1 

Off gasses 

from sand 

drier and 

recovery 

plant 

 Dust 

collection 
 F1  - 

Cyclone and 

bag house 
1980  1974 2011 

100 

mg/m3 
     99% 96 

MF2 

Off gasses 

from Shaker 

Plant 

 Dust 

collection 
 F2  -  Bag house 1980  1974 2009  50 mg/m3       99% 96 

Pickle Lines 

PK3 
Scrubber 

Unit 

Off gasses 

from pickling 

baths 

 P1 - Wet scrubber Scrubber Dec-02 -- 
 15 

mg/m3 
     95% 96 

PK4 
Scrubber 

Unit 

Off gasses 

from pickling 

baths 

P2  - Wet scrubber Scrubber Dec-02 -- 
 15 

mg/m3 
     95% 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

Unit A Lurgi reactor 

A  – Lurgi 

Plant 

 Off gas from 

acid 

regeneration 

process  

Unit A  - Wet scrubber Scrubber 1977   Note 1  

    95% 96 

Unit B Lurgi reactor 

B – Lurgi 

Plant 

  Off gas 

from acid 

regeneration 

process  

Unit B  - Wet scrubber Scrubber 1977   Note 1      95% 96 

Unit C Lurgi reactor 

C – Lurgi 

Plant 

  Off gas 

from acid 

regeneration 

process 

Unit C  - Wet scrubber Scrubber 1977   Note 1      95% 96 

TO Regenerativ

e Thermal 

Oxidizer 

Off-gas from 

tar distillation 

and handling 

collection 

points 

715 807 September 

2015 

RTO 

COMPACT 

10 000 IN 3 

Canister 

Design 

RTO 

COMPACT 

10 000 IN 3 

Canister 

Design with 

ceramic media 

(XtraComb) 

10 August 

2017 

N/A 10 356 

Nm3/h 

95-97% 96 
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Appliances Abatement Equipment Control Technology 

Associated 

Unique Stack 

ID 

Appliance / 

Process 

Equipment 

Number 

Appliance 

Type / 

Description 

Appliance 

Serial Number 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Manufacture 

Date 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Name and 

Model 

Abatement 

Equipment 

Technology 

Type 

Commission 

Date 

Date of 

Significant 

Modification / 

Upgrade 

Design 

Capacity 

Design 

Minimum 

Control 

Efficiency  

(%) 

Minimum 

Utilization  

(%) 

Briquetting 

Plant 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
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6 ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS 

Table 9: List of all point source parameters 

Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

ArcelorMittal South Africa Vanderbijlpark Works 

Sinter Plant 

Sinter 

Main 

Stack 

Sinter Main 

Stack 
-2949783.55 81675.00 99 69 5.43 100 11 000 000 20 

24 hours Continuous  

Sinter 

AG 
Sinter AG -2949800.42 81521.51 37 7 2.77 50 265 000 10 

24 hours Continuous  

Sinter 

BG 
Sinter BG -2949802.15 81521.51 37 7 2.77 31 265 000 10 

24 hours Continuous  

Sinter 

CG 
Sinter CG -2949736.21 81471.21 33 3 2.77 39 265 000  9 

24 hours Continuous  

Sinter 

FMB  

Sinter FMB 

stack 
-2949307.39 81466.03 3 8 1.42 25 51 000 15 

24 hours Continuous  

Coke Making Plant 
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

Coke 3 Oven 3 Stack - 2949703.09 81299.60 90 101 3 130 53 000 8 
24 hours Continuous  

Coke 4 Oven 4 Stack - 2949703.09 81202.44 90 101 3 130 53 000 8 
24 hours Continuous  

Coke 6 Oven 6 Stack - 2949703.09 80859.96 90 101 3 130 53 000 8 
24 hours Continuous  

Coke 7 Oven 7 Stack - 2949703.09 80763.73 90 101 3 130 53 000 8 
24 hours Continuous  

Coke 8 Oven 8 Stack - 2949703.09 80719.25 90 101 3 130 53 000 8 
24 hours Continuous  

Coke 9 Oven 9 Stack - 2949703.09 80542.42 90 101 3 130 53 000 8 
24 hours Continuous  

Coke 

screen  
Coke screen -2949855.32 81251.22 10 0 0.15 18 20 000 7 

24 hours Continuous  

Blast Furnace C and D  

BF C SH 

BH 

BF C Stock 

house 

Bag house 

- 2949788.69 80930.62 18 8 1.76 25 100 000  17 
24 hours Continuous  

BF C 

stoves 
BF C Stove  - 2949860.53 80964.34 61 31 3.8 100 65 000  3 

24 hours Continuous  
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

BF C CH 

BH 

BF C Cast 

house 

Bag house 

- 2949914.66 80976.09 25 -6 2.8 52 260 000  9 
24 hours Continuous  

BF D SH 

BH 

BF D Stock 

house 

Bag house 

- 2949864.87 80771.19 20 4 2.53 25 200 000 12 
24 hours Continuous  

BF D 

stoves 
BF D Stove  - 2949952.38 80825.99 55 15 3.8 220 65 000 3 

24 hours Continuous  

BF D CH 

BH 

BF D Cast 

house 

Bag house 

- 2949943.35 80752.40 20 0 0.7 25 260 000 18 
24 hours Continuous  

PCI 1 

Pulverized 

Coal Injection 

1 

- 2950172.20 82222.22 45 63 1 105 50 000 18 
24 hours Continuous  

PCI 2 

Pulverized 

Coal Injection 

2 

- 2949871.88 80883.18 45 63 1 105 50 000 18 
24 hours Continuous  
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

Direct Reduction Iron  

Kiln 1 Kiln 1 ESP - 2949463.86 80676.15 100 76 2.2 170 120 000  22 
24 hours Continuous  

Kiln 2 Kiln 2 ESP - 2949463.86 80676.15 100 76 2.2 170 120 000  22 
24 hours Continuous  

Kiln 3 Kiln 3 ESP - 2949463.86 80676.15 100 76 2.2 170 120 000 22 
24 hours Continuous  

Kiln 4 Kiln 4 ESP - 2949463.86 80676.15 100 76 2.2 170 120 000 22 
24 hours Continuous  

Kiln 5 Kiln 5 ESP -2949537.06 80672.84 100 100 2.10 175 120 000 22 
24 hours Continuous  

Kiln 6 Kiln 6 ESP -2949537.06 80672.84 100 100 2.10 212 120 000 22 
24 hours Continuous  

Taaibos 
Separation 

ESP 

(Taaibos) 

-2949407.51 80508.46 30 2 3.1 25 260 000 14.08 
24 hours Continuous  

DR Raw  
Raw 

Materials 

ESP 

- 2949479.39 80705.13 25 1 2.5 25 180 000 11 
24 hours Continuous  

PSP Beneficiation 

Plant ESP 
-2949501.85 80404.19 30 -4 3.1 25 300 000 13 

24 hours Continuous  

Oxygen Steel Making 
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

BOF 1 
Primary 

Outlet Stack 

1 

- 2950823.67 81186.65 75 12 1.8 1000 200 000 20 
24 hours Continuous  

BOF 2 
Primary 

Outlet Stack 

2 

- 2950823.67 81190.02 75 12 1.8 1000 200 000  20 
24 hours Continuous  

BOF 3 
Primary 

Outlet Stack 

3 

- 2950826.52 81187.95 75 12 1.8 1000 200 000 20 
24 hours Continuous  

Fume 3 Secondary 

Outlet 1 
- 2950739.37 80786.94 20 10 3.3 43 600 000 13 

24 hours Continuous  

Fume 4 Secondary 

Outlet 3 
- 2950739.57 80786.68 20 0 3.36 47 600 000 18.5 

24 hours Continuous  

BOF 

LF1 Ladle 1 - 2950825.07 81242.59 11 52 2.1 90 170 000 10 
24 hours Continuous  

BOF 

LF2 Ladle 2 - 2950711.88 81390.31 15 48 2.08 45 170 000 11 
24 hours Continuous  

BOF 

LF3 Ladle 3 
- 

2950674.371 
81273.52 5 13 1.4 78 170 000 11 

24 hours Continuous  
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

BOF 

LF4 Ladle 4 - 2950637.46 80358.07 5 13 1.4 78 170 000 11 
24 hours Continuous  

Mould Foundry  

MF1 
Foundry 

Cyclone 
-2950223.03 80509.71 14 -18 1.73 23 50 000 5.5 

24 hours Continuous  

MF2 
Bag house 

Stack 
-2950286.40 80556.35 27 -5 1 23 50 000 5.5 

24 hours Continuous  

HP Boiler Stacks 

B1 Boiler Stack 1 -2949987.13 81116.18 15 6 3.88 190 165 000  7.1 
24 hours Continuous  

B2 Boiler Stack 2 -2949987.38 81098.46 15 6 3.88 190 165 000 7.1 
24 hours Continuous  

B3 Boiler Stack 3 -2950000 81092.47 15 6 3.88 190 165 000  7.1 
24 hours Continuous  

Flares 

F1 
Flare 1 -2949752.31 80595.64 45 45 2.59 1000 20 000 15 

24 hours Continuous  

F3 
Flare 3 -2950007.09 80907.56 45 45 2.59 1000 20 000 15 

24 hours Continuous  

F4 
Flare 4 -2950037.29 81215.99 45 45 2.59 1000 20 000 15 

24 hours Continuous  
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

F5 
Flare 5 -2950036.79 81315.06 50 50 2.59 1000 20 000  15 

24 hours Continuous  

F6 Gas plant 

utility flare 
-2949579.68 80951.48 50 50 0.4 1000 20 000  15 

24 hours Batch  

Hot and Cold Rolling Units  

HM1 
Reheating 

Furnace #1 
-2948973.07 83015.42 40 4 2.3 204 80 000  10 

24 hours Continuous  

HM2 
Reheating 

Furnace #2 
-2948973.07 83059.97 40 4 2.3 204 80 000 10 

24 hours Continuous  

HM3 
Reheating 

Furnace #3 
-2948972.28 83087.82 40 4 2.3 204 80 000  10 

24 hours Continuous  

HM4 
Reheating 

Furnace #4 
-2949074.9 83010.65 70 35 2.3 204 80 000 10 

24 hours Continuous  

Plate 5 
Reheating 

Furnace # 5 
-2950339.49 81903.35 32 12 1.5 91.6 50 000 3 

24 hours Continuous  

Plate 6 
Reheating 

Furnace # 6 
-2950345.7 81903.39 32 12 1.5 91.6 50 000 3 

24 hours Continuous  

Galv 3 Galv 3 Stack -2950068.2 81956.82 27 -23 1.5 623 5 000 1.39 
24 hours Continuous  
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Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

Galv 4 Galv 4 Stack -2948305.22 83754.15 40 -23 1.22 623 5 000 1.39 
24 hours Continuous  

Galv 5 Galv 5 Stack -2950160.95 82222.53 19 -2 1.22 623 5 000 1.39 
24 hours Continuous  

PK3 
Pickle Line # 

3 
-2948597.01 83584.57 16 -2 1 21 10 000 7 

24 hours Continuous  

PK4 
Pickle Line # 

4 
-2950124.31 82796.53 38 25 1 21 10 000 7 

24 hours Continuous  

Paint 
Paint Line 

Booth 
-2949941.61 82395.46 10 -13 2 283 10 000 6.67 

24 hours Continuous  

Coat Coater -2948159.85 83716.23 10 -13 2 283 10 000 6.67 
24 hours Continuous  

EGL 
Electro Galv 

Line 
-2947991.58 83824.88 28 0 0.5 21 10 000 7 

24 hours Continuous  

CAPL Capl Conv -2948148.62 83723.28 40 4 1.22 765 10 000 1.39 
24 hours Continuous  

Lurgi  A Reactor A    -2950135.39 82876.11 38 9 0.75 95 15 120 9.5 
24 hours Continuous 

Lurgi  B Reactor B   -2950135.33 82885.02 38 9 0.75 95 15 120 9.5 
24 hours Continuous 

Lurgi  C Reactor C  -2950135.22 82894.22 38 9 0.75 95 15 120 9.5 
24 hours Continuous 



 

 Atmospheric Impact Report Application  Page 54 

Point 

Source 

Code 

Source 

Name 

Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Height 

Above 

Nearby 

Building 

(m) 

Diameter 

at Stack 

Tip / Vent 

Exit (m) 

Actual Gas 

Exit 

Temperature 

(°C)  

Actual Gas 

Volumetric 

Flow (m³/hr)  

Actual 

Gas Exit 

Velocity 

(m/s) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of 

Emission 

(Continuous / 

Batch) 

South  East 

 

TO 
Thermal 

Oxidiser 
-2944462.12 81520.70 15 9 1 284 619 6.7 24 hours Continuous 
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6.1 Point Source Maximum Emission Rates  

Table 10: List of the maximum permitted point source parameters – Authorised, Routine and Emergency emission rates 

Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

  g/s g/s g/s g/s g/s 

SINTER PLANT           

Sinter Main Stack 52.2962 96.1289 9.7978 12.9196  - 

AG 100 ESP 0.2752 0.1986 0.9286 -  - 

BG 100 ESP 0.1896 0.1454 0.4670 0.0754  - 

CG 100 ESP 0.0877 0.0232 0.4268 0.0111  - 

Cooling Carousel A - - 3.1000 
 

 - 

Cooling Carousel B - - 3.1000 
 

 - 

FMB Tippler Bag house 0.0252 0.0000 0.0508 0.0000  - 

DR KILNS        

Raw Materials ESP 0.0844 0.0511 0.7334 0.0181  - 

Kiln 1 ESP -   - -  -  - 



 

 Atmospheric Impact Report Application  Page 56 

Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

Kiln 2 ESP  -  -  - -  - 

Kiln 3 ESP 0.6590 4.6533 0.1825 0.1499  - 

Kiln 4 ESP 1.3486 9.6577 0.1147 0.4894  - 

Kiln 5 ESP 1.5279 9.1681 0.1154 0.3782  - 

Kiln 6 ESP 1.7688 4.6585 0.4473 0.1092  - 

Taaibos ESP 1.2515 0.0577 1.4984 0.0307  - 

Old PSP ESP 0.8030 0.2163 0.3622 0.1116  - 

COKE OVENS        

Battery #4 3.4484 2.4722 0.2139 0.3524  - 

Battery #6 2.9814 5.8117 0.1428 0.3348  - 

Battery #7 4.2378 5.9797 0.2642 0.6834  - 

Battery #8 3.4009 2.0460 0.1390 0.4296  - 

Battery #9 4.3289 2.7092 0.3263 0.3234  - 

BLAST FURNACES           
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Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

BFC Stock house 0.1948 0.0840 0.0562 0.0380  - 

BFC Cast house 0.2741 0.5232 0.1664 0.0937  - 

BFD Stock house 0.0736 0.0480 0.0645 0.0043  - 

BFD Cast house 0.0233 0.0657 0.0034 0.0019  - 

PCI 1                                0.0159 0.0068 0.0321 0.0036  - 

PCI 2                   0.0259 0.0011 0.0093 0.0006  - 

BFC Stoves     0.6265 8.7003 0.1782 0.1263  - 

BFD Stoves     0.7064 11.8011 0.2415 0.5974  - 

BFC Furnace Bleeder burst - - 0.0023 -  - 

BFD Furnace Bleeder burst - - 0.0023 -  - 

OXYGEN STEEL MAKING           

Primary outlet stack 1 0.2033 3.2707 0.0390 -  - 

Primary outlet stack 2 0.8334 4.6630 0.2547 -  - 

Primary outlet stack 3 0.2876 1.8285 0.1599 -  - 
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Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

Fume plant 3 0.0231 0.1592 0.0626 -  - 

Fume plant 4 0.2862 0.0698 0.3026 0.0027  - 

Ladle 1& RHOB 0.0451 0.0044 0.0124 0.0012  - 

Ladle 2 3.5250 4.8020 0.0289 0.0009 -  

Ladle 3 0.1327 0.0069 0.0257 0.0024 -  

Raw materials - - - - -  

FOUNDRY           

Cyclones 0.0559 - 0.0662 -  - 

Bag House 0.0559 0.0672 0.0215 0.0341  - 

PAINT LINE             

Paint line Booths 0.5884 0.0002 - 0.0001  - 

HOTSTRIP MILL           

Re-Heating Furnace 1   3.9774 11.5871 0.0679 0.0642  - 

Re-Heating Furnace 2  3.0166 11.5871 0.0679 0.0548  - 
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Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

Re-Heating Furnace 3  1.8367 11.5871 0.0679 0.0472  - 

Re-Heating Furnace 4  6.0159 11.5871 0.0679 0.3021  - 

PLATEMILL           

Re-Heating Furnace 1    1.8019 8.4947 0.0496 0.1053  - 

Re-Heating Furnace     1.9784 8.4947 0.0496 0.0523  - 

GALV 3           

Stack                               0.0387 0.0012 0.0001 0.0021  - 

GALV 4           

Stack                               0.0150 0.0025 0.0002 0.0002  - 

GALV 5           

Stack                               0.0083 0.0003 0.0000 0.0004  - 

HP BOILER           

Boiler Stack                     3.5879 23.5290 0.2204 0.0957  - 

Boiler Stack                     4.7338 23.5290 0.2204 0.4705  - 
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Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

Boiler Stack                     4.3656 23.5290 0.2204 0.2303  - 

Stand alone boiler  - 3.9246 0.0426 -  - 

FLARES           

Flare 1                                  - 5.4979 0.0693 -  - 

Flare 3                                 - 5.4979 0.0693 -  - 

Flare 4                                - 5.4979 0.0693 -  - 

Flare 5                               - 5.4979 0.0693 -  - 

Blast Furnace Gas Flared   - - - -  - 

Coke Oven Gas Flared   - - - -  - 

Annealers        

Stack                               - 0.0009 0.0001 -  - 

Lurgi        

Lurgi A 0.0035 0.0007 0.0001 0.0003 0.0120 

Lurgi B 0.0127 0.0015 - 0.0006 0.0208 
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Plant NOx  SO2  PM   H2S  HCL   

Lurgi C 0.1142 0.0283 - 0.0151 0.0480 

CLP Pickle line            

CLP 3 - -  -  - 0.0083 

CLP 4  - -  -  - 0.0066 

AMCC Tar plant            

FS 1 0.0031 0.0017 -  0.0001  - 

FS 2 0.0049 0.0019  - 0.0001  - 

FS 3 0.0034 0.0052 -  0.0003  - 
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6.2 Point Source Maximum Emission Rates (start -up, maintenance and shut-down 
conditions) 

The emissions emitted from point source during start-up, maintenance and shut-down conditions should not adversely affect the health and wellbeing of surrounding 

communities including an impact to the environment.  

Licensing authority should be informed of emission resulting from start-up, maintenance and shut-down conditions that persist for more than 8 hours above 25 % 

of the limit. The notification should provide cause, type of pollutant that is emitted, expected duration for emissions and contingency plan.  

Should normal start-up, maintenance, upset and shut down conditions excess a period of 48 hours, section 30 of the National Environmental Management, 1998 

(Act no 107 of 1998), shall apply unless otherwise specified by the Licencing Authority. 

. 
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6.3 Fugitive emissions 

Table 11: Area and or Line sources  

Area 

Source 

Code 

Source Name Source Description Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) of 

SW corner 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) of 

SW corner 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Length of 

Area (m) 

Width of 

Area (m) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of Emission 

(Continuous / 

Intermittent) 

Waste 

site  

Waste Disposal 

Site 

Secondary dust emissions 

from the waste disposal 

site and the tipping station 

-294792,9 80435,08 0 – 40 m 2 000 668 24 hrs 
Intermittent  

O 10 Roof Emissions 

BOF 

Secondary emissions at 

BOF  

-2950783,4 81105,85 55 m 100 13 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Coal 

Storage 

Coal Storage 
Wind blown dust 

emissions 

-2949150.07 81550,31 5 m 1 174 165 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Coke 

Storage 

Coke Storage 
Wind blown dust 

emissions 

-2948700.24 81808.26 5 m 540 355 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Sinter 

Mixing 

bed 

Sinter Mixing bed 
Wind blown dust 

emissions 

-2949152,7 81465,54 15 m 420 60 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Co-

product 

storage 

Co-product 

storage (existing 

storage areas and 

proposed 

briquetting area) 

Wind blown dust  

emissions 

-2949870.32 81194.433 20 m 80 30 24 hrs 
Intermittent 
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Area 

Source 

Code 

Source Name Source Description Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) of 

SW corner 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) of 

SW corner 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Length of 

Area (m) 

Width of 

Area (m) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of Emission 

(Continuous / 

Intermittent) 

Ore 1 Ore Storage area 

(West) 
Wind blown dust 

emissions 

-2949780.8 80190.13 15 m 430 160 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Ore 2 Ore storage area 

(North)  
Wind blown dust 

emissions 

-2949282.7 80609.39 15 m 680 70 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Slag 1 
Slag Handling and 

Metal Recovery 

Area 

Secondary dust emissions 

as a result of material 

handling 

-2951019.8 82702.81 5 300 230 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Slag 2 
Slag Recovery 

Area 

Secondary dust emissions 

as a result of material 

handling 

-2946879,0 81740.31 5 450 320 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Slag 3 
Slag Cooling Pits Secondary dust emissions 

as a result of material 

handling 

-2950968.5 80578.6 0 130 125 24 hrs 
Intermittent 

Pool 1 Pooling of iron 

emissions 

Secondary dust emissions 

as a result of pooling of 

iron at the Pool pit 

-2951008.43 

 

-2950257.1 

82386.15 

 

80339.73 

-2 

 

-2 

64 

 

42 

16 

 

22 

24 hrs 

 

24 hrs 

Intermittent 

R 1 Paved Roads Various  
Various  Various 0 - - 24 hrs 

Intermittent 
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Area 

Source 

Code 

Source Name Source Description Latitude 

(decimal 

degrees) of 

SW corner 

Longitude 

(decimal 

degrees) of 

SW corner 

Height of 

Release 

Above 

Ground 

(m) 

Length of 

Area (m) 

Width of 

Area (m) 

Emission 

Hours 

Type of Emission 

(Continuous / 

Intermittent) 

R 2 Unpaved roads  Various  Various Various 0 - - 24 hrs Intermittent 
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6.4 Air Dispersion Modelling Software 

During the assessment the ISC/AERMOD view dispersion model will be used to evaluate air quality 

impacts.   

Dispersion modelling will be undertaken using the US-EPA approved Aermod View Dispersion Model, 

a steady-state plume model that incorporates air dispersion based on planetary boundary layer 

turbulence structure and scaling concepts, including treatment of both surface and elevated sources, 

and both simple and complex terrain. 

There are two input data processors that are regulatory components of the AERMOD modelling system: 

AERMET, a meteorological data pre-processor that incorporates air dispersion based on planetary 

boundary layer turbulence structure and scaling concepts, and AERMAP, a terrain data pre-processor 

that incorporates complex terrain using USGS Digital Elevation Data. Other non-regulatory components 

of this system include: AERSCREEN, a screening version of AERMOD; AERSURFACE, a surface 

characteristics pre-processor, and BPIPPRIME, a multi-building dimensions program incorporating the 

GEP technical procedures for PRIME applications. 

The Aermod View model is used extensively to assess pollution concentrations and deposition rates 

from a wide variety of sources.  Aermod View is a true, native Microsoft Windows application and runs 

in Windows 2000/XP and NT4 (Service Pack 6). 

Some of the modelling capabilities are summarised as follows: 

• Aermod View may be used to model primary pollutants and continuous releases of toxic 

hazardous waste pollutants; 

• Aermod View model can handle multiple sources, including point, volume, area and open pit 

source types. Line sources may also be modelled as a string of volume sources or as elongated 

area sources; 

• Source emission rates can be treated as constant or may be varied by month, season, hour of 

day, or other periods of variation, for a single source or for a group of sources; 

• The model can account for the effects of aerodynamic downwash due to nearby buildings on 

point source emissions; 

• The model contains algorithms for modelling the effects of settling and removal (through dry 

deposition) of large particulates and for modelling the effects of precipitation scavenging from 

gases or particulates; 

• Receptor locations can be specified as gridded and/or discrete receptors in a Cartesian or polar 

coordinate system; 

• Aermod View incorporates the COMPLEX1 screen model dispersion algorithms for receptors 

in complex terrain; 

• Aermod View model uses real-time meteorological data to account for the atmospheric 

conditions that affect the distribution of air pollution impact on the modelling area; and 

• Output results are provided for concentration, total deposition, dry deposition, and/or wet 

deposition flux. 

Input data to the Aermod View model includes: source and receptor data, meteorological parameters, 

and terrain data. The meteorological data includes: wind velocity and direction, ambient temperature, 

mixing height and stability class, from surface and upper air stations. 
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The uncertainty of the Aermod View model predictions is considered to be equal to 2, thus it is possible 

for the results to be over predicting by double or under predicting by half, it is therefore recommended 

that monitoring be carried out at the proposed more during operation to confirm the modelled results, 

to ensure legal standards are maintained. 

6.4.1 AERMOD Specific Settings 

 

Figure 15: Complex terrain file, GTOPO30 (900m resolution) 

 

Table 12: Model Specific Data 

Albedo 0.29 

Bowen Ratio 0.925 

Surface Roughness 0.04025 

7 IMPACT OF ENTERPRISE ON THE RECEIVING 
ENVIRONMENT 

7.1 Analysis of emissions 

In order to assess the potential atmospheric impact of the facility a dispersion modelling exercise was 

undertaken. The outputs of this modelling exercise represent four scenarios, namely: 

1. Current routine operations (status-quo),   

2. Authorised emission releases as per AEL (emission ceiling),  

3. The future performance based on current emissions with alternative coke battery standard for 

H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 mg/Nm3), whilst also taking into account 

the proposed postponements. This is the scenario AMSAVW are asking approval for; and 

4. Future performance based on current emissions with achievement of new plant standards for 

the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns and lurgi units;  
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Table 13 summarises the outcome of this modelling exercise.  Appendix B further outlines these impacts 

diagrammatically in the form of isopleths plots.  Please note that the information presented in this table 

and diagrammatically in Appendix B, indicate the worst-case impact which could be expected over an 

hour or day, this does however not suggest that these concentrations occur every hour or day of the 

year.  For the purposes of this study, for the exemption application, only Sulphur dioxide (SO2), 

Hydrogen Sulphide (H2S) and Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) have been assessed, as they are the primary 

focus for the application. Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) and Particulate Matter (PM10) have also been included 

as they are listed as criteria pollutants for which data is available for assessment.    

Table 13: Compliance assessment for the Facility looking to 4 operational scenarios  

Pollutants 
1-Hour 
Modelled 

1-Hour 
Standard 

24-Hour 
modelled 

24-Hour 
Standard 

Annual 
Modelled 

Annual 
Standard 

S1- Status Quo – Current routine operations 

S02 471.85 (8) 350.00 64.71 125.00 21.69 50.00 

NOx 102.01 200.00 15.22   5.93 40.00 

PM10 74.43   7.15 75.00 1.61 40.00 

H2S 9.74   1.58   0.60   

HCL 8.02  1.54  0.29  

S2- Current AEL Limits – Authorised emission ceiling 

S02 564.92 (23) 350.00 116.92 125.00 28.99 50.00 

NOx 1 038.19 (911) 200.00 264.00   57.32 40.00 

PM10 138.78   14.59 75.00 4.13 40.00 

H2S 20.99   2.56   0.55   

HCl 8.62  2.67  0.29  

S3- New minimum emission Standards - Future Performance based on current emissions with 
alternative coke battery standard for H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 mg/Nm3), 

whilst also considering the proposed postponements  
S02 326.02 350.00 52.09 125.00 16.74 50.00 

NOx 102.01 200.00 15.22   5.93 40.00 

PM10 36.39   3.71 75.00 0.98 40.00 

H2S 6.26   0.91   0.30   

HCl 8.62  1.51  0.26  

S4- Current minimum emission Standards - Future Performance based on current emissions with 
achievement of existing plant standards for the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns and lurgi units 

S02 326.02 350.00 52.09 125.00 16.74 50.00 

NOx 102.01 200.00 15.22   5.93 40.00 

PM10 30.59   3.34 75.00 0.91 40.00 

H2S 6.26   0.87   0.28   

HCl 8.02  1.48  0.25  

Note: 1. Red indicates and exceedance of the ambient standards with the number of 

exceedances to the standard in indicated in Brackets. 

 2.  A total of 88 exceedances are allowed. 

  

The results above indicate the maximum concentration at the boundary of ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark. 

The majority of the airborne pollutants are compliant to the national ambient air quality standards, with 

SO2, and NOx exceeding the national ambient air quality standard, under Scenario 1 and 2 respectively.  
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The SO2 during the current Status Quo routine operations and for the current AEL Conditions are not 

compliant to the NAAQS for a 1-Hour averaging period only. For these emission exceedences, a total 

of 88 exceedances are allowed. When analysing the number of exceedances, the Status Quo 

operations will result in an exceedance a total of 8 times, and 23 exceedances are noted under the 

current AEL conditions/standards.   

There is an exceedance noted for the NOx AEL Conditions, this is over a 1-hour averaging period. A 

total of 911 exceedances (above the 88 permissible exceedances) were modelled.  

With the enforcement of the new emission limits in April 2020 all pollutants modelled will comply with 

the prescribed ambient standards.  Similar under scenario 4, which is the scenario AMSAVW are 

requesting approval for, all pollutants modelled will comply with the prescribed ambient standards.  

Figure 16 below, provides the Department of Environmental Affairs ambient monitoring station data for 

Sebokeng North of the site (Sharpville station provided no data). These results indicate that AMSAVW 

emissions when combined with all other sources in the VTAPA result in only 6 exceedances to the 

sulphur dioxide hourly ambient standards over the past 5 years.  

 

Figure 16: DEA Ambient Air Quality Ambient Station Data from Sebokeng for SO2 

 

7.2 Isopleth Plot Summary  
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7.3 Sulphur Dioxide Hourly Average Ambient Impacts Modelled for 4 Scenarios Assessed  

  

S1- Status Quo  S2- Current AEL Limits 

  

S3- Postponement Application S4- New minimum emission Standards 
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7.1 Hydrogen Sulphide Hourly Average Ambient Impacts Modelled for 4 Scenarios Assessed  

  

S1 - Status Quo  S2 - Current AEL Limits 

  

S3 - Postponement Application S4 - New minimum emission Standards 
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7.1 Hydrogen Chloride Hourly Average Ambient Impacts Modelled for 4 Scenarios Assessed  

  

S1 - Status Quo  S2 - Current AEL Limits  

 
 

S3 - Postponement Application S4 - New minimum emission Standards 
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8 SUMMARY OF HEALTH IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH 

THE POLLUTANTS BEING ASSESSED 

8.1 Sulphur dioxide 

SO2 is an irritant that is absorbed in the nose and aqueous surfaces of the upper respiratory tract and 

is associated with reduced lung function and increased risk of mortality and morbidity.  Adverse health 

effects of SO2 include coughing, phlegm, chest discomfort and bronchitis. 

Short-period exposures (less than 24 hours): Most information on the acute effects of SO2 comes from 

controlled chamber experiments on volunteers exposed to SO2 for periods ranging from a few minutes 

up to one hour (WHO 2000).  Acute responses occur within the first few minutes after commencement 

of inhalation.  Further exposure does not increase effects. Effects include reductions in the mean forced 

expiratory volume over one second (FEV1), increases in specific airway resistance, and symptoms such 

as wheezing or shortness of breath.  These effects are enhanced by exercise that increases the volume 

of air inspired, as it allows SO2 to penetrate further into the respiratory tract.  A wide range of sensitivity 

has been demonstrated, both among normal subjects and among those with asthma.  People with 

asthma are the most sensitive group in the community.  Continuous exposure-response relationships, 

without any clearly defined threshold, are evident. 

 Sub-chronic exposure over a 24-hour period: Information on the effects of exposure averaged over a 

24-hour period is derived mainly from epidemiological studies in which the effects of SO2, suspended 

particulate matter and other associated pollutants are considered. Exacerbation of symptoms among 

panels of selected sensitive patients seems to arise in a consistent manner when the concentration of 

SO2 exceeds 250 µg/m3 in the presence of suspended particulate matter.  Several more recent studies 

in Europe have involved mixed industrial and vehicular emissions now common in ambient air.  At low 

levels of exposure (mean annual levels below 50 µg/m3; daily levels usually not exceeding 125 µg/m3) 

effects on mortality (total, cardiovascular and respiratory) and on hospital emergency admissions for 

total respiratory causes and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD), have been consistently 

demonstrated.  These results have been shown, in some instances, to persist when black smoke and 

suspended particulate matter levels were controlled for, while in others no attempts have been made 

to separate the pollutant effects. In these studies no obvious threshold levels for SO2 has been 

identified. 

Long-term exposure: Earlier assessments, using data from the coal-burning era in Europe judged the 

lowest-observed-adverse-effect level of SO2 to be at an annual average of 100 µg/m3, when present 

with suspended particulate matter.  More recent studies related to industrial sources of SO2, or to the 

changed urban mixture of air pollutants, have shown adverse effects below this level.  There is, 

however, some difficulty in finding this value. 

Based upon controlled studies with asthmatics exposed to SO2 for short periods, the WHO (WHO 2000) 

recommends that a value of 500 µg/m3 (0.175 ppm) should not be exceeded over averaging periods of 

10 minutes.  Because exposure to sharp peaks depends on the nature of local sources, no single factor 

can be applied to estimate corresponding guideline values over longer periods, such as an hour.  Day-

to-day changes in mortality, morbidity, or lung function related to 24-hour average concentrations of 

SO2 are necessarily based on epidemiological studies, in which people are in general exposed to a 

mixture of pollutants; and guideline values for SO2 have previously been linked with corresponding 

values for suspended particulate matter.  This approach led to a previous guideline 24-hour average 

value of 125 µg/m3 (0.04 ppm) for SO2, after applying an uncertainty factor of two to the lowest-

observed-adverse-effect level.  In more recent studies, adverse effects with significant public health 

importance have been observed at much lower levels of exposure.  However, there is still a large 
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uncertainty with this and hence no concrete basis for numerical changes of the 1987-guideline values 

for SO2. 

Ambient air quality guidelines and standards issued for various countries and organisations for sulphur 

dioxide are given in Table 2-4.  The EC’s air quality criteria represent standards to be achieved by the 

year 2005, and would supersede the EU standards.  The ambient air quality standards of the US-EPA 

are based on clinical and epidemiological evidence.  These standards were established by determining 

concentrations with the lowest-observed-adverse effect, adjusted by an arbitrary margin of safety factor 

to allow for uncertainties in extrapolating from animals to humans and from small groups of humans to 

larger populations.  The standards of the US-EPA also reflect the technological feasibility of attainment. 

Table 14: Ambient air quality guidelines and standards for sulphur dioxide for various countries 

and organisations  

Country 
Annual 

Average 
(µg/m3) 

Maximum 24-
hour Ave 
(µg/m3) 

Maximum 1-
hour Ave 
(µg/m3) 

Revised SA 
Guideline(a) 

50 125 350 

WHO 
50(b) 

10-30(c) 
125(b) - 

EC 20(d) 125(e) 350(f) 

UK 20(g) 125(h) 350(i) 

World Bank 50(k) 125(k) - 

US-EPA 80 365 - 

Australia 53(l) 209(m) 520(n) 
Notes: 
(a) Guidelines repealed and revised guidelines published in accordance with the provisions of section 12 of the Atmospheric 

Pollution Prevention Act of 1965 (Government Gazette No. 22941, Article No. 1387, 21 December 2001).  The revised 
guidelines are to be used as an interim measure to enable the revision of current registration certificates for industrial 
processes by CAPCO. 

(b) Air quality guidelines (issued by the WHO for Europe) for the protection of human health (WHO, 2000). 
(c) Represents the critical level for ecotoxic effects (issued by the WHO for Europe); a range is given to account for different 

sensitivities of vegetation types. 
(d) Limit value to protect ecosystems.  Applicable two years from entry into force of the Air Quality Framework Directive 96/62/EC. 
(e) Limit to protect health, to be complied with by 1 January 2005.  (Not to be exceeded more than 3 times per calendar year.) 
(f) Limit to protect health, to be complied with by 1 January 2005.  (Not to be exceeded more than 4 times per calendar year.) 
(g) Given as annual and winter (1 Oct to 31 March) mean, to be complied with by 31 December 2000. 
(h) 24-hour mean, not to be exceeded more than 24 times a year.  Compliance required by 31 December 2004. 
(i) 1-hour mean, not to be exceeded more than 24 times a year.  Compliance required by 31 December 2004 
(j) 15-minute mean, not to be exceeded more than 35 times a year.  Compliance required by 31 December 2005. 
(k) Ambient air concentration permissible at property boundary. 
(l)   Standard set in June 1998 as 0.02 ppm.  Goal within 10 years is to have no exceedances. 
(m)  Standard set in June 1998 as 0.08 ppm.  Goal within 10 years is to have maximum allowable exceedances of 1 day per year. 
(n)  Standard set in June 1998 as 0.20 ppm.  Goal within 10 years is to have maximum allowable exceedances of 1 day per year. 
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8.2 Hydrogen Sulphide 

Hydrogen sulphide (H2S) is a colourless gas, soluble in various liquids including water and alcohol. It 

can be formed under conditions of deficient oxygen, in the presence of organic material and sulphate. 

In industry, hydrogen sulphide can be formed whenever elemental sulphur or sulphur-containing 

compounds come into contact with organic materials at high temperatures. Hydrogen sulphide is 

formed, for instance, during coke production, in viscose rayon production, in waste-water treatment 

plants, in wood pulp production using the sulphate method, in sulphur extraction processes, in oil 

refining and in the tanning industry. However, only 10% of the total global emissions of this compound 

are of anthropogenic origin. 

8.2.1 Occurrence in air  

In one report (WHO, 1981), the average ambient air hydrogen sulphide level was estimated to be 0.3 

μg/m3 (0.0002 ppm). In north-west London, over a period of 2.5 years, air levels of hydrogen sulphide 

were generally below 0.15 μg/m3 (0.0001 ppm) under clear conditions (WHO, 1981). It is also a hazard 

at waste treatment facilities.  

8.2.2 Routes of Exposure  

The respiratory system is the main route of human exposure to hydrogen sulphide both in workplaces 

and in the ambient air. A recent report (Rook & White, 1985) criticizes the earlier belief that hydrogen 

sulphide can enter the body via tympanic membrane defects in workplace concentrations. There is very 

limited data on the sulphide levels of drinking-water (WHO 1984). 

8.2.3 Kinetics and Metabolism 

8.2.3.1 Absorption  

There are no exact data about the absorption of hydrogen sulphide through the lungs, but the absorbed 

proportion is probably large. Hydrogen sulphide is dissociated at physiological pH values to a hydrogen 

sulphide anion, in which form it is most probably absorbed (Savolainen, 1982). The rate of absorption 

in the gastrointestinal tract is not known. However, hydrogen sulphide poisoning can be produced by 

infusing soluble sulphide salts in the gastrointestinal tract (Savolainen, 1982). Penetration through the 

skin is insignificant (WHO, 1981). 

8.2.3.2 Distribution  

Sodium sulphide, when administered parenterally, concentrates in the liver, but small amounts can also 

be found in the kidneys and lungs (Savolainen, 1982). In five lethal cases of hydrogen sulphide 

poisoning, sulphide concentrations in blood were between 1.7 and 3.75 mg/litre (Savolainen, 1982); 

this was due to an acute lethal hydrogen sulphide concentration of at least 750-1400 mg/m3. Because 

of the metabolic process of the sulphide anion after the intoxication, it is difficult to determine the air 

concentration of hydrogen sulphide on the basis of blood sulphide levels. Moreover, the sulphide 

concentrations in other organs have not been determined. Biotransformation 

The sulphide anion is transformed by the sulphide oxidises system in the liver and kidneys mainly into 

thiosulphate and sulphate (Savolainen, 1982). In the mucosa of the gastrointestinal tract a thiol-S-

methyltransferase system can also detoxify hydrogen sulphide (Savolainen, 1982). 
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8.2.3.3 Elimination  

When sodium sulphide was injected intraperitoneally into mice no metabolites were found in the exhaled 

air (Savolainen, 1982). When sodium (35)S-sulphide was administered orally to rats, 50% of the dose 

was found as sulphate in the urine after 24 hours (Savolainen, 1982). When administered parenterally, 

91% of the dose was found in urine (74%) and faeces (17%).  

8.2.4 Effects on humans 

In its acute form, hydrogen sulphide intoxication is mainly the result of action on the nervous system. 

At concentrations of 15 mg/m3 and above, hydrogen sulphide causes conjunctival irritation, because 

sulphide and hydrogen sulphide anions are strong bases (Savolainen, 1982). Hydrogen sulphide affects 

the sensory nerves in the conjunctivae, so that pain is diminished rapidly and the tissue damage is 

greater (Savolainen, 1982). Serious eye damage is caused by a concentration of 70 mg/m3. At higher 

concentrations (above 225 mg/m3, or 150 ppm), hydrogen sulphide has a paralysing effect on the 

olfactory perception (WHO, 1981), so that the odour can no longer be recognized as a warning signal. 

At higher concentrations, respiratory irritation is the predominant symptom, and at a concentration of 

around 400 mg/m3 there is a risk of pulmonary oedema. At even higher concentrations there is strong 

stimulation of the central nervous system (CNS) (WHO, 1981), with hyperpnoea leading to apnoea, 

convulsions, unconsciousness, and death. At concentrations of over 1400 mg/m3 there is immediate 

collapse. In fatal human intoxication cases, brain oedema, degeneration and necrosis of the cerebral 

cortex and the basal ganglia have been observed (Savolainen, 1982). If respiration can be maintained, 

the prognosis in a case of acute hydrogen sulphide intoxication, even a severe one, is fairly good. There 

are reports of neurasthenic symptoms after severe acute intoxication, such as amnesia, fatigue, 

dizziness, headache, irritability, and lack of initiative (Savolainen, 1982). A decrease of delta-

aminolaevulinic acid dehydrase (ALAD) synthase and haem synthase activity in reticulocytes one week 

after hydrogen sulphide intoxication has been reported (Tenhunen et al, 1983), together with low levels 

of erythrocyte protoporphyrin. The ALAD and haem synthase activities returned to normal two months 

after the accident, erythrocyte protoporphyrin remaining low. Changes in the electrocardiogram have 

been reported after acute hydrogen sulphide intoxication, these changes being reversible (Savolainen, 

1982). No tolerance to the acute effects of hydrogen sulphide has been reported to develop 

(Savolainen, 1982).  

8.2.4.1 Sensory effects  

Hydrogen sulphide is an odorant, which in pure form has an odour detection threshold of 0.2-2.0 μg/m3 

depending on the purity (van Gemert & Nettsenbreijer, 1984). Its characteristic smell of rotten eggs 

appears at concentrations 3-4 times higher than the odour threshold (Leonardos et al, 1969). In practical 

situations, such as in the effluents of Kraft pulp mills, hydrogen sulphide is accompanied by other 

odorous substances, such as methyl macaptan, dimethyl disulphide and dimethyl monosulphide, and, 

in the case of effluents of the viscose industry, by carbon disulphide. The odour quality of these 

emissions changes with the specific composition of the mixtures (NRC, 1979). Hydrogen sulphide 

causes odour nuisance at concentrations far below those that cause health hazards. On the basis of 

the scientific literature, it is not possible to state a specific concentration of hydrogen sulphide at which 

odour nuisance starts to appear. Half-hour average concentrations exceeding 7 μg/m3 are likely to 

produce substantial complaints among persons exposed (Lindvall,1970). A reduction in the 

concentration of hydrogen sulphide does not guarantee a substantial reduction of the odour nuisance, 

since hydrogen sulphide in many effluents provides only a small contribution to the odour strength of 

the total effluent (Berglund et al, 1973). Moreover, the interaction between hydrogen sulphide and other 

odorous components in the effluent cannot explain the odour strength of the total effluents from pulp 

mills (Berglund et al, 1973). Better short-term studies are required to elucidate the relationship between 

actual concentrations and reports of odour nuisance.  
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8.2.5 Evaluation of Human Health Risks  

8.2.5.1 Exposure  

Typical symptoms and signs of hydrogen sulphide intoxication are most often caused by relatively high 

concentrations in occupational exposures. Low-level concentrations can occur more or less 

continuously in certain industries, such as in viscose rayon and pulp production, at oil refineries, in 

waste water treatment facilities and in geothermal energy installations.  

8.2.5.2 Dose-effect and dose-response relationship 

The first noticeable effect of hydrogen sulphide at low concentrations is its unpleasant odour. 

Conjunctival irritation is the next subjective symptom and can cause so-called “gas eye” at hydrogen 

sulphide concentrations of 70-140 mg/m3. Table 15 shows the established dose-effect relationships for 

hydrogen sulphide.  

Table 15: Hydrogen sulphide: established dose-effect relationships 

Hydrogen Sulphide Concentrations Effect 

mg/m3 ppm  

1400 - 2800 1000 – 2000 Immediate collapse with paralysis 

of respiration 

750 - 1400 530 – 1000 Strong CNS stimulation, 

hyperpnoea followed by 

respiratory arrest 

450 - 750 320 – 530 Pulmonary oedema with risk of 

death 

210 - 350 150 – 250 Loss of olfactory sense 

70 – 140 50 – 100 Serious eye damage 

15 - 30 10 - 20 Threshold for eye irritation 

8.2.6 Health risk evaluation  

The hazards caused by high concentrations of hydrogen sulphide are relatively well known, but 

information on human exposure to very low concentrations is scanty. Workers exposed to hydrogen 

sulphide concentrations of less than 30 mg/m3 are reported to have rather diffuse neurological and 

mental symptoms (Kangas et al, 1984) and to show no statistically significant differences when 

compared with a control group. On the other hand, changes of haem synthesis have been reported at 

hydrogen sulphide concentrations of less than 7.8 mg/m3 (1.5 - 3 mg/m3 average) (Tenhunen et al,  

1983). It is not known whether the inhibition is caused by the low concentration levels or by the 

cumulative effects of occasional peak concentrations. Most probably, at concentrations below 1.5 

mg/m3 (1 ppm), even in exposure for longer periods, there are very few detectable health hazards in 

the toxicological sense. The malodorous property of hydrogen sulphide is a source of annoyance for a 

large proportion of the general population at concentrations below 1.5 mg/m3, but from the existing data 

it cannot be concluded whether any health effects result. The need for epidemiological studies on 

possible effects of long-term, low-level hydrogen sulphide exposure is obvious. A satisfactory biological 

exposure indicator is also needed. 
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8.2.7 Guidelines 

The lowest-adverse-effect level of hydrogen sulphide is 15 mg/m3, when eye irritation is caused. In view 

of the steep rise in the dose-effect curve implied by reports of serious eye damage at 70 mg/m3, a 

relatively high protection (safety) factor of 100 is recommended, leading to a guideline value of 0.15 

mg/m3 with an averaging time of 24 hours. A single report of changes in haem synthesis at a hydrogen 

sulphide concentration of 1.5 mg/m3 should be borne in mind. In order to avoid substantial complaints 

about odour annoyance among the exposed population, hydrogen sulphide concentrations should not 

be allowed to exceed 7 μg/m3, with a 30-minute averaging period. When setting concentration limits in 

ambient air, it should be remembered that hydrogen sulphide is emitted from natural sources in many 

places.  

 

8.3 Hydrogen Chloride 

Hydrochloric acid is used in the production of chlorides, for refining ore in the production of tin and 

tantalum, for pickling and cleaning of metal products, in electroplating, in removing scale from boilers, 

for the neutralization of basic systems, as a laboratory reagent, as a catalyst and solvent in organic 

syntheses, in the manufacture of fertilizers and dyes, for hydrolysing starch and proteins in the 

preparation of various food products, and in the photographic, textile, and rubber industries. 

 

8.3.1 Acute Effects 

Hydrochloric acid is corrosive to the eyes, skin, and mucous membranes. Acute inhalation exposure 

may cause coughing, hoarseness, inflammation and ulceration of the respiratory tract, chest pain, and 

pulmonary oedema in humans. Acute oral exposure may cause corrosion of the mucous membranes, 

oesophagus, and stomach, with nausea, vomiting, and diarrhoea reported in humans. Dermal contact 

may produce severe burns, ulceration, and scarring and scarring. Pulmonary irritation, lesions of the 

upper respiratory tract, and laryngeal and pulmonary oedema have been reported in rodents acutely 

exposed by inhalation. Acute animal tests in rats, mice, and rabbits, have demonstrated hydrochloric 

acid to have moderate to high acute toxicity from inhalation and moderate acute toxicity from oral 

exposure.  

 

8.3.2 Chronic Effects  

Chronic occupational exposure to hydrochloric acid has been reported to cause gastritis, chronic 

bronchitis, dermatitis, and photosensitization in workers. Prolonged exposure to low concentrations may 

also cause dental discoloration and erosion. Chronic inhalation exposure caused hyperplasia of the 

nasal mucosa, larynx, and trachea and lesions in the nasal cavity in rats. The Reference Concentration 

(RfC) for hydrochloric acid is 0.02 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m3) based on hyperplasia of the nasal 

mucosa, larynx, and trachea in rats. The RfC is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an 

order of magnitude) of a continuous inhalation exposure to the human population (including sensitive 

subgroups) that is likely to be without appreciable risk of deleterious noncancer effects during a lifetime. 

It is not a direct estimator of risk but rather a reference point to gauge the potential effects. At exposures 

increasingly greater than the RfC, the potential for adverse health effects increases. Lifetime exposure 

above the RfC does not imply that an adverse health effect would necessarily occur. EPA has low 

confidence in the study on which the RfC was based since it used only one dose and had limited 

toxicological measurements; low confidence in the database because the database does not provide 

any additional chronic or reproductive studies; and, consequently, low confidence in the RfC. EPA has 
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not established a Reference Dose (RfD) for hydrochloric acid. Reproductive/Developmental Effects: No 

information is available on the reproductive or developmental effects of hydrochloric acid in humans. In 

rats exposed to hydrochloric acid by inhalation, severe dyspnoea, cyanosis, and altered oestrus cycles 

have been reported in dams, and increased foetal mortality and decreased foetal weight have been 

reported in the offspring.  

 

8.3.3 Cancer Risk 

No information is available on the carcinogenic effects of hydrochloric acid in humans. In one study, no 

carcinogenic response was observed in rats exposed via inhalation. EPA has not classified hydrochloric 

acid with respect to potential carcinogenicity. 

 

  



 

Atmospheric Impact Report Application Page 80 

 

9 ANALYSIS OF EMISSIONS IMPACT ON THE 

ENVIRONMENT 

The air quality of the region is subject to poor atmospheric stability, especially during winter which 
results in elevated ambient pollution levels. The region where AMSAVW is situated is also listed as the 
first air quality priority area, namely the Vaal Triangle Priority Area. Due to this being a priority area the 
National Government implemented an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the Vaal Triangle. This 
AQMP lists projects from all industries to minimise their impact on ambient air quality.  See 
ArcelorMittal’s committed project list in Table 11 of the targets set.  The majority of these projects were 
completed and complemented on at the last Vaal Triangle meeting.  

It should be noted that the site is surrounded by built-up areas and only towards the west of the site is 
there rural and agricultural land. ArcelorMittal is in possession of an Atmospheric Emission License, 
which prescribes certain standards.  

Prior to the implementation of compliance timeframes to achieving Existing Plant emission standards 
in 2015, AMSAVW was still optimistic that operational challenges experienced with the Elemental 
Sulphur Plant could be resolved.   Had the issues been resolved, the anticipated H2S stack emission 
reduction would have been achieved with resultant H2S stack emissions achieved, below the required 
specification of 10 mg/Nm3.  Consequently, a postponement application to achieve this particular 
standard was never envisaged and therefore never submitted prior to the coming into effect of the 
Existing Plant emission standards.  Upon further investigation, it was revealed that the H2S content in 
the coke oven gas, which is used as a fuel source in the combustion chambers of the Batteries, has no 
significant bearing on the H2S results obtained from stack emission monitoring, as the majority of H2S 
in the fuel gas is converted to SO2 in the combustion process.   

In the operation of a conventional horizontal coke oven battery, it is customary to burn gaseous fuel in 
one heating flue or a pair of flues during the on-cycle, and to direct the hot gases of combustion of such 
gaseous fuel into the other flue during the off-cycle.  Periodically, the burning of fuel in the on-flues 
ceases and these flues become the off-flues, while the original off-flues become on-flues, as gaseous 
fuel is burned in them.  This process is commonly known as a “reversing cycle” and is practised to attain 
uniform heating in the battery.  During the reversing cycles of the battery, in which the gas flow is 
alternated, there may be short periods in which the gaseous fuel is not fully combusted, possibly yielding 
a portion of the H2S which is evident in the stack emissions.  For this reason, achievement of both the 
current prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for Existing Plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for New Plants (to be 
achieved by all Plants by 1 April 2020) is unfeasible for Coke Batteries of the technology and age of the 
batteries at AMSAVW.  An alternative H2S stack emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 is thus proposed. 

Despite the Elementary Sulphur Plant not being operational, a significant sulphur emission reduction 
has still been achieved at the Works.  Over the past 13 years, there has been a 26.7% reduction in total 
SO2 emissions from the Works with 2005 as baseline.  Although problems have been experienced with 
operation of the Plant, AMSAVW remains within compliance to SO2 standards prescribed in the AEL 
for sources which utilise coke oven gas as a fuel for combustion processes.  National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for SO2 are also not exceeded in the Priority Area in which AMSAVW is located 
based on the monitoring results obtained from the various stations in the area. 
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10 CURRENT OR PLANNED AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT INTERVENTIONS 

ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark is situated in the Vaal Triangle Priority area and is actively improving its environmental footprint by reducing the emissions emitted to 

atmosphere. The tables below illustrate the targets set by ArcelorMittal and National Government as part of the Vaal Triangle AQMP.  

Table 16: Emission reduction strategy at ArcelorMittal 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2009 TO 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMENCEM
ENT DATE 

 

 

 

 

 

PROGRESS 
UP TO DATE 

EMISSION STATUS 

Reductions Achieved 

(e.g.PM10&PM 2.5, SO2, NOx, CO, 
O3, C6H6, Pb) 

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION 
OF POLLUTANTS 

CHALLENGES 

 

INTERVENTIONS 

TO ADDRESS 
CHALLENGES 

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED PROJECTS 
OUTSTANDI

NG 

Emission status 
before 

interventions 

 

Emission 
status after 

interventions 

 

TONS PER 
ANNUM 

CONCENTRAT
ION MG/NM3 

          

Roof emissions from Blast 
Furnace D - During the reline of 
BF-D, a bag house was 
constructed to capture a 
significant portion of the roof 
emissions from the cast house.   

 

None 2007 Completed Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 

300 tpa AP42 
Chapter 12 
(13.8mg/NM
3) 
Improvement 

Installation of  
environment
al BAT 
technology 
onto existing 
old  non-
compatible 
plants 

Some adjustments 
and modifications 
had to be done 
onsite to ensure 
effectiveness of 
the BAT 

Dust suppression at waste 
transfer station (disposal site) - A 
dust suppression system, using 
high pressure to create a fine 
water mist, has been installed at 
the waste transfer station 
minimize fugitive dust emissions. 

None A &B Tip 
station 
completed 
in 2005 

Upgrade of 
B Tip 

Completed
-  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 
reduction  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 
reduction  

44.08t/a US EPA AP 
42 Database 
(0.35mg/Nm
3) 
Improvement 

None     Alteration of 
existing transfer 
stations 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2009 TO 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMENCEM
ENT DATE 

 

 

 

 

 

PROGRESS 
UP TO DATE 

EMISSION STATUS 

Reductions Achieved 

(e.g.PM10&PM 2.5, SO2, NOx, CO, 
O3, C6H6, Pb) 

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION 
OF POLLUTANTS 

CHALLENGES 

 

INTERVENTIONS 

TO ADDRESS 
CHALLENGES 

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED PROJECTS 
OUTSTANDI

NG 

Emission status 
before 

interventions 

 

Emission 
status after 

interventions 

 

TONS PER 
ANNUM 

CONCENTRAT
ION MG/NM3 

2013, 50% Enclosure of B tip 
station 

station 
completed 
in 2013 

Secondary Dust Extraction 
System at EAF - Install secondary 
dust/fume extraction system with 
its own bag filter system with an 
average capacity of ~5,000,000 
m³/hr. Thus will capture fumes 
and dust currently escaping 
through the openings in the roof. 
This project was not implemented 
and  the EAF plant has switch off. 

 2013 Plant 
closure 
2013 

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission  

646t/a 100% 
Improvement 

Capital 
constraints 
–. 

Plant switched off 

Replacement of old Coke 
Batteries - Batteries 4, 8 and 9 will 
be operational until 2030 
including certain upgrades and 
envisage construction of one new 
battery for 2020. 

 2020 Long term 
planning  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 
reduction 
expected 
to be 772 
tpa  

AP42 Pre 
NESHAP 

0.80 mg/Nm3 
Improvement 

 Associated 
finances   

Short term 
interventions – 
extensive ceramic 
welding, battery 
tightening project 
and automated 
exhausters (busy 
with 
implementation) 
Battery 1 & 3 has 
been shut down 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2009 TO 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMENCEM
ENT DATE 

 

 

 

 

 

PROGRESS 
UP TO DATE 

EMISSION STATUS 

Reductions Achieved 

(e.g.PM10&PM 2.5, SO2, NOx, CO, 
O3, C6H6, Pb) 

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION 
OF POLLUTANTS 

CHALLENGES 

 

INTERVENTIONS 

TO ADDRESS 
CHALLENGES 

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED PROJECTS 
OUTSTANDI

NG 

Emission status 
before 

interventions 

 

Emission 
status after 

interventions 

 

TONS PER 
ANNUM 

CONCENTRAT
ION MG/NM3 

Stoppage of dosing with spent 
pickling liquor at the Sinter plant   

 2006 Completed Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 

 2782 t/a 

 

414 mg/Nm3 
Improvement 

None  None 

Coke Oven Gas (COG) & Water 
Cleaning Plant Project - The 
technology was outdated and the 
COG & water cleaning project was 
initiated in 2003 to upgrade the 
system and reduce SO2, NH3 and 
HCN emissions. 

 2010 Completed Reduce 
SO2, NH3 
and HCN  

Reduce 
SO2, NH3 
and HCN 

SO2 
emission 
reduction = 
494 tpa 

3950mg/Nm3 
SO2 
Improvement 

Sustainable 
operational 
challenges 

Increase 
maintenance, 
investigate new 
solutions, get 
external technical 
expertise, 
technical 
modifications to 
design 

Direct Reduction (kilns) 
Electrostatic Precipitator (ESP) 
rebuild, and replaced the 
refractory linings that will 
improve the performance of the 
ESPs at the Direct Reduction 
kilns 

 2008 Problemati
c kilns 
were 
rebuild – 
improved 
maintenan
ce  

Fugitive 
particulate  

Fugitive 
particulate  

301t/a  40 mg/Nm3 
Improvement 

Capital 
constraints 

Modifications on 
kilns done in 
phases kilns 2&4 
and upgrade on 
kiln 3. 

Sinter Clean Gas Unit - 
Installation of emission 
abatement technology (bag filter 
system) to reduce particulate 
emissions from the entire Sinter 

  2012 completed PM, SO2 PM, SO2 PM = 1 379 
t/a 

SO2 = 743 
t/a 

PM = 
28.5mg/Nm3 
Improvement 

Installation of  
environment
al BAT 
technology 
onto existing 

Some adjustments 
and modifications 
need to be done 
onsite to ensure 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2009 TO 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMENCEM
ENT DATE 

 

 

 

 

 

PROGRESS 
UP TO DATE 

EMISSION STATUS 

Reductions Achieved 

(e.g.PM10&PM 2.5, SO2, NOx, CO, 
O3, C6H6, Pb) 

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION 
OF POLLUTANTS 

CHALLENGES 

 

INTERVENTIONS 

TO ADDRESS 
CHALLENGES 

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED PROJECTS 
OUTSTANDI

NG 

Emission status 
before 

interventions 

 

Emission 
status after 

interventions 

 

TONS PER 
ANNUM 

CONCENTRAT
ION MG/NM3 

Plant. The addition of lime to the 
off-gas will be introduced to 
effectively reduce SO2. 

SO2 = 35 
mg/Nm3 
Improvement 

old Sinter  
plant 

effectiveness of 
the BAT 

          

Additional emission reduction 

interventions not committed to 

VTAPA AQMP: 

• Vegetation of open areas – 

400 hectares 

• Removal of historical ramp 

at metal recovery plant 

• Installation of new bag 

house at Blast furnace D 

stock house 

• Installation of new BAT bag 

filters at Blast furnace 

pulverising plant 

 

 

Completed 

 
 
Completed 
 
 
Completed 
 

 

 

Completed 
 
 
 
 
Completed 

  

 

 

 

 

2014 

 
 
2013 
 
 
2014 
 

 

 

2014 

 
 
 
 
2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fugitive PM 

 
 
Fugitive PM 
 
 
Point source 
PM 
 

 

Point source 

PM 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PM – 23 

t/a 

 
PM – 0.16 
t/a 
 
PM – 2847 
t/a 
 

 

PM – 0.74 

t/a 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
- 
 
 
- 
 
 
- 
 

 

 

35 mg/Nm3 

Improvement 

 
 
121 mg/Nm3 
Improvement 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2009 TO 2014) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMENCEM
ENT DATE 

 

 

 

 

 

PROGRESS 
UP TO DATE 

EMISSION STATUS 

Reductions Achieved 

(e.g.PM10&PM 2.5, SO2, NOx, CO, 
O3, C6H6, Pb) 

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION 
OF POLLUTANTS 

CHALLENGES 

 

INTERVENTIONS 

TO ADDRESS 
CHALLENGES 

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED PROJECTS 
OUTSTANDI

NG 

Emission status 
before 

interventions 

 

Emission 
status after 

interventions 

 

TONS PER 
ANNUM 

CONCENTRAT
ION MG/NM3 

• Installation of new bag filter 

at Foundary  

• Emissions from Raw 

material stockpiles 

mitigation measures 

• Upgrade lancing booth   

 
Completed 
 

 

 

Completed  

 
2013 
 

 

 

2012 

Point source 
PM 
Fugitive PM 
 

 

 

Fugitive PM 

PM – 50.6 

t/a  

 
PM – 1 t/a 
 
 
 
PM – 1 t/a 
estimation 

 
- 
 
 
 
- 
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11 CONCLUSION 

The results in Section 7.1 indicate the maximum concentration at the boundary of ArcelorMittal 

Vanderbijlpark. The majority of the airborne pollutants are compliant to the national ambient air quality 

standards, with SO2, and NOx exceeding the national ambient air quality standard, under Scenario 1 

and 2 respectively. The SO2 during the current Status Quo routine operations and for the current AEL 

Conditions (authorised emission ceiling) are not compliant to the NAAQS for a 1-Hour averaging period 

only. For these emission exceedences, a total of 88 exceedances are allowed. When analysing the 

number of exceedances, the Status Quo operations will result in an exceedance a total of 8 times, and 

23 exceedances are noted under the current AEL conditions/standards.  There is an exceedance noted 

for the NOx AEL Conditions (authorised emission ceiling), this is over a 1-hour averaging period. A total 

of 911 exceedances (above the 88 permissible exceedances) were modelled. With the enforcement of 

the new emission limits in April 2020 all pollutants modelled will comply with the prescribed ambient 

standards.  Similar under scenario 3, which is the scenario AMSAVW are requesting approval for, all 

pollutants modelled will comply with the prescribed ambient standards.  

Department of Environmental Affairs ambient monitoring station data for Sebokeng North of the site 

(Sharpville station provided no data). These results indicate that AMSAVW emissions when combined 

with all other sources in the VTAPA result in only 6 exceedances to the sulphur dioxide hourly ambient 

standards over the past 5 years. 

These results along with the ambient air quality results from the Department of Environmental Affairs 

indicate that although there are individual activities of the plant that are may not be compliant with the 

new plant minimum elision standards, the current best available technology (and financial investment) 

have not been able to bring these activities into compliance with these future standards. Nevertheless, 

the overall ambient impact from the AMSA Vanderbijlpark Works does comply with the current ambient 

air quality standards.  This is a measure of health impact on surrounding communities, when compared 

to available ambient standards issued by the South African Government. 

In the worst-case scenario, should the Coke Ovens be closed completely due to the inability of the 

facility to meet new plant standards in the absence of provisions to apply for a postponement of 

compliance timeframes to achieve these standards, as well as alternative standards, the following 

socio-economic consequences are expected: 

• Coke supplies would be limited and would thus need to be imported into South Africa to offset 

these losses. Import of Coke needs a lead period of 3 months which will delay the production 

of flat steel. 

• At R 4 777/ton, imported Coke will be too costly to maintain the blast furnace production process 

resulting in closure of plant due to unsustainable operations of integrated processes. 

• Coke batteries are a valuable source of process gas which is utilised as a fuel source that will 

need to be shut-down. 

• Shortage of coke oven gas generation resulting from the potential shut-down of the batteries 

and limited supply of gas obtainable from Sasol will in itself halt the total operations at 

AMSAVW. 

• The batteries not be able to be reused if they are allowed to cool down completely, subsequent 

to a shut-down. To avoid this scenario, the coke batteries need to be kept warm.  Alternative 

gas supply to maintain temperatures within the ovens will however not be sufficient to prevent 

refractory failure.  

• In such a case, approximately R7.5 billion will be required to reinstate production from the coke 

batteries, this will also require a 4-year rebuild period, this scenario is considered uneconomical 

for AMSAVW and would not be considered. 
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• This shut down, potentially of the whole AMSAVW plant would have significant socio-economic 

consequence : 

o With reference to the diagram below, approximately 8 500 employees (i.e. the total 

labour force of AMSAVW) will face unemployment; and 

o 50 000 people’s livelihoods which are linked directly or indirect to associated AMSAVW 

economic activity, will be affected within the local community. 
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LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix A –Current Atmospheric Emission License 

Appendix B – Air Quality Impact Assessment 

 For each pollutant the tables are as follows: 

S1- Status Quo – Current routine operations S2- Current AEL Limits – Authorised emission 
ceiling 

S3- New minimum emission Standards - Future 
Performance based on current emissions with 
alternative coke battery standard for H2S (150 

mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 
mg/Nm3), whilst also considering the proposed 

postponements 

 

S4- Current minimum emission Standards - 
Future Performance based on current emissions 
with achievement of existing plant standards for 
the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns and 
lurgi units 

 

Appendix C – Air Dispersion Modelling Regulations Checklist 
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APPENDIX A –CURRENT ATMOSPHERIC EMISSION LICENSE 

Please find as Appendix A – VBJ Final AEL 2018 
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APPENDIX B – AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT 

S02 – 1-hour averaging period 
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SO2 – 24-hour averaging Period 
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S02 – Annual averaging Period 
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H2S – 1-hour averaging Period 
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H2S – 24-hour averaging Period 
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H2S – Annual averaging Period 
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HCl – 1-hour averaging Period 
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HCL – 24-hour averaging Period 
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HCl – Annual averaging Period 
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APPENDIX C – AIR DISPERSION MODELLING REGULATIONS CHECKLIST 

Chapter 1: Facility and modellers’ information Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 

1.1 Project identification information requirements 

• Applicant 

• Facility identification 

• Physical address of facility 

• Air Emissions Licence reference number (if 
applicable) 

• Environmental authorization reference 
number (if applicable) 

• Modelling contractor(s), when applicable 

Yes Section 2 

1.2 Project background requirements 

• Purpose(s) and objectives of the air 
dispersion modelling under consideration. 

• General descriptive narrative of the plant 
processes and purposed new source or 
modification. 

Yes Section 2 

1.3 

1.31 

Project Location 

Detailed scaled layout plan of proposed project area 
including the following: 

• UTM coordinates of facility 

• Property lines, including fence lines 

• Roads and railroads that passthrough 
property line 

• Location and dimensions of buildings and/or 
structures (on or off) property which could 
case downwash 

o Location 
o Length 
o Width 
o Height 

• Indication of shortest distance to property 
line from significant sources 

Yes Section 2 

1.3.2 Area map(s) that include the following: 

• Map of adjacent area (10km radium from 
proposed source) indicating the following 

o Latitude / Longitude on horizontal 
and vertical axis 

o Nearby known pollution sources 
o Schools and Hospitals within 10km 

of facility boundary 
o Topographical features 
o Any proposed off-site or on-site 

meteorological monitoring stations 
o Roads and railroads 

• Regional map that includes the following 
o UTM coordinates 
o Modelled Facility 
o Topography features with 50km 
o Known pollution sources within 

50km 

Yes Section 2 
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o Any proposed off-site 
meteorological monitoring stations 

1.4 Geophysical data 

• Discuss land use characterization 
procedures utilized to determine dispersion 
coefficients (urban or rural) 

• Discuss DEM data utilized 

Yes Section 2 

1.5 Elevation data (DEM) and resolution 

• Discuss DEM Data utilized 

  

Chapter 2. Emission characterisation Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 

2.1 Emissions characteristics 

• Include fugitive and secondary emissions 
when applicable 

• Emission unit descriptions and capacities 
(including proposed emission controls) 

• New structures 

Yes Section 3 

2.2 Operating scenarios for emission units 

• Operating conditions simulated in the 
modelling study 

o Normal 
o Start-up 
o Standby 
o Shutdown 

Yes Section 6 

2.3 Proposed emissions and source parameter table (s) 

• List all identifiable emissions 

• Include parameter table(s) for each 
operating scenario of each emission unit, 
which may include, but not be limited to the 
following: 

o Operating scenario(s) 
o Source location (UTM Coordinates) 
o Point source parameters 
o Area source parameters 
o Volume source parameters 

• Include proposed emissions (and supporting 
calculations) for all identifiable emissions 

Yes Section 3 

Section 6.3 

Chapter 3. Meteorological data Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 

3.1 Surface data discussions must include: 

• Off-site 
o Source of data 
o Description of station (location, 

tower height, etc.) 
o Period of record 
o Demonstrate temporal and spatial 

representativeness 
o Seasonal wind- rose(s) 
o 3-year of representative off-site data 
o Evaluate if off-site data complies 

with regulatory Code of Practice 

Yes Section 4 
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o Program and version used to 
process data 

o Method used to replace missing 
hours 

o Method used to handle calm periods 

• On-site 
o Description of station (location, 

tower height, etc.) 
o Period of record 
o Demonstrate spatial 

representativeness 
o Minimum 1-year of representative 

on-site data 
o Evaluate if off-site data complies 

with regulatory Code of Practice 
o Program and version used to 

process data 
o Method used to replace missing 

hours 

3.2 Discuss upper air data utilised 

• Discuss upper air data utilised from the most 
representative station. 

• Explain why it is “most representative”. 

No AERMOD Upper Air 
Estimator Model used. 
Closest station is Irene 
108km North East 
which will not be 
representative due to 
distance and terrain  

Chapter 4. Ambient impact analysis and ambient levels Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 

4.1 Standards Levels 

• National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Yes Section 8 

4.2 Background Concentrations 

• Specify background values used including 
supporting documentation. 

N / A No change in process, 
therefore Status Quo 
modelling scenario 
constitutes 
background 

Chapter 5. Modelling Procedures Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 

5.1 Model used in the study 

• Assessment level proposed and justification 

• Dispersion model used. 

• Supporting models and input programs 

• Version of models and input programs 

Yes Section 6.4 

5.2 Specify modelled emissions 

• Pollutants 

• Scenarios and emissions that were 
modelled 

• Conversion factor utilized for converting 
NOX to NO2 

Yes Section 6.1 

Section 7 

5.3 Specify setting utilized within the model(s), which may 
include: 

• Recommended settings utilized within model 

Yes Section 6.41 
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• Terrain settings (simple flat/ simple elevated/ 
complex) 

• Land characteristics (Bowen ratio, surface 
albedo, surface roughness) 

• Specify number of sectors used and why (if 
applicable) 

• Specify assumptions (if applicable) 

• Include discussion on non-regulatory 
settings utilized and reasons why 

5.4 Describe the receptors grids utilized within the 
analysis 

• Property line resolution 

• Fine grid resolution 

• Medium grid resolution(s) 

• Course grid resolution 

• Hotspots and sensitive location resolutions 
and sizes 

• Figures that show locations of receptors 
relative to modelled facility and terrain 
features. 

Yes Section 8 

Chapter 6. Ambient impact results documentation Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 

6 At a minimum, the Ambient Air Quality Standards 
results are to be documented as follows: 

  

6.1 Table(s) of modelling results including 

• Pollutant 

• Averaging time 

• Operating scenario 

• Maximum modelled concentration 

• Receptor location of maximum impact 
(coordinates) 

• Receptor elevation 

• Date of maximum impact 

• Grid resolution at maximum impact 

• Name of output e-file(s) where data was 
taken from 

Yes Section 6 

6.2 Figure(s) showing source impact area including 

• UTM coordinates on horizontal and vertical 
axis 

• Modelled facility 
o Boundary 
o Buildings 
o Emission points 

• Topography features 

• Isopleths of impact concentrations 

• Location and value of maximum impact 

• Location and value of maximum cumulative 
impact 

Yes Section 7.2 

Appendix B 

Chapter 7. Ambient impact supporting documentation Submitted 
Yes / No 

Comments, 
References 
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7.1 All warning and informational messages within 
modelling output files must be explained and 
evaluated 

N / A Will be submitted 
electronically with final 
submission 

7.2 Required electronic files to be submitted with report 

Input & output files for models 

Input & output files for pre-processors 

Input & output files for post-processors 

Digital terrain files 

Plot files 

Final report 

N / A Will be submitted 
electronically with final 
submission 

7.3 Report shall include a list and description of electronic 
files 

N / A Will be submitted 
electronically with final 
submission 

7.4 Report shall include a discussion on deviations from 
the modelling protocol 

N / A Will be submitted 
electronically with final 
submission 
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1 Introduction 

 

1.1 Background 

 

Royal HaskoningDHV has been appointed by ArcelorMittal South Africa to act as an independent 

Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) for the public participation requirement for the Applications 

for a Postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve new plant standards and Alternative Plant 

Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards, Emfuleni Local 

Municipality, Gauteng. 

 

1.2 Public Participation Process 

 

Public participation is a process that is designed to enable all Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) to 

voice their opinion and/or concerns which enables the practitioner to evaluate all aspects of the proposed 

development, with the objective of improving the project by maximising its benefits while minimising its 

adverse effects.  

 

The public participation process must adhere to the requirements of Regulations 41 and 42 (GNR 982) as 

amended in 2017. Further, a Public Participation (PP) guideline in terms of NEMA was issued by the DEA 

in 2017, of which the provisions will also be implemented. 

 

The public participation process for the proposed project will be undertaken according to the stages outlined 

below as well as the requirements for stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1-1: Responsibilities of I&APs 

 

1.3 Purpose of the Report 

The principal purpose of this Public Participation Summary Report is to: 

 

▪ Summarise the public participation processes undertaken for the postponement application; 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PHASE 

 

▪ Raise issues of concern 

▪ Make suggestions for project development 

▪ Contribute relevant local and indigenous 

knowledge to the environmental 

assessment 

▪ Comment on the findings of the study and 

the rating of the impacts 

DECISION MAKING 

PHASE 

 

▪ Provide any 

comments on the 

postponement 

application 

directly to DEA 

▪ May appeal the 

decision  
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▪ Synthesise the issues and concerns identified by I&APs and various stakeholders during the public 

participation process; and 

▪ Synthesise comments on the proposed development. 

 

1.4 Terms of Reference for Public Participation 

One of the main aims of the public participation process is to serve as a structure for communication and 

consultation with I&APs. An outline of the communication efforts that was launched as part of this process 

are listed below. It should, however, be noted that this plan was adapted throughout the process to ensure 

successful communication and consultation by the public participation consultants to all I&APs. 

 

The project team recognises successful communication as a relevant, timely, and continuous tool that 

enables the targeted project team, individual and groups of I&APs.   

 

The terms of reference for the implementation of a successful and robust public participation programme, 

were as follows: 

 

▪ Identification of I&APs in the vicinity of the study area; 

▪ Provision to all I&APs of an opportunity to comment or raise concerns regarding the project; 

▪ Maintenance of procedures for communication with I&APs and receiving, documenting and responding 

to relevant communication from I&APs; 

▪ Identification and elimination of any sources of misunderstandings between the Applicant, Consultants 

and the I&APs; 

▪ Always aim to improve the communication between the Consultants, the Applicant and I&APs; 

▪ Present the project in an objective way by supplying all appropriate, relevant and accurate information 

and facts in an unbiased manner to ensure a better understanding of the proposed project; and  

▪ Ensure that the public participation process is an independent and transparent process. 

 

1.5 Public Participation Summary 

 

The Public Participation Process commenced in February 2019 where site notices were erected at strategic 

locations along the plant and at a local library. During this time, comment forms and Background Information 

Documents (BID) were distributed to the I&APs as well as commenting authorities by hand and 

electronically. I&APs were introduced to the project and encouraged to register on the database. 

 

An advertisement was placed in the Vanderbijlpark Ster on the 5th of February 2019 followed by a 

commenting period which was open for the I&APs to raise their issues and concerns regarding the proposed 

applications.  

 

A draft Atmospheric Impact Report (AIR) was compiled and has been distributed to the relevant authorities 

and to the public for review, for a 30-day comment period (initially advertised as 11 February 2019 to 12 

March 2019 but was later extended from 19 February 2019 to 22 March 2019) in which I&APs were afforded 

the opportunity to raise any further issues and concerns, until the finalisation of the document for submission 

to the Department of Environmental Affairs. 
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2 Identification of I&APs 

The first step in the PP Process entailed the identification of key I&APs and Stakeholders, including: 

▪ Local,  provincial and national government; 

▪ Affected and neighbouring landowners; 

▪ Environmental Non-Governmental Organisations; and 

▪ Community Based Organisations. 

 

An I&AP Database (Appendix A) and Proof of Notification (Appendix B) has been compiled which has been 

maintained and updated throughout the duration of this process. 

 

3 Site Notices 

 

The NEMA EIA Regulations (2014 as amended in 2017) require that a site notice be fixed at a place 

conspicuous to the public at the boundary or on the fence of the site where the activity to which the 

application relates is to be undertaken and on any alternative sites. The purpose of this is to notify the public 

of the project and to invite the public to register as stakeholders and inform them of the PP Process. Royal 

HaskoningDHV erected site notices at various noticeable locations around the perimeter of the site and at 

the Vanderbijlpark Library.  

 

3.1 Proof of Site Notices 

 

3.1.1 Site Notices at the Vanderbijlpark Works 
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3.1.2 Site Notices at the Vanderbijlpark Public Library 
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4 Background Information Document 

A briefing paper or BID for the project was compiled in English. The aim of this document is to provide a 

brief outline of the application and the nature of the development. It is also aimed at providing preliminary 

details regarding the proposed application process, and explains how I&APs could become involved in the 

project. The briefing paper was distributed to all identified I&APs and stakeholders, together with a 

registration/comment sheet inviting I&APs to submit details of any issues, concerns or inputs they might 

have with regards to the project. 
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4.1 BID and Comment Form 

NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS FOR THE POSTPONEMENT OF 

COMPLIANCE TIMEFRAMES TO ACHIEVE THE MINIMUM EMISSION 

STANDARDS, AND ALTERNATIVE PLANT STANDARDS FOR 

CERTAIN PLANTS AT THE VANDERBIJLPARK WORKS, EMFULENI 

LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, GAUTENG 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION DOCUMENT 

(FEBRUARY 2019) 

What does this document tell you? 

This document aims to provide you, as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP), with background information 

regarding the applications for postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the minimum emissions 

standards, as well as alternative plant standards for the Vanderbijlpark Works (AMSAVW), Emfuleni Local 

Municipality, Gauteng Province.  

Any person, company, authority or other entities that might be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed 

activity can register as an I&AP. This includes, but is not limited to landowners, tenants, municipal and 

provincial authorities, interest groups, Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) and conservation groups.  

Furthermore, the document advises how you can become involved in the project, receive information and/or 

raise issues, which may concern and/or be of interest to you. The sharing of information forms the basis of 

the Public Participation Process (PPP) and offers you the opportunity to become actively involved in the 

project from the outset. Public Participation plays an important role as input from I&APs ensures that all 

potential issues of concern are considered. 

The document provides information regarding the Atmospheric Impact Assessment undertaken, as well as 

details of the postponement application and alternative plant standard application. The document also 

advises you on how you can become involved in the process – by reviewing information, and making inputs 

thereon, including raising any possible issues. This sharing of information forms the basis of the public 

participation process and offers you the opportunity to become actively involved from the outset.  
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What does the project entail? 

The project can be summarised as follows: 

Project name 
Applications for the Postponement of Compliance Timeframes to achieve the Minimum 

Emissions Standard, and alternative plant standards for the Vanderbijlpark Works 

Local 

authority 
Emfuleni Local Municipality 

Competent 

Authority 
Sedibeng District Municipality/Emfuleni Local Municipality 

Landowner(s

) & Property 

Details 

Activity Property Details Landowner 

Combustion installations Remaining extent of 
Portion 1 of the Farm 
Vanderbijlpark 550 IQ 

ArcelorMittal 

Coke production Remaining extent of 
Portion 1 of the Farm 
Vanderbijlpark 550 IQ 

ArcelorMittal 

Pre-Reduction and Direct Reduction Remaining extent of 
Portion 1 of the Farm 
Vanderbijlpark 550 IQ 

ArcelorMittal 

Production of Acids Remaining extent of 
Portion 1 of the Farm 
Vanderbijlpark 550 IQ 

ArcelorMittal 

Co-ordinates 

Combustion installations 26°39'27.58"S  27°48'44.22"E 

Coke production 26°39'27.58"S  27°48'44.22"E 

Pre-Reduction and Direct 

Reduction 
26°40'5.04"S  27°48'56.84"E 

Production of Acids 26°39'42.18"S  27°49'55.86"E 

Project description 

In response to Section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 39 of 

2004) (as amended in 2013), ArcelorMittal intends to apply for a postponement of the compliance 

timeframes to achieve a minimum emissions standard, as well as alternative plant standards for the 

Vanderbijlpark Works, Emfuleni Local Municipality, Gauteng Province.  

The first aspect of the postponement application is required for the special arrangement stipulated under 

Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations, which prescribes the recovery of sulphur-containing 

compounds from gases to be used for combustion with a recovery efficiency of not less than 90%, measured 

as hydrogen sulphide. Although a project has already been initiated to, amongst others, revive sulphur 

recovery from the coke oven gas, the deadline of 1 April 2020 will not be achievable owing to the complexity 

of the intended upgrades to the gas cleaning facilities. Despite numerous attempts to sustain operations of 

the current sulphur recovery facilities, the long-term operation of this failing equipment was no longer 

feasible. Hence the decision to invest in the installation of new, state-of-the-art equipment for the cleaning 

and recirculation of by-product coke oven gas for utilisation as a fuel source on site.     

The primary use of the Coke Oven gas is to provide additional heat input for the heating of the batteries 

(55%) – increasing the energy efficiency of the facility. The onsite boilers also utilize the Coke Oven Gas for 

the production of steam and subsequent generation of electricity. The remainder of the gas is utilised at 

downstream facilities, such as reheating furnaces.  The excess coke oven gas, which currently cannot be 

utilised is flared. 
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Although the above-mentioned upgrades are anticipated to aid in a partial reduction of H2S emitted from the 

coke battery stacks, it is not foreseen that the recovery of sulphur from the coke oven gas will yield H2S 

stack emissions below the prescribed minimum emission standards. Achievement of both the current 

prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants (to be achieved by 

all plants by 1 April 2020) is unfeasible for Coke Batteries of the technology and age as those at AMSAVW. 

An alternative H2S stack emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 will thus be proposed for the 5 coke batteries on 

site as part of an application as contemplated in S.12A of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum 

Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act. 

 

 

The second aspect of the postponement application is required for the Direct Reduction kilns (3 in operation) 

to achieve the new plant emission standard for SO2 of 500 mg/Nm³ (Sub-category 4.12: Pre-reduction and 

Direct Reduction).  It is not economically feasible to achieve this standard for the direct reduction kilns at 

Vanderbijlpark Works and SO2 emissions from the kilns are dependent on the sulphur content in the coal 

which is utilised as the reducing agent in the kilns on site.  For this reason, an application for an alternative 

emission standard of 1700 mg/Nm3, aligned with the existing plant standard, is proposed to be submitted. 

 

The third aspect of the postponement application is required for the Lurgi Plants (3 units) (Sub-category 7.2: 

Production of Acids) for the regeneration of Hydrochloric Acid at the Works.This postponement is anticipated 

as  the planned upgrades to the scrubbing facilities at the Lurgi Plant, to reduce and sustain the HCl 

emissions from these stacks below the new plant standard of 30 mg/Nm3, may not be completed or fully 

efficient by 1 April 2020. 
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Figure 1: Locality map 
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What are the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed applications? 

 

A number of potential air quality impacts associated with the project have been identified. As part of the 

study, these potential impacts will be assessed through the following specialist input: 

 

Specialist Study Organisation 

Air Quality Impact Assessment  EBS Advisory (Pty) Ltd 

 

The objective of the Air Quality Impact Study is to assess the environmental impact associated with the 

operation of plant, by: 

▪ Describing the relevant baseline environmental conditions relating to air quality in the areas of 

investigation, including an assessment of current performance; 

▪ Describing the anticipated negative and positive environmental impacts on air quality during operation, 

with the use of existing plant standards,  new plant standards, and proposed alternative standards; 

▪ Describe the future performance based on current emissions with achievement of the new plant 

standards for the coke batteries and direct reduction kilns; 

▪ Describing how the negative environmental impacts as described under bullet two and three above will 

be managed and how the positive impacts will be maximised; and 

▪ Setting out the environmental management criteria pertaining to air quality that will be used during the 

life cycle of the project. 

 

Why are air quality studies needed? 

 

Prior to the implementation of compliance timeframes to achieve Existing Plant emission standards in 2015, 

AMSAVW was still optimistic that operational challenges experienced with the coke oven gas cleaning 

facilities, which includes the Elemental Sulphur Plant, could be resolved.   Had the issues been resolved, 

the anticipated H2S stack emission reduction was hopeful of being achieved with resultant H2S stack 

emissions below the required specification of 10 mg/Nm3.  Consequently, a postponement application to 

achieve this particular standard was never envisaged and therefore never submitted prior to the coming into 

effect of the existing plant emission standards.  Upon further investigation, it was revealed that the H2S 

content in the coke oven gas, which is used as a fuel source in the combustion chambers of the Batteries, 

has no significant bearing on the H2S results obtained from stack emission monitoring, as the majority of 

H2S in the fuel gas is converted to SO2 in the combustion process.   

 

In the operation of a conventional horizontal coke oven battery, it is customary to burn gaseous fuel in one 

heating flue of a pair of flues during the on-cycle, and to direct the hot gases of combustion of such gaseous 

fuel into the other flue during the off-cycle.  Periodically, the burning of fuel in the on-flues ceases and these 

flues become the off-flues, while the original off-flues become on-flues, as gaseous fuel is burned in them.  

This process is commonly known as a “reversing cycle” and is practised to attain uniform heating in the 

battery.  During the reversing cycles of the battery, in which the gas flow is alternated, there may be short 

periods in which the gaseous fuel is not fully combusted, possibly yielding a portion of the H2S which is 

evident in the stack emissions.  For this reason, achievement of both the current prescribed H2S standard 

of 10 mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants (to be achieved by all plants by 1 April 2020) 

is unfeasible for Coke Batteries of the technology and age as those at AMSAVW.  An alternative H2S stack 

emission standard of 150 mg/Nm3 is thus proposed. 

 

Despite the Elementary Sulphur Plant not being operational, a significant sulphur emission reduction has 

still been achieved at the Works.  Over the past 13 years, there has been a 26.7% reduction in total SO2 

emissions from the Works with 2005 as baseline.  Although problems have been experienced with operation 
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of the Plant, AMSAVW remains within compliance to SO2 standards prescribed in the AEL for sources which 

utilise coke oven gas as a fuel for combustion processes. 

 

The aforementioned reduction needs to be quantified, whilst taking into account the proposed alternative 

emission standards described above.  The portential impacts on receptors also need to be assessed in light 

of the envisaged postponements.  Consequently, an air quality assessment has been initiated to gain a 

better understanding of the cumulative impacts. 

 

Notice is hereby given in terms of section 46 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act 

(Act 39 of 2004)(as amended in 2013), in response to Section 21 of the National Environmental 

Management: Air Quality Act (NEM:AQA)() that ArcelorMittal intends to apply for alternative emission 

standards and a postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the minimum emissions standards for 

particular plants at the Vanderbilpark Works, Emfuleni Local Municipality, Gauteng Province. 

 

The applicant, ArcelorMittal  has undertaken an Air Quality Impact Asssessment in order to submit the 

applications as contemplated in the NEM:AQA  (as amended) to the Competent Authority, the Department 

of Environmental Affairs. 

 

The following activities are of relevance:  

 

Category of listed activity Sub-category 

of the listed 

activity 

Description of the 

listed activity 

Application 

Category 3: Carbonization and Coal 

Gasification 

Sub-category 

3.1 

Combustion 

installations 

Postponement Application w.r.t. 

the special arrangement of 

sulphur recovery 

Category 3: Carbonization and Coal 

Gasification 

Sub-category 

3.2 

Coke production S. 12A Application (Alternative 

H2S Standard of 150 mg/Nm3) 

Category 4: Metallurgical Industry 

 

Sub-category 

4.12 

 

Pre-Reduction and 

Direct Reduction 

Combined Postponement 

Application and S.12A 

Application (Alternative SO2 

Standard of 1700 mg/Nm3 – 

Existing Plant Standard) 

Category 7: Inorganic Chemicals 

Industry 

Sub-category 

7.2 

Production of Acids Postponement Application 

 

ArcelorMittal has appointed Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) to provide independent Environmental 

Assessment Practitioner (EAP) services for the proposed application. EBS Advisory (Pty) Ltd is assisting 

with the required Air Quality Impact Study 

 

Public Participation Process 

 

 

ArcelorMittal has appointed RHDHV to undertake a Public Participation Process (PPP) for the above-

mentioned application. According to Section (2)(4)(f) and (o) of the National Environmental Management 

Act (Act 107 of 1998, “NEMA”)(as amended): 

 

▪ the participation of all Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) in environmental governance must be 

promoted and people must have the opportunity to develop the understanding, skills and capacity 

necessary for achieving equitable and effective participation 
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▪ the environment is held in public trust for the people, the beneficial use of environmental resources must 

serve the public interest and the environment must be protected as the people’s common heritage. 

 

In order to give effect to the above sections, it is essential to ensure that there is adequate and appropriate 

opportunity for public participation in decisions that may effect the environment. Section 24(1A)(c) of the 

NEMA allows for this participation by requiring that the person conducting PP comply with any regulated 

procedure related to public consultation and information gathering through the PPP. In this regard, RHDHV 

took into account the PPP guideline (as revised) as contemplated in Section 24J of the NEMA to ensure for 

a comprehensive and inclusive PPP for the above application. 

 

As part of the project, all I&APs need to be actively involved through a public participation process (PPP). It 

is important that relevant I&APs are identified and involved in the PPP from the outset of the project. To 

ensure effective public participation, the following steps are proposed: 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

How can you get involved? 

 

If you consider yourself an I&AP for this proposed project, we urge you to become involved: 

▪ By responding (by phone, fax or e-mail) to our invitation for your involvement in the process; 

▪ By completing the attached comment form and mailing or faxing it to Seshni Govender at Royal 

HaskoningDHV; 

▪ In writing, contacting the Environmental Consultant if you have a query, comment or require further 

project information; and 

▪ By reviewing and commenting on the Air Quality Impact Assessment within the allowed 30-day review 

period. 

 

Your input into this process forms a key part of the postponement application and we would like to 

hear from you to obtain your views on the proposed project. 

 

By completing and submitting the accompanying response form, you automatically register yourself as an 

I&AP for this project, and ensure that your comments, concerns and/or queries raised regarding the project 

will be noted. 

 

 

 

Briefing Paper 

Advertise the 
Postponement 

Application 
Process

Public Meeting

Compile Issues 
Trail 

Update 
Database 

Compile Public 
Participation 

Report 

Submit  
Application to 

Authorities 

Further identification of and consultation with I&AP’s 
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Comments and queries on the project can be directed to: 

 

Seshni Govender 

PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2191 

 

Tel 087 352 1592 

Fax 011 798 6005 

Email seshni.govender@rhdhv.com 

 

YOUR COMMENTS AND QUERIES ARE WELCOME 

Please complete this Comment Form in full before and return to: 

 

Seshni Govender 

PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2191 
 

Tel 087 352 1592 

Fax 011 798 6005 

Email seshni.govender@rhdhv.com 

 

Title (Prof/Mr/Mrs)  
First 

name 
 

Surname  

 

NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS FOR THE POSTPONEMENT OF THE COMPLIANCE TIMEFRAMES 

TO ACHIEVE THE MINIMUM EMISSION STANDARDS, AND ALTERNATIVE PLANT STANDARDS 

FOR CERTAIN PLANTS AT THE VANDERBIJPARK WORKS, EMFULENI LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, 

GAUTENG 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION DOCUMENT 

(FEBRUARY 2019) 

mailto:seshni.govender@rhdhv.com
mailto:seshni.govender@rhdhv.com
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Capacity (e.g. Secretary / 

Director) 

 

Organisation  

Postal address  Postal code  

Tel No. (  )  Cell No.  

Fax No. (  )  
Email 

address 
 

 

What comments / concerns would you like to raise regarding this proposed project? (Please use additional pages, if 

required) 

 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE REGISTER THE FOLLOWING PERSON(S) ON THE PROJECT DATABASE: 

Title (Prof/Mr/Mrs)  
First 

name 
 

Surname  

Capacity (e.g. Secretary / 

Director) 

 

Organisation  

Postal address  Postal code  

Tel No. (  )  Cell No.  

Fax No. (  )  
Email 

address 
 

 

Signature  

 

IF YOU PREFER NOT TO RECEIVE ANY FURTHER INFORMATION REGARDING THIS PROPOSED PROJECT, 

AND, WOULD PREFER TO BE REMOVED FROM THE PROJECT DATABASE, PLEASE TICK THE BOX BELOW 

AND RETURN THE FORM TO THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION CONSULTANTS (CONTACT DETAILS AS 

PROVIDED ABOVE). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes, remove my name 
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5 Public Meeting 

 

A Public Meeting was held on 19th of February 2019 at Stonehaven on Vaal. Minutes of the meeting formed 

part of the application submission to the competent Authority. 

 

6 Advertisement 

In compliance with the EIA Regulations (2014 as amended in 2017), notification of the commencement of 

the Public Participation process for the project was advertised in a local newspaper, the VanderbijlPark Ster 

on the 05 February 2019 in English (Appendix B). I&APs were requested to register their interest in the 

project and become involved in the process. The primary aim of this advertisement was to ensure that the 

widest group of I&APs possible was informed and invited to provide input and questions and comments on 

the project. I&APs were also notified of the availability of the draft AIR. 

 

7 Public Review of the Draft AIR 

 

The draft AIR was made available for authority and public review for 30 days from 20 February 2019 to 22 

March 2019. The report was made available at the following public locations within the study area, which 

are all readily accessible to I&APs: 

 

▪ Vanderbijlpark Public Library 

▪ On the Royal HaskoningDHV Website: 

https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south-africa/projects/environmental-reports 

 

Comments from stakeholders and I&APs are provided in Appendix C. 

 

8 Issues Trail 

 

Issues and concerns raised during the PPP have been compiled into an Issues Trail (Appendix D). 

 

9 Authorisation 

 

On receipt of authorisation (positive or negative) for the applications, I&APs registered on the project 

database will be informed of this authorisation and its associated terms and conditions by correspondence.  

 

 

 

https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south-africa/projects/environmental-reports
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Appendix A: I&AP Database 

Organs of State 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Ms. Beaumont DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Mark Gordon DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. I. Abader DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  T Ntobeng DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  N Sinje DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  K Mbatle DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  B Sekgobela DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Z Phohlo DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  V Sadiki DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  lpolljonker DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Organs of State 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

  Shiba Sebone DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Zinhle Mbili DEA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Khensani Mahatlani GDARD 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Xoliswa Bobelo GDARD 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Boniswa Belot GDARD 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Tshilidzi Tshimange GDARD 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Livhuwani Muluvhu GDARD 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Philimon Khwinana DWS 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Nyama Ledile Jeanette DWS 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Zies van Zyl Sedibeng District Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Sylvester Sedibeng District Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr  Nemangaya 
Sedibeng District Municipality-Air Quality 
Officer 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
P r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  

 

27 March 2019   MD4178-RHD-ZZ-XX-RP-Z-
0001 

21  

 

Organs of State 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr. Marius Keet Department of Water Affairs 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr J Mabena Emfuleni Local Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr N Groenewald Emfuleni Local Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Ntuthu Emfuleni Local Municipality Ward Councillor 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Salome Strydom Metsi-a-lekoa 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Cecil Schreuder Metsi-a-lekoa 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Mulalo Bvumbi Metsi-a-lekoa 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. DO Nkoane 
Emfuleni Local Municipality - Municipal 
manager 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Ahmed 
Emfuleni Local Municipality - Environmental 
Health 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Velaphi Emfuleni Local Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Johannes Mabena 
Emfuleni Local Municipality - planning and 
environmental 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

   M. Zamani Emfuleni Local Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Dr Khumalo DEA-The National Air Quality Officer 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Organs of State 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr Marumo 
Gauteng Provincial Department- 
Environmental Health 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Sibusiso Mthembu DWS Regional Office 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Lawrence Mulangaphuma DWS 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Clive Turner Eskom 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Khanyile 
Municipal Manager - Sedibeng district 
municipality 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Redelinghuys Waste Management 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms. M.J. Rasegwete Air quality - Sedibeng district municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Michael Nemangaya Air quality - Sedibeng district municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms. Venter Sedibeng District Municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr van Niekerk Spoornet 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Wright Ward councelor - Ward 10 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Vincent Matabane Transnet 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Identified I&AP’s and Adjacent Landowners 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr. Coetzer Consolodated Wire Industries 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Collect a Can 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Nampak 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Martin Wheatfields Investments No 216 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms. Nkbane Vaal University of Technology 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms. Siwundla National Ceramic Industries 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Mnguni Transnet 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    
VICVA INVESTMENTS AND TRADING 42 
(PTY) LTD 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Phungwayo   08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Kearleys Transport (Pty) Ltd 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Carbon steel fabricators 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Identified I&AP’s and Adjacent Landowners 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

    Clotan Steel 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    DJ Afvalpapier 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Vecor Park Vanderbijlpark 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    VESCO group 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Fouche Pappegaalberg Trading (Pty) Ltd 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Van Nieckerk Grinaker Lta 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Prof Piet Prinsloo NWU Vanderbijlpark 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Air Products 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Takis Biltong 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Radebe Maltech 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Thopson Aluvaal 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Visser Prosper timbers 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Identified I&AP’s and Adjacent Landowners 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr Du Plessis Fancraft 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms nondabula Afrox 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Wright Hencor Scrapyard 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Steyn AfriSam 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Frank Binder Elca Engineering 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Johannes Botha CWI Wilre 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Chris Badenhorst Clotan Steel Pty Ltd 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Giuseppe Cadamuro Ferrous High Precision Engineering 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. C. Shreuder Emfuleni Local municipality 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms. Debbie van Rensburg Cape Gate (Pty) Ltd 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Gerhard Ceronie Solidarity 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Shawn Chesworth Conveyor Splicing Services 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Identified I&AP’s and Adjacent Landowners 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr. Willie Le Roux Hydro Oil Cooling company 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Ben Kruger Stuarts & Lloyds 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Lance Hill Hill & Associates 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms. Natalie Martinson ISC Metal 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Johan Fourie Johan Fourie & Associates 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Patrick van den Bon Vadex Consulting 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Stefan Bester Enviro Bits 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Eric Styring att; Johan DELJ Engineering & Construction 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. John Lawrenson JH Sheet Metal 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mrs. Lubbe Lubber 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Martiens Lyon Mlyon 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    ISC Coastal Construction 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  
Elfab (Pty) Ltd 
 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
    



 
P r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  

 

27 March 2019   MD4178-RHD-ZZ-XX-RP-Z-
0001 

27  

 

 

 
Identified I&AP’s and Adjacent Landowners 

 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

    Domento Mechanical Services 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    West Dunes Properties 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Delta Bricks 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Nessa Engineering Projects (Pty) Ltd 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Hammond IFM radio 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    DCD Engineering 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    IEMAS Financial Services 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Hands of Hope 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Thusong Projects 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    CJ Rentals 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    JM Scrap Metals 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Tuplin Greif 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Collect-a-Can 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    KGB 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Reitumetse early learning centre 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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NGOs 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr. Lemson Betha WESSA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Dr Stefan Cramer 
Southern African Faith Communities 
Environment Institute 08/02/2019 

20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Musa Chamane groundWork 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Robyn Hugo Centre for Environmental Rights 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Nicole Löser Centre for Environmental Rights 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Michelle Koyama Centre for Environmental Rights 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Ruchir Naidoo Centre for Environmental Rights 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Timothy Lloyd Centre for Environmental Rights 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    VEJA Environmental 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Skhumbuzo Tyani VEJA Environmental 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Samson Mokoena VEJA Environmental 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Jacob Sebidi Justice & Peace/VEJA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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NGOs 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Mr. Shimmy Letsatsi BBTEG/VEJA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Mduduzi Tshabalala VEJA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Bongani Mute VEJA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Bobby Peek groundWork       
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr  Rico Euripidou groundWork       
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Robby Mokgalaka   groundWork       
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr  Tatenda Muponde  Centre for Environmental Rights   
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr  Ramin Pejan Earth Justice   
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Floyd Rakule BBTEG/VEJA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Thabo Letsela LACROPA NPO 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr. Saroe Sererpane LACROPA 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Other/Landowners 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Ms Mojahi Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms SN Tshabalala Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Motsamai Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Angeline Mundungu Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Patra Sindane Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Vica Phatang Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Fantisi Moleleki Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Elias Thoka Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Mpho Nkosi Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Maritza Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Rasstjl Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Ojolao Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Other/Landowners 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Ms Sefundi Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Tenyani Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Phineas Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  LS Motsamai Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Minah Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Zodwa Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Blakdove Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Johan Dewing Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Tshabalala Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Elias Thoka Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Rinda van de Merwe Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Nicoline Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Motaung Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

  Siphiwe Patsu Private Resident 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 

Mr/Ms Last Name   Initial Notification 
Draft AIR 
Notification 

Minutes of Public 
Meeting Notification 

Ms Charlottte Smit Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr   Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Ria Steyn Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mt Gawie Smit Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Eddie Pieters Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Eugene Ferreira Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Jacques van Zyl Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

    Vertexid Co 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Cor Uys Actom (Pty) Ltd 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Harold Muller Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Lucas Muller Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Ms Elize Aucamp Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Dean Mordaunt Mount Ridge Nature Conservancy 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 

Mr Julio Agrella Cruduswaste 08/02/2019 
20/02/2019 
26/02/2019 13/03/2019 
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Appendix B: Proof of Notifications 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 Februarie - 11 Februarie 2019 VANDERBIJLPARK STER 11

N.O.T.I.C.E.S
APPLICATION FOR ALTERNATIVE PLANT STANDARDS AND THE POSTPONEMENT OF  COMPLIANCE 
TIMEFRAMES TO ACHIEVE THE MINIMUM EMISSION STANDARDS FOR CERTAIN PLANTS AT THE 
ARCELORMITTAL VANDERBIJLPARK WORKS, EMFULENI LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, GAUTENG

Notice is hereby given in term of section 46 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act (Act No. 39 
of 2004)(as amended in 2013), in response to Section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality 
Act, 2004 (NEM:AQA), that ArcelorMittal intends to submit:

A postponement application and an application for alternative plant standards in terms of S.11A and S.12A 
respectively, of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of 
Section 21 of the Air Quality Act for the ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works, Emfuleni Local Municipality, 
Gauteng Province.

ArcelorMittal has appointed Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV) to undertake a Public Participation Process (PPP) for 
the above-mentioned application. According to Section (2)(4)(f) and (o) of the National Environmental Management 
Act (Act 107 of 1998, “NEMA”)(as amended):
•   the participation of all Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) in environmental governance must be promoted 
    and people must have the opportunity to develop the understanding, skills and capacity necessary for achieving 
    equitable and effective participation
•   the environment is held in public trust for the people, the beneficial use of environmental resources must serve 
    the public interest and the environment must be protected as the people’s common heritage.

In order to give effect to the above sections, it is essential to ensure that there is adequate and appropriate oppor-
tunity for public participation in decisions that may effect the environment. Section 24(1A)(c) of the NEMA allows for 
this participation by requiring that the person conducting PP comply with any regulated procedure related to public 
consultation and information gathering through the PPP. In this regard, RHDHV took into account the PPP guideline 
(as revised) as contemplated in Section 24J of the NEMA to ensure for a comprehensive and inclusive PPP for the 
above application.

The applicant, ArcelorMittal  has undertaken an Air Quality Impact Asssessment in support of the application for 
postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the minimum emissions standards for the Vanderbijlpark Works 
as contemplated in the NEM:AQA (as amended) to the Competent Authority, the Department of Environmental Af-
fairs.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS
The public participation process aims to provide Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) with information regarding 
the proposed project and will provide an opportunity to raise any issues or concerns.

As part of the public participation process, you are invited to review the draft Air Quality Impact Assessment Report 
and make comment on the document. The report will be available for review at the following public places as per the 
commenting period:
•  Vanderbijlpark Public Library: Klassie Havenga St, Vanderbijlpark
•  Royal HaskoningDHV website:  https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south-africa/projects/environmental-reports

Details of the Public Meeting:

Date: 19 February 2019
Time: 16:00-18:00
Venue: Stonehaven on Vaal, Next to Baddrift Bridge, Vaal River, Vanderbijlpark
             GPS: S 26° 44’ 53.8” E 27° 49’ 32.0”

Please note: The comment period is as follows:
    •    11 February 2019 to 12 March 2019 (30 days) 

WHO SHOULD YOU CONTACT

I&APs are invited to register by submitting their name, contact information and interest in the project to RHDHV. 
Comments on the process can also be sent to the environmental consultant. Contact details are provided below.

Seshni Govender
Royal HaskoningDHV
PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2052, Gauteng
Tel | 087 352 1592
Fax | 011 798 6005
E-mail | seshni.govender@rhdhv.com

F1552

LOCAL MUNICIPALITY
EMFULENI

Vaal River City, the Cradle of Human Rights

This notice was displayed as required by Legislation

www.emfuleni.gov.za

Public Notice

Notice is hereby given that the revised 
Emfuleni Tourism Development Strategy has 
been drafted for comments.

The draft document is available at the 
Emfuleni Tourism Department situated on the 
corner of President Kruger and F.W. Beyers 
Street, Vanderbijlpark during normal office 
hours.
 
Any person who wishes to make comments on 
the Revised Emfuleni Tourism Development 
Strategy, must submit the comments in writing 
at the Emfuleni Tourism Department within 14 
(fourteen) days from the date of the publication 
of this notice. Written comments should be 
submitted on or before the 19 February 2019.
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COMMENTS ON THE 

REVISED 

EMFULENI TOURISM 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

F1
15

1

PUBLIC NOTICE
It is the intention of STRUB SA, manufacturers of specialised grease and 
lubricants, located at 14/16 Spence Str, Duncanville, Vereening to undertake 
the following amendments / applications:

a) SEDIBENG District Council – an Air Emissions License Application  (AEL)
    in terms of the NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT: AIR
    QUALITY ACT, 2004 (Act 39 of 2004) (NEM:AQA) (as amended) 
    Category 6: Organic Chemical Industry – “the production or use in production
    of organic chemicals not specified elsewhere …… for all installations     
    producing or using more than 100 tons per annum of any of the listed 
    compounds  …. In a thermal or non-thermal process”
b) GAUTENG Department of Agriculture & Rural Development (GDARD) – 
    an Amendment Application in terms of the NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL
    MANAGEMENT ACT, Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA)(as amended) for the 
    amendment of the current Environmental Authorisation (EA) #GAUT
    S24G/03/12-13/0235 in order to ensure that:
    a) The AEL forms part of the current authorisation;;
    b)  All the premises of STRUB SA i.e. Erf 922; 925; 927; 928; 953 & 954,
         located in Spence Street, Duncanville,  inclusive of their respective uses
         and activities form part of the current authorisation.

Interested & Affected Parties (I&APs) may view the applications and their sup-
porting documentation at the Vereeniging Public Library (Cnr Leslie & Market 
Street – Vereeniging ) as from 01 February and any inputs or comments must 
be received not later than 15 March at the offices of Green Environmental.. 

»   CONTACTS  greenservices@telkomsa.net
»   Fax: 0866 22 55 52
»   The EAP, Green Environmental Consulting, 1126 Waterpoort Str, Faerie 
    Glen, Pretoria 0083
»  Reference: STRUB SA Amendment F1134

N.O.T.I.C.E.S

ANTONETTE - 
016 950 7022

EMAIL: agroenewald@media24.com

TO ADVERTISE  CONTACT
Contact the local 

SPCA at 016 422 1505
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Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender

Sent: 08 February 2019 09:01 AM

Cc: Wilson, Terrence T; Malcolm Roods

Subject: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed 

Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of 

Section 21 of the Air Quality Act, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works

Attachments: ArcelorMittal VDB BID.pdf

Importance: High

 
Dear Stakeholder 
 
ArcelorMittal intends to lodge a postponement application and an application for alternative plant standards in 
terms of S.11A and S.12A respectively, of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards 
identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act for the ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works, Emfuleni 
Local Municipality, Gauteng Province. 
 
Please find attached a Background Information Document for more information and a comment sheet for any 
queries that you may have. 
 
Please note that the commenting period for this project is: 11 February 2019-12 March 2019. 
 
A public meeting will be held on: 
 
Date: 19 February 2019 
Time: 16:00-18:00 
Venue: Stonehaven on Vaal, Next to Baddrift Bridge, Vaal River, Vanderbijlpark 
             GPS: S 26° 44’ 53.8” E 27° 49’ 32.0” 
 
 
 
 Regards 
 
Seshni Govender  
Environmental Consultant  

D 087 352 1592 |E seshni.govender@rhdhv.com | W www.rhdhv.co.za  
Royal HaskoningDHV (Pty) Ltd trading as Royal HaskoningDHV | Reg No. 1966/001916/07  
Building No. 5 Country Club Estate, 21 Woodlands Drive, Woodmead, 2191  
PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2052, Gauteng, South Africa  
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Please, consider your environment. 
Before printing this e-mail ask yourself: "Do I need a hard copy?"  
 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the authorised use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
If you have received this e-mail in error, Please notify mailadm-za@rhdhv.com and delete all copies of the e-mail. Any views or opinions expressed in this 
e-mail are not necessarily those of, nor endorsed by, the Royal HaskoningDHV Group. Information disclosed in this e-mail may not be accurate, current or 
complete and the Royal HaskoningDHV Group disclaims all liability in this regard. 
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Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender

Sent: 20 February 2019 09:33 AM

Cc: Wilson, Terrence T; Malcolm Roods

Subject: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed 

Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal 

Vanderbijlpark Works

 
Dear Stakeholder. 
 
Hope you are well. 
 
Please find the link to the Air Quality report for the above project. The document is also available at the 
Vanderbijlpark Public Library, Klasie Havenga Street. 
 
https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south-africa/projects/environmental-reports 

 

 

The commenting period for this report is: 19 February 2019-22 March 2019. 

 
Thank you for your participation. 
 
 
 Regards 
 
Seshni Govender  
Environmental Consultant  

D 087 352 1592  | E seshni.govender@rhdhv.com | W www.rhdhv.co.za  
Royal HaskoningDHV (Pty) Ltd trading as Royal HaskoningDHV | Reg No. 1966/001916/07  
Building No. 5 Country Club Estate, 21 Woodlands Drive, Woodmead, 2191  
PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2052, Gauteng, South Africa  

 

Please, consider your environment. 
Before printing this e-mail ask yourself: "Do I need a hard copy?"  
 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the authorised use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
If you have received this e-mail in error, Please notify mailadm-za@rhdhv.com and delete all copies of the e-mail. Any views or opinions expressed in this 
e-mail are not necessarily those of, nor endorsed by, the Royal HaskoningDHV Group. Information disclosed in this e-mail may not be accurate, current or 
complete and the Royal HaskoningDHV Group disclaims all liability in this regard. 
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Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender
Sent: 26 February 2019 03:01 PM
Cc: 'Wilson, Terrence T'; Malcolm Roods
Subject: FW: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and 

Associated Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works

Dear Stakeholder 
 
I have received comments from stakeholders stating that the document that was uploaded was illegible, the 
document has been updated to rectify this as well as the inclusion of the AEL but please note that no amendments 
in terms of the technical information has been made to the document. 
 
https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south‐africa/projects/environmental‐reports 
 
If you have any further issues, please contact me. 
 
Regards 
Seshni 

From: Seshni Govender  
Sent: 20 February 2019 09:33 AM 
Cc: Wilson, Terrence T <Terrence.Wilson@arcelormittal.com>; Malcolm Roods <Malcolm.Roods@rhdhv.com> 
Subject: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 

 
Dear Stakeholder. 
 
Hope you are well. 
 
Please find the link to the Air Quality report for the above project. The document is also available at the
Vanderbijlpark Public Library, Klasie Havenga Street. 
 

https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south‐africa/projects/environmental‐reports 
 
 
The commenting period for this report is: 19 February 2019‐22 March 2019. 
 
Thank you for your participation. 
 
 
 Regards 
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Seshni Govender  
Environmental Consultant  

D 087 352 1592  | E seshni.govender@rhdhv.com | W www.rhdhv.co.za
Royal HaskoningDHV (Pty) Ltd trading as Royal HaskoningDHV | Reg No. 1966/001916/07 
Building No. 5 Country Club Estate, 21 Woodlands Drive, Woodmead, 2191 
PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2052, Gauteng, South Africa 

Please, consider your environment. 
Before printing this e-mail ask yourself: "Do I need a hard copy?" 
 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the authorised use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
If you have received this e-mail in error, Please notify mailadm-za@rhdhv.com and delete all copies of the e-mail. Any views or opinions expressed in this 
e-mail are not necessarily those of, nor endorsed by, the Royal HaskoningDHV Group. Information disclosed in this e-mail may not be accurate, current or 
complete and the Royal HaskoningDHV Group disclaims all liability in this regard.
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Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender

Sent: 13 March 2019 12:35 PM

Subject: FW: Minutes of the Public Meeting for the Application for a Postponement and 

Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum 

Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works

Attachments: MD4178_M01_P004-Public Meeting Minutes VDB.pdf

Hi 

 

Please find attached the correct version. 

 

Regards 

Seshni 

 

From: Seshni Govender  

Sent: 13 March 2019 10:50 AM 

Subject: FW: Minutes of the Public Meeting for the Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards 

of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 

 

Hi 

 

Please find attached amended minutes which includes the participants organisations. 

 

Regards 

Seshni 

 

From: Seshni Govender  

Sent: 13 March 2019 10:27 AM 

Subject: Minutes of the Public Meeting for the Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of 

the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 

 

Dear Stakeholder 
 
Please find attached the minutes of the meeting as well as the presentation for the public meeting held for 
above mentioned project. 
 
Please note that the commenting period ends on the 22nd March 2019, please can we receive any comments 
that you may have by this date.  
 
 
Regards 
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Seshni Govender  
Environmental Consultant  

D 087 352 1592 |  E seshni.govender@rhdhv.com | W www.rhdhv.co.za  
Royal HaskoningDHV (Pty) Ltd trading as Royal HaskoningDHV | Reg No. 1966/001916/07  
Building No. 5 Country Club Estate, 21 Woodlands Drive, Woodmead, 2191  
PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2052, Gauteng, South Africa  

 

Please, consider your environment. 
Before printing this e-mail ask yourself: "Do I need a hard copy?"  
 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the authorised use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
If you have received this e-mail in error, Please notify mailadm-za@rhdhv.com and delete all copies of the e-mail. Any views or opinions expressed in this 
e-mail are not necessarily those of, nor endorsed by, the Royal HaskoningDHV Group. Information disclosed in this e-mail may not be accurate, current or 
complete and the Royal HaskoningDHV Group disclaims all liability in this regard. 

 













 
P r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  

 

27 March 2019   MD4178-RHD-ZZ-XX-RP-Z-
0001 

34  

 

Appendix C: Comments from Stakeholders and I&AP’s 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1

Seshni Govender

From: Michelle Koyama <mkoyama@cer.org.za>
Sent: 20 February 2019 10:11 AM
To: Seshni Govender; Malcolm Roods
Cc: Robyn Hugo; Ruchir Naidoo
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and 

Associated Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act, 
ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works

I’ve received it thank you. 
 

From: Seshni Govender [mailto:seshni.govender@rhdhv.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, 20 February 2019 09:59 
To: Michelle Koyama <mkoyama@cer.org.za>; Malcolm Roods <Malcolm.Roods@rhdhv.com> 
Cc: Robyn Hugo <rhugo@cer.org.za>; Ruchir Naidoo <rnaidoo@cer.org.za> 
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark 
Works 
 
Hi 
 
Yes, everyone that has been listed below has been added to the database. I have sent a link to the report this 
morning, but please see below if you have not received the email as yet. 
 
 

https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south‐africa/projects/environmental‐reports 
 
 
Regards 
Seshni 

From: Michelle Koyama [mailto:mkoyama@cer.org.za]  
Sent: 20 February 2019 09:54 AM 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com>; Malcolm Roods <Malcolm.Roods@rhdhv.com> 
Cc: Robyn Hugo <rhugo@cer.org.za>; Ruchir Naidoo <rnaidoo@cer.org.za> 
Subject: FW: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark 
Works 
 
Good Morning 
 
Please see email dated 15 February from my colleague below. 
 
I have not been receiving emails on AMSA’s the MES postponement application.  Please confirm that all those on the 
list have been registered as I&AP? 
 
Thank you and I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Michelle 
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From: Ruchir Naidoo  
Sent: Friday, 15 February 2019 16:50 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com>; Malcolm Roods <Malcolm.Roods@rhdhv.com>; Wilson, 
Terrence T <Terrence.Wilson@arcelormittal.com> 
Cc: Robyn Hugo <rhugo@cer.org.za>; Nicole Loser <nloser@cer.org.za>; Michelle Koyama <mkoyama@cer.org.za>; 
Tatenda Muponde <tmuponde@cer.org.za>; Bobby Peek <bobby@groundwork.org.za>; Rico Euripidou 
<rico@groundwork.org.za>; Robby Mokgalaka <robs@groundwork.org.za> 
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark 
Works 
 
Dear Ms. Govender            
 
We are aware of AMSA’s intention to apply for postponement of the compliance time‐frames for the minimum 
emission standards, in terms of section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004.   
 
In relation to the proposed application, we request that you register the following persons as interested and 
affected parties: 
 

Name 
 

Organisation  Contact 

Samson Mokoena  Vaal Environmental Justice Alliance 
                   

samsonm@veja.org.za  

Bobby Peek   
                    

groundWork      bobby@groundwork.org.za 

Rico Euripidou 
 

groundWork     rico@groundwork.org.za  

Robby Mokgalaka   
          

groundWork                           robs@groundwork.org.za  

Robyn Hugo        
 

Centre for Environmental Rights 
                               

rhugo@cer.org.za  

Nicole Löser                        Centre for Environmental Rights 
                               

nloser@cer.org.za  

Michelle Koyama      
        

Centre for Environmental Rights 
                              

mkoyama@cer.org.za  

Tatenda Muponde  
 

Centre for Environmental Rights 
 

tmuponde@cer.org.za  

Ruchir Naidoo                    
 

Centre for Environmental Rights  
                              

rnaidoo@cer.org.za  
 

 
Kindly acknowledge receipt of this mail. 
 
Thanks and kind regards 
 
Ruchir Naidoo 
Candidate Attorney 
Centre for Environmental Rights NPC 
A non‐profit company with registration number 2009/020736/08,  
PBO No. 930032226, NPO No. 075‐863; , VAT No. 4770260653 
and a Law Clinic registered with the Law Society of the Cape of Good Hope  
2nd Floor, Springtime Studios, 1 Scott Road, Observatory 7925, Cape Town, South Africa 
Tel 021 447 1647 Fax 086 730 9098  
rnaidoo@cer.org.za 
www.cer.org.za www.facebook.com/CentreEnvironmentalRights 
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From: Seshni Govender [mailto:seshni.govender@rhdhv.com]  
Sent: Friday, 08 February 2019 9:01 AM 
Cc: Wilson, Terrence T <Terrence.Wilson@arcelormittal.com>; Malcolm Roods <Malcolm.Roods@rhdhv.com> 
Subject: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark 
Works 
Importance: High 
 

 
Dear Stakeholder 
 
ArcelorMittal intends to lodge a postponement application and an application for alternative plant standards in
terms of S.11A and S.12A respectively, of the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum Emission Standards
identified in terms of Section 21 of the Air Quality Act for the ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works, Emfuleni
Local Municipality, Gauteng Province. 
 
Please find attached a Background Information Document for more information and a comment sheet for any
queries that you may have. 
 
Please note that the commenting period for this project is: 11 February 2019-12 March 2019. 
 
A public meeting will be held on: 
 
Date: 19 February 2019 
Time: 16:00-18:00 
Venue: Stonehaven on Vaal, Next to Baddrift Bridge, Vaal River, Vanderbijlpark 
             GPS: S 26° 44’ 53.8” E 27° 49’ 32.0” 
 
 
 
 Regards 
 
Seshni Govender  
Environmental Consultant  

D 087 352 1592 |E seshni.govender@rhdhv.com | W www.rhdhv.co.za
Royal HaskoningDHV (Pty) Ltd trading as Royal HaskoningDHV | Reg No. 1966/001916/07 
Building No. 5 Country Club Estate, 21 Woodlands Drive, Woodmead, 2191 
PO Box 867, Gallo Manor, 2052, Gauteng, South Africa 
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Please, consider your environment. 
Before printing this e-mail ask yourself: "Do I need a hard copy?" 
 

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the authorised use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
If you have received this e-mail in error, Please notify mailadm-za@rhdhv.com and delete all copies of the e-mail. Any views or opinions expressed in this 
e-mail are not necessarily those of, nor endorsed by, the Royal HaskoningDHV Group. Information disclosed in this e-mail may not be accurate, current or 
complete and the Royal HaskoningDHV Group disclaims all liability in this regard.

 

This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately  
This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately  
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Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender
Sent: 26 February 2019 02:48 PM
To: 'Michelle Koyama'
Cc: Ramin Pejan; Robyn Hugo; 'Wilson, Terrence T'; Malcolm Roods
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and 

Associated Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works
Attachments: VanderBijlParkSter.pdf; Reminder Public Meeting.pdf

Hello Michelle 
 
Thank you for your comments, we appreciate your participation in assisting us in ensuring that the process is fair 
and transparent, please see below responses to your query:  
 
I will forward the report in the next email. 
 

Query from CER  Response  

You are required to provide all stakeholders with a 
complete and valid air pollution impact assessment 
report which is compiled in accordance with the 
regulations prescribing the format of an Atmospheric 
Impact Report (as contemplated in Section 30 of the 
National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act 
2004 (AQA)), for consideration and comment. Further, 
a period of at least 30 days (excluding public holidays), 
is required for public participation. 

An AIR was compiled according to the regulations, the 
AIR has been prepared according to Appendix C which 
has been adapted from the act. 
 
The commenting period has been calculated as per the 
30 days as stipulated in the EIA regulations which 
excludes the public holiday on the 21st March 2019. 
 

Annexure A to the draft AIR is missing, and Annexure B 
is illegible and appears to be incomplete. Please 
provide the complete and legible annexures. 

Appendix A (merely an informative appendix, i.e. the 
facility’s AEL) has been included and the resolution of 
Appendix B has been improved.  Unfortunately, there 
was some distortion when the document was 
compressed in order to facilitate downloading. 
 
Appendix B is complete according to the requirements 
of an AIR, can you specify exactly is missing? 

The draft AIR is not signed by person who compiled 
nor was it reviewed.  Further, the  accuracy of the draft 
AIR was verified by an AMSA accountant, Johan 
Hattingh. This is irregular.  Please note that the report 
has to be conducted and verified by  “a person 
registered as a professional engineer or as a 
professional natural scientist” in terms of section 12(a) 
of the Listing Regulations under AQA. 

The hard copy for submission will be signed by all 
relevant parties once comments from I&AP’s are 
received and responded to. 
 
Please note that Mr Hattingh is not an accountant but 
rather was given signing powers from the accounting 
officers of AMSA, stating that the information 
presented in the report is “factually true and correct”, 
Mr Hattingh is the Environmental Manager for AMSA as 
designated in the declaration.  
 
The accuracy of the report has been verified by Dr 
Raylene Watson, a registered professional natural 
scientist with SACNASP.  

Maps and modelling results provided in the AIR and in 
the annexures, are illegible and not in compliance with 
the Regulation regarding Air Dispersion Modelling (GN 

This has been conducted as per the regulations, please 
see Appendix C of the report. 
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R533, GG 37804, 11 July 2014).  As such, we are unable 
to adequately assess the AIR 

Public participation notification as well as the minutes 
of the meeting held on 19 February 2019 

The proof of notification has been attached to this 
email, the minutes of the public meeting will be 
forwarded once finalised together with the 
presentation and attendance register to all stakeholders 
on our database. 

 
Regards 
Seshni 

From: Michelle Koyama [mailto:mkoyama@cer.org.za]  
Sent: 22 February 2019 04:27 PM 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com> 
Cc: Ramin Pejan <rpejan@earthjustice.org>; Robyn Hugo <rhugo@cer.org.za> 
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Hi Sheshni 
 
We refer to the BID document in respect of AMSA’s MES postponement application of 8 February 2018, as well as the
Atmospheric Impact Report (AIR) made available on 20 February 2019 in support of the postponement application.  
 
Please note that you are required to provide all stakeholders with a complete and valid air pollution impact assessment 
report which is compiled in accordance with the regulations prescribing the format of an Atmospheric Impact Report
(as  contemplated  in  Section  30  of  the  National  Environmental Management:  Air  Quality  Act  2004  (AQA)),  for 
consideration and comment. Further, a period of at  least 30 days (excluding public holidays),  is required for public
participation. 
 
Please note that Atmospheric Impact Report (AIR) which was submitted for comment is deficient and does not comply
with the requirements of the AQA List of Activities (section 12) as: 

1. Annexure A  to  the draft AIR  is missing, and Annexure B  is  illegible and appears  to be  incomplete. Please
provide the complete and legible annexures. 

2. The draft AIR is not signed by person who compiled nor was it reviewed.  Further, the  accuracy of the draft 
AIR was verified by an AMSA accountant, Johan Hattingh. This is irregular.  Please note that the report has to 
be conducted and verified by   “a person registered as a professional engineer or as a professional natural
scientist” in terms of section 12(a) of the Listing Regulations under AQA.  

3. Maps and modelling results provided in the AIR and in the annexures, are illegible and not in compliance with
the Regulation regarding Air Dispersion Modelling (GN R533, GG 37804, 11 July 2014).  As such, we are unable 
to adequately assess the AIR. 

 
When submitting the complete AIR with the full annexures, please ensure that the AIR conforms with the general
requirements and the checklist provided in the Air Dispersion Modelling Regulations, mentioned above.    
 
Please note further that the commenting period cannot begin until the full documents are correctly published. You
are  therefore  required  to provide  the  interested and affected parties with at  least 30 days  (excluding any public
holidays) from the date of the submission of the full legible report, in which to comment in terms of s12 of the Listing
Regulations (GN 893, GG37054 dated 22 November 2013, as amended),  read together with section 5.4.3.4 of the Air 
Quality management Framework, 2017 and EIA Regulations, 2017. 
 
In addition to the above, please provide us with proof of public participation notification as well as the minutes of the
meeting held on 19 February 2019. 
 
We await the complete, legible AIR for consideration and comment. 
 
Kind regards 
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Michelle 

 
 
 
 

From: Seshni Govender [mailto:seshni.govender@rhdhv.com]  
Sent: Friday, 22 February 2019 14:21 
To: Ramin Pejan <rpejan@earthjustice.org> 
Cc: Timothy Lloyd <tlloyd@cer.org.za>; Michelle Koyama <mkoyama@cer.org.za> 
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Hi 
 
You have been added to the database, attached are the Background Information document and the Air Quality 
Report. 
 
Thank you for your interest. 
 
Regards 
Seshni 

From: Ramin Pejan [mailto:rpejan@earthjustice.org]  
Sent: 21 February 2019 12:11 PM 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com> 
Cc: Timothy Lloyd (tlloyd@cer.org.za) <tlloyd@cer.org.za>; Michelle Koyama (mkoyama@cer.org.za) 
<mkoyama@cer.org.za> 
Subject: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Dear Seshni, 
 
Can I please be registered as an IA&P for the above application? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Ramin 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Ramin Pejan 
Staff Attorney, International Program 
50 California Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
T: 415.217.2000 
earthjustice.org 
*Bar Admissions: NY, CA  

 

 
 
 
 
Because the earth needs a good lawyer 
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This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately  



1

Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender
Sent: 01 March 2019 06:31 AM
To: Ramin Pejan
Cc: Timothy Lloyd (tlloyd@cer.org.za); Michelle Koyama (mkoyama@cer.org.za); Wilson, Terrence T
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and 

Associated Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works

Hi 
 
There is no application form for a postponement, the AIR is the basis for the postponement, the report is aimed at 
motivating the need for a postponement.  
 
These are the only documents available, the BID document is just a means of introducing the project to stakeholders 
and providing details on how to get involved in the process. 
 
 
Regards 
Seshni 

From: Ramin Pejan [mailto:rpejan@earthjustice.org]  
Sent: 27 February 2019 04:07 PM 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com> 
Cc: Timothy Lloyd (tlloyd@cer.org.za) <tlloyd@cer.org.za>; Michelle Koyama (mkoyama@cer.org.za) 
<mkoyama@cer.org.za> 
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Hi Seshni, 
 
Is there any kind of motivation document or application associated with this request? Or is the BID and the AIR the 
only two documents available? 
 
Thanks, 
 
Ramin 
 

From: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 2:21 PM 
To: Ramin Pejan <rpejan@earthjustice.org> 
Cc: Timothy Lloyd (tlloyd@cer.org.za) <tlloyd@cer.org.za>; Michelle Koyama (mkoyama@cer.org.za) 
<mkoyama@cer.org.za> 
Subject: RE: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Hi 
 
You have been added to the database, attached are the Background Information document and the Air Quality 
Report. 
 
Thank you for your interest. 
 
Regards 
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Seshni 

From: Ramin Pejan [mailto:rpejan@earthjustice.org]  
Sent: 21 February 2019 12:11 PM 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com> 
Cc: Timothy Lloyd (tlloyd@cer.org.za) <tlloyd@cer.org.za>; Michelle Koyama (mkoyama@cer.org.za) 
<mkoyama@cer.org.za> 
Subject: Application for a Postponement and Alternative Plant Standards of the Listed Activities and Associated 
Minimum Emission Standards, ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Dear Seshni, 
 
Can I please be registered as an IA&P for the above application? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Ramin 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Ramin Pejan 
Staff Attorney, International Program 
50 California Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
T: 415.217.2000 
earthjustice.org 
*Bar Admissions: NY, CA  

 

 
 
 
 
Because the earth needs a good lawyer 
 

This email and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the addressee(s); disclosure or copying by 
others than the intended person(s) is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please treat 
this email as confidential, notify the sender and delete all copies of the email immediately  
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Seshni Govender

From: Bobby Peek <bobby@groundwork.org.za>
Sent: 13 March 2019 01:25 PM
To: Paul Daphne
Cc: Seshni Govender; Claude Nadasen; sinky@doc.gov.za; Dr. Thulie Khumalo; Gillian Addison; 

Samson Mokoena; Rico Euripidou; Caroline Ntaopane; Dinkwetse Mooketsi; Lincoln Seoloane; 
Sinky Letsholo

Subject: Re: AMSA Vanderbijlpark Works

Dear Paul 
 
Thank you. 
 
Please also let the Minister know that this is an issue.  I would hate to have to be talking about this publicly, and she 
is unaware of this.  On occasion it happened with Min. Molewa. 
 
Kind regards. 
 
Bobby 
On 13 Mar 2019, at 07:57, Paul Daphne <PDaphne@environment.gov.za> wrote: 
 
Dear Mr Peek 
 
I wish to acknowledge receipt of your communication and to indicate that it will be referred to the appropriate 
division within the Dept of Environmental Affairs. 
 
Thanking you 
 
Paul Daphne 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Bobby Peek [mailto:bobby@groundwork.org.za] 
Sent: Monday, March 11, 2019 11:41 AM 
To: seshni.govender@rhdhv.com 
Cc: Paul Daphne; Claude Nadasen; sinky@doc.gov.za; Dr. Thulie Khumalo; Gillian Addison; Samson Mokoena; Rico 
Euripidou; Caroline Ntaopane 
Subject: MES: AMSA Vanderbijlpark Works 
 
Monday, 11th March 2019 
 
SUBMISSIONS ON ARCELORMITTAL VANDERBIJLPARK WORKS’ APPLICATION FOR A POSTPONEMENT AND 
ALTERNATIVE PLANT STANDARDS OF THE LISTED ACTIVITIES AND ASSOCIATED MINIMUM EMISSION STANDARDS 
 
Dear Ms Govender, the Honourable Minister and Dr T Khumalo 
 
Please confirm receipt. 
 
Kind regards 
 
S. (Bobby) Peek 
Director 
groundWork 
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'Please consider the environment before you print this email' 
'Please consider the environment before you print this email' 
 
This message and any attachments transmitted with it are intended solely for the addressee(s) and may be legally 
privileged and/or confidential. If you have received this message in error please destroy it and notify the sender. Any 
unauthorized usage, disclosure, alteration or dissemination is prohibited. The Department of Environmental Affairs 
accepts no responsibility for any loss whether it be direct, indirect or consequential, arising from information made 
available and actions resulting there from. The views and opinions expressed in this e‐mail message may not 
necessarily be those of Management.  
 



 

 

Ms	  Seshni	  Govender	  	  
Environmental	  Consultant	  	  
Royal	  HaskoningDHV	  (Pty)	  Ltd	  	  
By	  email:	  seshni.govender@rhdhv.com	  
	  	  
Copied	  to:	  	  
Honourable	  Minister	  Mokonyane	  	   	   	   Dr	  Thuli	  Khumalo	  
Minister	  of	  Environmental	  Affairs	  	   	   	   National	  Air	  Quality	  Officer	  By	  
email:	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	   Dep.	  of	  Environmental	  Affairs	  
pdaphne@environment.gov.za	  	   	   	   tkhumalo@environment.gov.za	  
cnadasen@environment.gov.za	   	   	   	  
sinky@doc.gov.za	  	  
	   	   	   	   	  
Lebogang	  Maile	  	  	  
Member	  of	  the	  Executive	  Committee	  
Gauteng	  Provincial	  Government	  	  
By	  email:	  thokozile.makgato@gauteng.gov.za	  	  	  
	   	  
Monday,	  11th	  March	  2019	  	  
	  
Dear	  Ms.	  Govender	  	  
	  
SUBMISSIONS	  ON	  ARCELORMITTAL	  VANDERBIJLPARK	  WORKS’	  APPLICATION	  FOR	  A	  
POSTPONEMENT	  AND	  ALTERNATIVE	  PLANT	  STANDARDS	  OF	  THE	  LISTED	  ACTIVITIES	  AND	  
ASSOCIATED	  MINIMUM	  EMISSION	  STANDARDS	  	  
	  
1. The	   Vaal	   Environmental	   Justice	   Alliance	   (VEJA)1,	   and	   groundWork	   (gW)2	   make	   the	  

following	  submissions	   in	  relation	  to	  ArcelorMittal	  South	  Africa’s	   (AMSA)	  application	  for	  

                                                
1	  VEJA	  is	  a	  democratic	  alliance	  of	  empowered	  civil	  society	  organisations	  in	  the	  Vaal	  Triangle,	  who	  have	  
the	  knowledge,	  expertise	  and	  mandate	  to	  represent	  the	  determination	  of	  the	  communities	  in	  the	  
area	  to	  control	  and	  eliminate	  emissions	  to	  air	  and	  water	  that	  are	  harmful	  to	  these	  communities	  and	  
to	  the	  environment.	  VEJA	  is	  an	  active	  role-‐player	  in	  various	  environmental	  (including	  air	  quality)	  
campaigns	  within	  the	  Vaal	  Triangle	  Airshed	  Priority	  Area	  (VTAPA).	  
2	  groundWork	  is	  a	  non-‐profit	  environmental	  justice	  campaigning	  organisation	  working	  primarily	  in	  
South	  Africa,	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  Climate	  &	  Energy	  Justice,	  Coal,	  Environmental	  Health,	  Waste,	  
Environmental	  Justice	  Education	  and	  Environmental	  Justice	  Information.	  
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suspension,	   alternative	   limits	   and/or	   postponement	   of	   compliance	  with	   the	  minimum	  
emission	  standards	  (MES)	  dated	  8	  February	  2019.	  
	  

2. Our	  submissions	  are	  based	  on	  the	  Background	  Information	  Document	  (BID),	  entitled	  
“Notice	  Of	  Applications	  For	  The	  Postponement	  Of	  Compliance	  Timeframes	  To	  Achieve	  
The	  Minimum	  Emission	  Standards,	  And	  Alterative	  Plant	  Standards	  For	  Certain	  Plants	  At	  
The	   Vanderbijlparkworks,	   Emfuleni	   Local	   Municipality,	   Gauteng”,	   dated	   8	   February	  
2019,	  and	  the	  accompanying	  Atmospheric	  Impact	  Report	  (AIR)	  for	  Authority	  Review,	  
dated	   19	   February	   2019.	   AMSA’s	   consultant	   Royal	   HaskoningDHV	   shared	   the	   AIR	  
with	  interested	  and	  affected	  parties	  on	  20	  February	  2019,	  however,	  on	  22	  February	  
2019,	  Royal	  HaskoningDHV	  was	  notified	  that	  many	  parts	  of	   the	  AIR	  was	   illegible	  or	  
missing.	   	   Subsequently,	   on	   26	   February	   2019,	   Royal	   HaskoningDHV	   distributed	   a	  
revised	  and	  updated	  version	  of	  the	  AIR.	  

	  

I. Introduction	  and	  Background	  

3. AMSA	   is	   seeking	   postponement	   and/or	   alternative	   new	   plant	   standards	   for	   three	  
pollutants	  from	  its	  Vanderbijlpark	  Works	  operations.	  

	  
3.1. First,	   although	   vaguely	   outlined	   in	   AMSA’s	   BID	   and	   AIR,	   it	   is	   seeking	   a	  

postponement	   application	   for	   “the	   special	   arrangement	   of	   sulphur	  
recovery”	   from	   its	   operations	   as	   required	   for	   sub-‐category	   3.1:	   Combustion	  
Installations	   under	   the	   “List	   Of	   Activities	   Which	   Result	   In	   Atmospheric	  
Emissions	  Which	   Have	   Or	   May	   Have	   A	   Significant	   Detrimental	   Effect	   On	   The	  
Environment,	   Including	   Health,	   Social	   Conditions,	   Economic	   Conditions,	  
Ecological	   Conditions	   Or	   Cultural	   Heritage”	   (“List	   of	   Activities	   regulation”,	  
“Minimum	   Emissions	   Standards”	   or	   “MES”)	   in	   terms	   of	   Section	   21	   of	   the	   Air	  
Quality	   Act	   (AQA)(last	   amended	   31	   October	   2018).	   The	   List	   of	   Activities	  
regulation	   requires:	   “Sulphur-‐containing	   compounds	   to	   be	   recovered	   from	  
gases	  to	  be	  used	  for	  combustion	  with	  a	  recovery	  efficiency	  of	  not	  less	  than	  90%	  
or	   remaining	   content	   of	   inorganic	   sulphur-‐containing	   compounds	   to	   be	   less	  
than	  1000	  mg/Nm3	  measured	  as	  hydrogen	  sulphide,	  whichever	  is	  strictest.”	  
	  

3.2. Second,	   it	   is	   seeking	   an	   alternative	   new	   plant	   emissions	   standard	   of	   150	  
mg/Nm3	   for	  Hydrogen	   Sulfide	   (H2S)	   stack	   emissions	   for	   its	   coke	   oven	   from	  
what	   is	   required	  under	   sub-‐category	  3.2.	   for	  Coke	  Production.	   	  This	  proposed	  
alternative	   standard	   is	   approximately	   15	   times	   greater	   than	   the	   standard	   for	  
existing	   plants	   (10mg/Nm3)	   and	   20	   times	   greater	   than	   the	   standard	   for	   new	  
plants	  (7mg/Nm3),	  as	  required	  under	  the	  MES.	  
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3.3. Third,	   it	   is	   seeking	   an	   alternative	   new	   plant	   emissions	   standard	   of	   1700	  
mg/Nm3	  for	  Sulphur	  Dioxide	  (SO2)	  for	  its	  Direct	  Reduction	  kilns	  from	  what	  is	  
required	   under	   sub-‐category	   4.12,	  which	   is	   in	   effect	   the	   standard	   for	   existing	  
plants	  that	  the	  MES	  requires	  to	  have	  been	  met	  by	  1	  April	  2015.	  

	  
3.4. Fourth,	   it	   is	   seeking	   postponement	   of	   Hydrochloric	   Acid	   emissions	   at	   the	  

Lurgi	   Plant	   from	   the	   standard	   for	   new	   plants	   of	   30	   mg/Nm3	   that	   the	   MES	  
requires	  to	  be	  met	  by	  1	  April	  2020	  under	  sub-‐category	  7.2	  for	  the	  production	  of	  
acids.	   	   It	   should	   be	   noted	   that	   the	   List	   of	   Activities	   regulations	   under	   this	  
category	  regulates	  hydrogen	  chloride,	  not	  hydrochloric	  acid.	   	  This	  discrepancy	  
between	  what	   AMSA	   is	   requesting	   and	  what	   the	   regulation	   requires	  must	   be	  
reconciled.	  

	  
4. A	  summary	  of	  the	  key	  information	  (outlined	  above)	  in	  relation	  to	  AMSA’s	  application	  

is	  reflected	  in	  the	  table	  below:	  

	  
Category	  and	  
description	  	  
of	  the	  Listed	  Activity	  
	  

	  
Criteria	  
Pollutant	  
	  

	  
Existing	  
Standard	  

	  
New	  
Standard	  	  

	  
AMSA’s	  Proposed	  Standard	  	  

	  
Category	  3:	  	  
Carbonization	  and	  Coal	  
Gasification	  	  
	  
Sub	  category	  3.1:	  
Combustion	  Installations	  

	  
Hydrogen	  
Sulphide	  
(H2S)	  
	  
	  

	  
N/A	  

	  
N/A	  
	  

	  
Special	  arrangement	  for	  
sulphur-‐recovery	  from	  gases	  
with	  a	  recovery	  efficiency	  of	  
not	  less	  than	  90%	  or	  
remaining	  content	  of	  sulphur	  
to	  be	  less	  than	  1000	  mg/Nm3	  
measured	  as	  H2S,	  whichever	  
is	  strictest.	  
	  

	  
Category	  3:	  	  	  
Carbonization	  and	  Coal	  
Gasification	  	  
	  
Sub-‐category	  3.2	  
Coke	  Production	  
	  

	  
Hydrogen	  
Sulphide	  
(H2S)	  
	  

	  
10	  mg/Nm3	  

	  
7	  mg/Nm3	  

	  
150	  mg/Nm3	  
	  	  

	  
Category	  4:	  Pre-‐
Reduction	  and	  Direct	  
Reduction	  	  
	  
Sub-‐category	  4.1.2	  
Metallurgical	  Industry	  	  
	  

	  
Sulphur	  
Dioxide	  	  
(SO2)	  

	  
1700	  
mg/Nm3	  

	  
500	  
mg/Nm3	  

	  
1700	  mg/Nm3	  
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5. As	  discussed	   in	  greater	  detail	  below,	  AMSA’s	   requests	  are	  unlawful	  under	   the	  MES,	  
AQA	  and	  other	   laws,	  and	  their	  BID	  and	  AIR	   fail	   to	  meet	  minimum	  requirements	   for	  
such	   applications.	   To	   begin	   with,	   AMSA’s	   applications	   should	   be	   denied	   because	  
ambient	  air	  quality	   in	  the	  Vaal	  Triangle	  area,	   the	   location	  of	  AMSA’s	  Vanderbijlpark	  
Works,	  is	  not	  compliant	  with	  the	  applicable	  National	  Ambient	  Air	  Quality	  Standards.	  
In	  addition,	  AMSA	  has	  vastly	  misinterpreted	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  MES	  and	  AQA	  to	  
conveniently	  allow	  it	  to	  submit	  an	  alternative	  new	  plant	  standard	  for	  extremely	  toxic	  
Hydrogen	  Sulfide	   that	   is	  20	   times	   less	  protective	   that	   the	   standard	   required	  by	   the	  
MES	  for	  new	  plants	  and	  15	  times	  less	  protective	  the	  standard	  for	  existing	  plants,	  as	  
well	   as	   an	   alternative	   standard	   for	   sulphur	   dioxide	   that	   is	   over	   three	   times	   less	  
protective	   than	   the	   required	   standard.	   These	   requests	   contradict	   the	   objects	   and	  
purports	  of	  the	  MES,	  AQA,	  Constitution	  and	  other	  laws	  and	  regulations.	  	  With	  respect	  
to	  all	  of	  its	  requests,	  AMSA	  has	  not	  provided	  detailed	  justification	  and	  reasons,	  its	  AIR	  
is	  grossly	  deficient,	  and	   its	  BID	  and	  AIR	  are	  missing	  vital	   information	  necessary	   for	  
the	  public	  to	  adequately	  assess	  the	  application.	  	  For	  these	  and	  other	  reasons	  specified	  
below,	  AMSA’s	  request	  should	  be	  categorically	  denied.	  

	  
6. We	   reserve	   our	   rights	   to	   supplement	   these	   objections	   upon	   receipt	   of	   any	   new	  
information	  that	  we	  may	  receive	  at	  a	  later	  stage	  

	  

II. Summary	  of	  the	  legislative	  requirements	  for	  MES	  postponement	  
applications	  

Constitution	  and	  National	  Environmental	  Management	  Principles	  

7. Section	   24	   of	   the	   Constitution	   guarantees	   everyone	   the	   right	   to	   an	   environment	   not	  
harmful	  to	  health	  or	  well-‐being,	  and	  to	  have	  the	  environment	  protected,	  for	  the	  benefit	  
of	   present	   and	   future	   generations,	   through	   reasonable	   legislative	   and	   other	  measures	  
that:	   prevent	   pollution	   and	   ecological	   degradation;	   promote	   conservation;	   and	   secure	  
ecologically	   sustainable	   development	   and	   use	   of	   natural	   resources	   while	   promoting	  
justifiable	   economic	   and	   social	   development.	   All	   law,	   including	   environmental	   and	   air	  

	  
Category	  7:	  Production	  
of	  Acids	  
	  
Sub-‐category	  7.2	  
Inorganic	  Chemicals	  
Industry	  
	  

	  
Hydrogen	  
Chloride	  	  
(HCI)	  

	  
100	  mg/Nm3	  

	  
30	  mg/Nm3	  

	  
100	  mg/Nm3	  
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quality	   legislation,	   must	   be	   consistent	   with	   and	   give	   effect	   to	   the	   right	   to	   an	  
environment.	  

8. The	   overarching	   environmental	   legislation	   which	   gives	   effect	   to	   section	   24	   of	   the	  
Constitution	  is	  the	  National	  Environmental	  Management	  Act,	  1998	  (NEMA),3	  and	  the	  
National	  Environmental	  Management	  (NEM)	  Principles	   in	  NEMA’s	  section	  2,	  which	  
must	  be	  adhered	  to	  by	  any	  organ	  of	  state	  in	  all	  decision-‐making	  and	  when	  exercising	  
its	  functions.	  Some	  of	  these	  binding	  directive	  principles	  are	  as	  follows:	  	  

	  
8.1. the	   environment	   is	   held	   in	   public	   trust	   for	   the	   people,	   the	   beneficial	   use	   of	  

environmental	   resources	  must	   serve	   the	  public	   interest	   and	   the	   environment	  
must	  be	  protected	  as	  the	  people’s	  common	  heritage	  (“public	  trust	  doctrine);4	  
	  

8.2. a	  risk-‐averse	  and	  cautious	  approach	  must	  applied,	  which	  takes	  into	  account	  the	  
limits	  of	  current	  knowledge	  about	   the	  consequences	  of	  decisions	  and	  actions5	  
(“precautionary	  principle”);	  	  

	  
8.3. negative	   impacts	   on	   the	   environment	   and	   on	   people’s	   environmental	   rights	  

must	   be	   anticipated	   and	   prevented,	   and	   where	   they	   cannot	   be	   altogether	  
prevented,	  must	  be	  minimised	  and	  remedied	  (“preventive	  principle”);6	  

	  
8.4. pollution	   and	   degradation	   of	   the	   environment	   are	   avoided,	   or,	   where	   they	  

cannot	   be	   altogether	   avoided,	   are	   minimised	   and	   remedied	   (“preventive	  
principle”);	  	  

	  
8.5. environmental	  justice	  must	  be	  pursued	  so	  that	  adverse	  environmental	  impacts	  

shall	  not	  be	  distributed	  in	  such	  a	  manner	  as	  to	  unfairly	  discriminate	  against	  any	  
person,	  particularly	  vulnerable	  and	  disadvantaged	  persons;7	  

	  
8.6. responsibility	   for	   the	   environmental	   health	   and	   safety	   consequences	   of	   a	  

policy,	   programme,	   project,	   product,	   process,	   service	   or	   activity	   exists	  
throughout	  its	  lifecycle;8	  	  

	  

                                                
3	  Section	  2(1)of	  NEMA.	  	  
4	  Section	  2(4)(n)	  of	  NEMA.	  	  
5	  Section	  2(4)(a)(vii)	  of	  NEMA.	  	  
6	  Section	  2(4)(a)(viii)	  of	  NEMA.	  
7	  Section	  2(4)(c)	  of	  NEMA.	  
8	  Section	  2(4)(e)	  of	  NEMA.	  
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8.7. sensitive,	  vulnerable,	  highly	  dynamic	  or	  stressed	  ecosystems…require	  specific	  
attention	   in	  management	  and	  planning	  procedures,	   especially	  where	   they	  are	  
subject	  to	  significant	  human	  resource	  usage	  and	  development	  pressure;9	  	  

	  
8.8. the	   cost	   of	   remedying	   the	   pollution,	   environmental	   degradation	   and	  

consequent	  adverse	  health	  effects	  and	  of	  preventing,	  controlling	  or	  minimising	  
further	  pollution,	  environmental	  damage	  or	  adverse	  health	  effects	  must	  be	  paid	  
for	   by	   those	   responsible	   for	   harming	   the	   environment	   (“polluter	   pays’	  
principle”);	  10	  

	  
8.9. use	  and	  exploitation	  of	  non-‐renewable	  natural	   resources	  must	  be	  responsible	  

and	  equitable,	  and	  take	   into	  account	   the	  consequences	  of	   the	  depletion	  of	   the	  
resource;11	  and	  

	  
8.10. the	   participation	   of	   all	   interested	   and	   affected	   parties	   in	   environmental	  

governance	  must	  be	  promoted.12	  
	  

Air	  Quality	  Act	  
	  

9. In	  the	  context	  of	  giving	  effect	  to	  section	  24	  of	  the	  Constitution	  and	  embodying	  the	  NEM	  
Principles,	  the	  Air	  Quality	  Act	  was	  promulgated	  and	  came	  into	  effect	   in	  2005.	  The	  AQA	  
aims	   to	  ensure	   that	  air	  pollution	   is	  not	  harmful	   to	  human	  health	  or	  well-‐being,	  and	   to	  
enhance	  the	  quality	  of	  air	  in	  South	  Africa.13	  The	  AQA	  provides	  that	  its	  interpretation	  and	  
application	   must	   be	   guided	   by	   the	   NEM	   Principles	   and	   accordingly,	   the	   National	   Air	  
Quality	   Officer	   (NAQO),	   licensing	   authorities	   must	   adhere	   to	   the	   NEM	   Principles	   and	  
legal	   provisions	   of	   the	   AQA	   in	   its	   decision-‐making	   and	   exercise	   of	   their	   functions	   –	  
including	  in	  considering	  AMSA’s	  current	  applications.	  	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

                                                
9	  Section2(4)(r)	  of	  NEMA.	  	  
10	  Section2(4)(p)	  of	  NEMA.	  	  
11	  Section2(4)(a)(v)	  of	  NEMA.	  	  	  
12	  Section	  2(4)(f)	  of	  NEMA.	  
13	  Section	  2	  of	  the	  AQA.	  	  	  
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2017	  National	  Framework	  
	  

10. The	  AQA	  makes	  provision	  for	  a	  National	  Framework	  to	  achieve	  the	  objects	  of	  the	  AQA.	  
The	   2017	   Framework,	   the	   third	   and	   most	   updated	   version	   was	   published	   in	   October	  
2018.14The	   2017	   Framework	   –	   which	   was	   first	   established	   in	   2007,	   and	   has	   been	  
amended	  twice	  since	  –	  aims	  to	  achieve	  the	  objectives	  of	  the	  AQA	  and	  provides	  various	  
norms	  and	  standards	  to	  control	  emissions,	  manage	  and	  monitor	  air	  quality,	  and	  provide	  
mechanisms,	  systems,	  and	  procedures	  to	  attain	  compliance	  with	  the	  NAAQS.15	  The	  2017	  
Framework	  forms	  part	  of	  the	  definition	  of	  “this	  Act”	  in	  the	  AQA,16	  and	  “binds	  all	  organs	  
of	  state	   in	  all	  spheres	  of	  government“.17	  The	  AQA	  requires	  that	  an	  organ	  of	  state	  “give	  
effect	  to	  the	  National	  Framework	  when	  exercising	  a	  power	  or	  performing	  a	  duty	  in	  terms	  
of	  [the	  AQA]	  or	  any	  other	  legislation	  regulating	  air	  quality	  management”.18	  	  

11. Paragraph	  5.4.3.4	  of	  the	  2017	  Framework	  provides	  that:	  “given	  the	  potential	  economic	  
implications	  of	  emission	  standards,	  and	  mindful	  that	  emission	  standard	  setting	  in	  South	  
Africa	   was	   not	   based	   on	   comprehensive	   sector-‐based	   CBA	   (at	   least	   not	   for	   the	   initial	  
group	  of	  Listed	  Activities),	  provision	   is	  made	   for	  specific	   industries	   to	  apply	   for	  possible	  
extensions	  to	  compliance	  time	  frames	  for	  new	  plant	  standards.	  A	  proponent	  of	  a	  Listed	  
Activity	   will	   be	   allowed	   to	   apply	   for	   a	   postponement	   or	   suspension	   of	   the	   compliance	  
date	  and	  such	  an	  application	  will	  be	  considered	  based	  on	  the	  following	  conditions	  being	  
met:	  	  

11.1. an	  application	   is	  accompanied	  by	  a	  completed	  Atmospheric	   Impact	  Report	  (as	  
contemplated	   in	   Section	   30	   of	   the	   AQA);	   and	   demonstration	   that	   the	  
industry’s	   air	   emissions	   are	   not	   causing	   direct	   adverse	   impacts	   on	   the	  
surrounding	  environment;	  	  	  
	  

11.2. the	   application	   is	   accompanied	   by	   a	   concluded	   public	   participation	   process	  
undertaken	   as	   specified	   in	   the	   NEMA	   Environmental	   Impact	   Assessment	  
Regulations;	  
	  

11.3. the	  application	  is	  submitted	  to	  the	  National	  Department	  on	  or	  before	  31	  March	  
2019;	  

                                                
14	  Document	  available	  here:	  https://cer.org.za/wp-‐content/uploads/2018/10/National-‐
Environmental-‐Managerment-‐Air-‐Quality-‐Act-‐39-‐2004-‐the-‐2017-‐National-‐20181026-‐GGN-‐41996-‐
01144.pdf	  	  
15	  Section	  7(1)	  of	  the	  AQA.	  	  	  
16	  Section	  1(1)	  of	  the	  AQA.	  
17	  Section	  7(3)(a)	  of	  the	  AQA.	  
18	  Section	  7(4)	  of	  the	  AQA.	  
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11.4. ambient	   air	   quality	   in	   the	   area	   is	   in	   compliance	   with	   the	   applicable	  

National	  Ambient	  Air	  Quality	  Standards;	  and	  
	  

11.5. other	  requirements	  as	  may	  be	  specified	  by	  the	  National	  Air	  Quality	  Officer”	  (our	  
emphasis).	  19	  

	  
12. Paragraph	  5.4.3.4	  of	  the	  2017	  Framework	  thus	  stipulates	  that	  compliance	  with	  MES	  may	  

be	  postponed	  or	  suspended,	  provided,	  among	  other	  things,	  that	  the	  NAAQS	  in	  the	  area	  
are	   in	  compliance	  and	   the	  air	  emissions	  are	  not	  causing	  direct	  adverse	   impacts	  on	   the	  
surrounding	  environment.	  	  	  	  

13. Paragraph	  5.4.3.4	  of	  the	  2017	  Framework	  also	  notes	  that:	  	  “that	  the	  year	  2020	  marks	  10	  
years	  since	  the	  publication	  of	  the	  2010	  AQA	  Section	  21	  notice.	  Therefore,	  sufficient	  time	  
has	   been	   afforded	   to	   industry	   towards	   compliance	   with	   the	   initial	   MES	   by	   2020.	   In	  
upholding	   the	   objectives	   of	   the	   AQA,	   the	   Department	   provides	   certainty	   regarding	  
postponement	  or	  suspension	  of	  compliance	  timeframes	  in	  the	  following	  order:	  

13.1. Existing	   facilities	   may	   apply	   for	   a	   once-‐off	   postponement	   of	   compliance	  
timeframes	  for	  new	  plant	  standards.	  A	  postponement	  if	  granted	  will	  be	  for	  a	  
period	  not	  exceeding	  5	  years	  and	  no	  postponement	  would	  be	  valid	  beyond	  31	  
March	  2025;	  
	  

13.2. Existing	   facilities	   that	   will	   be	   decommissioned	   by	   2030	   may	   apply	   for	   a	  
once-‐off	   suspension	  of	   compliance	   timeframes	  with	  new	  plant	   standards	  
for	  a	  period	  not	  beyond	  2030.	  An	  application	  must	  be	  accompanied	  by	  a	  clear	  
decommissioning	   schedule	   and	   no	   such	   application	   shall	   be	   accepted	   after	   31	  
March	  2019;	  

13.3. Existing	   facilities	   that	  will	   be	   granted	   a	   suspension	   of	   compliance	   timeframes	  
shall	  comply	  with	   existing	  plant	   standards	  during	   the	   suspension	  period	  
until	  they	  are	  decommissioned;	  and	  
	  

13.4. No	   postponement	   of	   compliance	   timeframes	   or	   a	   suspension	   of	  
compliance	  timeframes	  shall	  be	  granted	  for	  existing	  plant	  standards.	  
	  

13.5. An	  existing	  facility	  may	  submit	  an	  application	  regarding	  a	  new	  plant	  standard	  
to	   the	   National	   Air	   Quality	   Officer	   for	   consideration,	   if	   the	   facility	   is	   in	  
compliance	   with	   other	   emission	   limits	   but	   cannot	   comply	   with	   a	  
particular	   pollutant	   or	   pollutants.	   An	   application	   must	   demonstrate	  

                                                
19	  Please	  refer	  generally	  to	  page	  60	  to	  61.	  
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previous	   reduction	   in	   emissions	   of	   the	   said	   pollutant	   or	   pollutants,	  
measures	  and	  direct	   investments	   implemented	   towards	  compliance	  with	  
the	   relevant	   new	   plant	   standards.	   The	   National	   Air	   Quality	   Officer,	   after	  
consultation	   with	   the	   Licensing	   Authority,	   may	   grant	   an	   alternative	   emission	  
limit	   or	   emission	   load	   provided	   there	   is	   compliance	   with	   the	   national	  
ambient	   air	   quality	   standards	   in	   the	   area	   for	   pollutant	   or	   pollutants	  
applied	   for;	   or	   the	   Atmospheric	   Impact	   Report	   does	   not	   show	   increased	  
health	  risk	  where	  there	  is	  no	  ambient	  air	  quality	  standard”	  
	  

List	  of	  Activities	  and	  Minimum	  Emissions	  Standards	  
	  
14. In	   an	   effort	   to	   control	   atmospheric	   emissions	   which	   have	   or	   may	   have	   a	   significant	  

detrimental	   effect	   on	   the	   environment,	   including	   health,	   social	   conditions,	   economic	  
conditions,	  ecological	  conditions,	  or	  cultural	  heritage,	  the	  Minister	  published	  the	  List	  of	  
Activities,	  as	  well	  as	  associated	  MES,20	  in	  terms	  of	  section	  21	  of	  the	  AQA.	  	  

15. The	  List	  of	  Activities	  came	  into	  force	  on	  1	  April	  2010	  and	  was	  most	  recently	  amended	  on	  
31	   October	   2018.	   	   It	   prescribes	   MES	   for	   various	   pollutants	   for	   several	   categories	   of	  
polluting	   activities,	   including	   those	   for	   combustion	   installations	   such	   as	   AMSA’s	  
carbonisation	  and	  coal	   gasification	   infrastructure,	  direct	   reduction	  kilns,	   coke	  batteries	  
and	  on-‐site	  boilers.	  The	  MES	  regulate	  a	  variety	  of	  pollutants,	  including	  for	  the	  purposes	  
of	   AMSA’s	   application,	   sulphur	   dioxide,	   hydrogen	   sulphide,	   and	   hydrochloric	   acid.	   In	  
general,	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  Listing	  Activities	  regulations	  are	  substantially	  similar	  to	  
those	  set	  out	  in	  the	  2017	  Framework.	  

16. The	  regulations	  require	  existing	  plants	  to	  comply	  with	  more	  lenient	  standards	  by	  1	  April	  
2015,	  and	  stricter	  new	  plant	  standards	  by	  1	  April	  2020.	  	  	  

17. The	   List	   of	   Activities	   published	   on	   2	   November	   201821	   provides	   as	   follows	   in	   relation	  
applications	  for	  the	  postponement	  and	  suspension	  of	  MES	  compliance:22	  

17.1. “As	   contemplated	   in	   the	   paragraph	   5.4.3.5	   of	   the	   National	   Framework	   for	   Air	  
Quality	  Management	  in	  the	  republic	  of	  South	  Africa,	  published	  in	  terms	  of	  Section	  7	  

                                                
20	  The	  Listed	  Activities	  and	  Associated	  Minimum	  Emission	  Standards	  identified	  in	  terms	  of	  Section	  21	  
of	  the	  National	  Environment	  Management	  Act:	  Air	  Quality	  Act	  39	  of	  2004,	  as	  amended	  	  on	  31	  October	  
2018	  
21	  https://cer.org.za/wp-‐content/uploads/2005/09/Section-‐21-‐Activities.pdf	  	  
22	  The	  amendments	  are	  also	  set	  out	  in	  P	  13	  of	  the	  Summary	  Motivation	  Document	  
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of	  this	  Act,	  an	  application	  may	  be	  made	  to	  the	  National	  Air	  Quality	  Officer	  for	  the	  
postponement	  of	  compliance	  timeframes	  …”23	  	  	  	  
	  

17.2. “An	   existing	   plant	   may	   apply	   to	   the	   National	   Air	   Quality	   Officer	   for	   a	   once-‐off	  
postponement	   with	   the	   compliance	   timeframes	   for	   minimum	   emission	   standards	  
for	   new	  plant	   as	   contemplated	   in	   paragraph	   (10).	   A	   once	   off	   postponement	  with	  
the	  compliance	  timeframes	  for	  minimum	  emission	  standards	  for	  new	  plant	  may	  not	  
exceed	  a	  period	  of	  five	  years	  from	  the	  date	  of	  issue.	  No	  once-‐off	  postponement	  with	  
the	  compliance	  time	  frames	  will	  be	  valid	  beyond	  March	  2025”24	  	  	  
	  

17.3. “An	   existing	   plant	   to	   be	   decommissioned	   by	   31	   March	   2030	   may	   apply	   to	   the	  
National	   Air	   Quality	   Officer	   before	   31	   March	   2019	   for	   a	   once-‐off	   suspension	   of	  
compliance	   timeframes	  with	  minimum	  emission	  standards	   for	  new	  plant.	  Such	  an	  
application	  must	  be	  accompanied	  by	  a	  detailed	  decommissioning	  schedule.	  No	  such	  
application	   shall	   be	   accepted	   the	   National	   Air	   Quality	   Officer	   after	   31	   March	  
2019”25	  	  	  
	  

17.4. “An	  existing	  plant	  that	  has	  been	  granted	  a	  once-‐off	  suspension	  of	   the	  compliance	  
timeframes	   as	   contemplated	   in	   paragraph	   (11B)	   must	   comply	   with	   minimum	  
emission	  standards	   for	  existing	  plant	   from	  the	  date	  of	  granting	  of	   the	  application	  
and	  during	  the	  period	  of	  suspension	  until	  decommissioning”26	  	  	  
	  

17.5. “No	   postponement	   of	   compliance	   timeframes	   or	   a	   suspension	   of	   compliance	  
timeframes	  shall	  be	  granted	  for	  compliance	  with	  minimum	  emission	  standards	  for	  
existing	  plant”27	  	  	  
	  

18. Furthermore,	   section	   12A	   of	   the	   regulations,	   which	   is	   a	   provision	   under	   the	   general	  
heading	  “Postponement	  or	  Suspension	  of	  compliance	  time	  frames”	  provides	  that:	  

18.1. “(a)	  An	  existing	  plant	  may	  submit	  an	  application	  regarding	  a	  new	  plant	  standard	  
to	  the	  National	  Air	  Quality	  Officer	  for	  consideration	  if	  the	  plant	  is	  in	  compliance	  
with	  other	  emission	  standards	  but	  cannot	  comply	  with	  a	  particular	  pollutant	  or	  
pollutants.”	  	  
	  

                                                
23	  Paragraph	  10	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  	  
24	  Paragraph	  11A	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  
25	  Paragraph	  11B	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  
26	  Paragraph	  11C	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  
27	  Paragraph	  11D	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  
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18.2. “(b)	   An	   application	  must	   demonstrate	   a	   previous	   reduction	   in	   emissions	   of	   the	  
said	   pollutant	   or	   pollutants,	   measures	   and	   direct	   investments	   implemented	  
towards	  compliance	  with	  the	  relevant	  new	  plant	  standards.”	  	  

	  
18.3. “(c)	   The	   National	   Air	   Quality	   Officer,	   after	   consultation	   with	   the	   Licensing	  

Authority,	  may	  grant	  an	  alternative	  emission	  limit	  or	  emission	  load	  if:	  	  (i)	  there	  is	  
material	  compliance	  with	  the	  national	  ambient	  air	  quality	  standards	  in	  the	  area	  
for	   pollutant	   or	   pollutants	   applied	   for;	   or	   (ii)	   the	   Atmospheric	   Impact	   Report	  
does	   not	   show	   a	  material	   increased	   health	   risk	   where	   there	   is	   no	   ambient	   air	  
quality	  standard.”	  

	  
19. As	  described	  below,	  AMSA’s	  applications	  fail	  to	  comply	  with	  the	  legal	  requirements	  set	  

out	  above.	  	  

III. Comments	  to	  AMSA’s	  application	  

20. As	  detailed	  above,	  the	  Air	  Quality	  Act	  of	  2004,	  List	  of	  Activities	  regulations,	  and	  the	  2017	  
Framework	  bar	  postponement,	  suspension,	  or	  alternative	  limits	  unless	  certain	  statutory	  
requirements	  are	  satisfied.	  Those	  requirements	  have	  not	  been	  met	  and,	  therefore,	  the	  
law	  requires	  the	  rejection	  of	  AMSA’s	  requests.	  	  	  	  

A. AMSA	  should	  not	  be	  granted	  its	  requests	  for	  postponements	  because	  its	  Vanderbijlpark	  
Works	  facility	  is	  in	  an	  area	  that	  is	  non-‐compliant	  with	  ambient	  air	  quality	  standards.	  

21. AMSA’s	   request	   postponements	   of	   its	   Hydrogen	   Chloride	   (HCI)	   emissions	   and	   special	  
arrangement	   for	   sulphur	   recovery	   should	  denied	   as	   per	   the	   requirements	   of	   the	   2017	  
Framework,	  because	   its	  plant	   is	   situated	  within	   the	  Vaal	  Triangle	  Airshed	  Priority	  Area	  
(VTAPA).	  	  	  

22. AS	   mentioned,	   paragraph	   5.4.3.4	   of	   the	   2017	   Framework	   prohibits	   postponement	   or	  
suspension	   applications	   unless	   “ambient	   air	   quality	   in	   the	   area	   is	   in	   compliance	  with	  
the	  applicable	  National	  Ambient	  Air	  Quality	  Standards.”	  AMSA’s	  Vanderbijlpark	  Work’s	  
operation	   is	   situated	   within	   the	   Emfuleni	   Local	   Municipality	   which	   falls	   within	   the	  
VTAPA.	  

23. The	  VTAPA	  AQMP	  has	  been	  in	  place	  since	  2009,	  and	  its	  primary	  objective	  is	  to	  bring	  the	  
air	   quality	   in	   the	   Vaal	   Triangle	   in	   line	  with	   all	   NAAQS.	   	   Even	   though	   the	   Vaal	   Triangle	  
Airshed	   was	   declared	   a	   priority	   area	   almost	   13	   years	   ago	   –	   with	   the	   specific	   aim	   of	  
reducing	  pollution	  so	  that	  it	  no	  longer	  exceeds	  the	  national	  ambient	  air	  quality	  standards	  
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(NAAQS)	   –	   regular,	   significant	   exceedances	   of	   the	   NAAQS,	   due	   largely	   to	   industrial	  
sources,	  remain	  common	  in	  this	  area.28	  	  

B. AMSA	   cannot	   propose	   an	   alternative	   new	   plant	   standard	   that	   is	   equal	   to	   or	   less	  
protective	   than	  existing	  plant	   standards	   and	   that	  would	   allow	   it	   to	   avoid	   compliance	  
with	  applicable	  new	  plant	  standards	  indefinitely.	  

24. The	  AQA	  aims	  to	  ensure	  that	  air	  pollution	  is	  not	  harmful	  to	  human	  health	  or	  well-‐being,	  
and	  to	  enhance	  the	  quality	  of	  air	  in	  South	  Africa.	  The	  MES	  were	  promulgated	  in	  an	  effort	  
to	  control	  atmospheric	  emissions	  that	  have	  or	  may	  have	  a	  significant	  detrimental	  effect	  
on	   the	  environment	  and	  human	  health.	  These	  provisions	  are	   integral	   to	  guarantee	   the	  
constitutional	  right	  to	  a	  healthy	  environment.	  

25. In	   order	   to	   meet	   these	   overarching	   objectives,	   the	   2017	   Framework	   and	   the	   List	   of	  
Activities	   regulation	   allow	   for	   postponement	   or	   suspension	   applications	   under	   narrow	  
circumstances.	  An	  operator	  may	  only	  ask	  for	  a	  once-‐off	  postponement	  for	  five-‐years	  or	  
suspension	   until	   2030	   for	   new	   plant	   standards,	   and	   specifies	   clearly	   that	   no	  
postponement	  or	  suspension	  shall	  be	  allowed	  for	  existing	  plant	  standards.	   	  Under	  very	  
strict	   criteria,	   that	   AMSA	   does	   not	   meet,	   operators	   can	   also	   submit	   an	   application	  
regarding	  an	  alternative	  new	  plant	  standard.	  	  

26. As	  mentioned,	  AMSA	  is	  requesting	  a	  new	  plant	  standard	  for	  SO2	  that	  is	  equivalent	  to	  the	  
existing	   plant	   standard	   under	   the	  MES	   of	   1700	  mg/Nm3.	   	   This	   standard	   is	   over	   three	  
times	   less	   protective	   than	   the	   applicable	   new	  plant	   standard.29	   	   For	   its	  H2S	   emissions,	  
AMSA	  is	  proposing	  new	  an	  alternative	  standard	  that	  is	  20	  times	  less	  protective	  than	  the	  
new	   plant	   standard	   and	   15	   times	   less	   protective	   than	   the	   applicable	   existing	   plant	  
standard.	  	  

27. It	  is	  clear	  that	  AMSA	  does	  not	  intend	  to	  ever	  comply	  with	  the	  applicable	  new	  plant	  MES	  
for	  SO2,	  and	  in	  the	  case	  of	  H2S	  it	  cannot	  comply	  even	  with	  the	  applicable	  existing	  plant	  
standard.	   	   Therefore,	   AMSA	   could	   not	   have	   applied	   for	   a	   once-‐off	   five-‐year	  
postponement	   for	   either	   pollutant.	   For	   H2S,	   AMSA	   would	   also	   be	   precluded	   from	   a	  

                                                
28	  See,	  e.g.,	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Affairs,	  The	  Second	  Generation	  Vaal	  Triangle	  Airshed	  
Priority	  Area	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  Plan:	  Draft	  Baseline	  Assessment	  Report	  (2017),	  
https://saaqis.environment.gov.za/pagesfiles/VTAPA%20SECOND%20GENERATION%20AQMP_DRAFT
%20BASELINE%20ASSESSMENT%20REPORT_PUBLIC%20COMMENT.pdf.	  	  (Model	  simulations	  indicated	  
widespread	  exceedances	  of	  O3	  and	  PM	  over	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  VTAPA.);	  also,	  Presentation	  by	  Dr	  
Thuli	  N.	  Khumalo,	  National	  Air	  Quality	  Officer,	  13th	  Air	  Quality	  Governance	  Lekgotla	  (01	  –	  03	  October	  
2018	  ),http://www.airqualitylekgotla.co.za/assets/2018_1.3_2018_state_of_air_report.pdf.	  	  
29	  See	  MES,	  Sub-‐category	  4.12.	  
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postponement	   application	   because	   it	   cannot	   meet	   existing	   plant	   standards,	   and	   a	  
postponement	  from	  these	  standards	  are	  not	  allowed.	   In	  addition,	  AMSA	  does	  not	  plan	  
to	   close	   its	   operations	   by	   2030,	   and	   thus	   is	   not	   applying	   for	   a	   once-‐off	   suspension.	  
Instead,	   AMSA	   has	  made	   a	   desperate	   and	   last	  minute	   attempt	   to	   by-‐pass	   compliance	  
with	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  regulation	  by	  requesting	  incredibly	  weak	  alternative	  standards	  
for	  SO2	  and	  H2S	  for	  the	  life	  of	  its	  operations.	  

28. Approving	  AMSA’s	   proposal	   for	   these	   alternative	   limits	  would	   render	   the	   legal	   regime	  
governing	  postponements	  and	  suspensions	  meaningless	  and	  defeat	  the	  purpose	  of	   the	  
AQA	  because	   it	  would	  allow	  a	  polluter	  who	  cannot	  come	  close	  to	  ever	  complying	  with	  
the	  new	  plant	   standards	   to	   simply	   substitute	  whatever	  new	  plant	  emissions	   standards	  
they	  want,	  no	  matter	  how	  weak	  and	  not	  matter	  how	  harmful	  to	  human	  health	  and	  the	  
environment.	   If	   AMSA’s	   request	   is	   approved,	   it	   would	   thus	   indefinitely	   release	   toxic	  
pollutants	   at	   much	   greater	   levels	   than	   the	   MES.	   	   This	   would	   amount	   to	   an	   unlawful	  
exemption	  under	   the	   law,	  and	  defeat	   the	  strict	  protection	   regime	   laid	  out	   in	   the	  AQA,	  
List	  of	  Activities	  regulations,	  and	  2017	  Framework.	  	  It	  would	  also	  be	  a	  clear	  violation	  of	  
section	  24	  of	  the	  Constitution.	  

29. For	  this	  reason	  alone,	  AMSA’s	  request	  must	  be	  denied.	  
	  

C. AMSA’s	   requests	   for	   alternative	   new	   plant	   standards	   for	   hydrogen	   sulphide	   and	  
sulphur	   dioxide	   should	   be	   denied	   because	   they	   do	   not	   meet	   the	   requirements	   of	  
Section	  12A	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  regulation.	  

30. A	  mentioned,	  section	  12A	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  regulation	  and	  paragraph	  5.4.3.4	  of	  the	  
2017	   Framework	   provides	   that	   an	   existing	   plant	  may	   submit	   an	   application	   for	   a	   new	  
plant	  standard	  if	  the	  applicant	  meets	  ALL	  of	  the	  following	  three	  requirements:	  	  

30.1. That	  the	  plant	   is	   in	  compliance	  with	  other	  emission	  standards	  but	  cannot	  comply	  
with	  a	  particular	  pollutant	  or	  pollutants;	  

30.2. Previous	   reduction	   in	  emissions	  of	   the	   said	  pollutant	  or	  pollutants,	  measures	  and	  
direct	   investments	   implemented	   towards	  compliance	  with	   the	   relevant	  new	  plant	  
standards;	  and	  	  

30.3. there	  is	  material	  compliance	  with	  the	  national	  ambient	  air	  quality	  standards	  in	  the	  
area	  for	  pollutant	  or	  pollutants	  applied	  for	  or	  the	  Atmospheric	  Impact	  Report	  does	  
not	   show	   a	  material	   increased	   health	   risk	  where	   there	   is	   no	   ambient	   air	   quality	  
standard.	  
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31. AMSA	  has	  not	  met	  any	  of	  these	  requirements	  for	  its	  request	  for	  alternative	  standards	  for	  
H2S	  or	  SO2.	  

32. To	   begin	   with,	   AMSA	   Vanderbijlpark	   Works	   is	   non-‐compliant	   with	   at	   least	   three	  
emissions	   standards	   (H2S,	   SO2	   and	   HCI),	   as	   evidenced	   by	   its	   own	   application.	   The	  
regulation	   specifies	   that	   an	  application	   for	   an	  alternative	   standard	   can	  only	  proceed	   if	  
the	   “plant	   is	   in	   compliance	   with	   other	   emissions	   standards.”	   	   In	   other	   words,	   the	  
regulation	   does	   not	   envision	  multiple	   requests	   for	   alternative	   standards	   for	   the	   same	  
facility	   or	   plant.	   	   Because	  AMSA	   is	   non-‐compliant,	   by	   its	   own	   admission,	  with	   at	   least	  
three	  standards,	  it	  fails	  to	  meet	  the	  first	  requirement	  above.	  

33. Second,	  AMSA	  has	  given	  scant,	  if	  any,	  explanation	  to	  demonstrate	  “previous	  reduction	  in	  
emissions	   of	   the	   requested	   pollutants,	  measures	   and	   direct	   investments	   implemented	  
towards	  compliance	  with	  the	  new	  plants	  standards.”	  	  	  

33.1. With	   respect	   to	   its	   request	   for	   an	  H2S	   alternative	   standard,	   AMSA’s	   BID	   vaguely	  
explains	   that	   although	   it	   will	   install	   “new,	   state-‐of-‐the-‐art	   equipment	   for	   the	  
cleaning	  and	   recirculation	  of	  by-‐product	   coke	  oven	  gas	  …,	   it	   is	  not	   foreseen	   that	  
the	   recovery	   of	   sulphur	   from	   the	   coke	   oven	   gas	   will	   yield	   H2S	   stack	   emissions	  
below	  the	  prescribed	  [MES].”	   	  AMSA	  further	  states	  that	   it	   is	  “unfeasible	  for	  Coke	  
Batteries	  of	   the	   technology	  and	  age	  as	   those	  at	  AMSAVW”	  to	  achieve	  either	   the	  
existing	  or	  new	  plant	   standards	   for	  H2S.	  AMSA	  has	  not	  demonstrated	  a	  previous	  
reduction	  in	  emissions	  of	  H2S	  from	  the	  plant.	   	  AMSA’s	  explanation	  fails	  to	  specify	  
measures	   and	   direct	   investments	   taken	   to	   comply	   with	   the	   standards.	   	   For	  
example,	   it	   does	   not	   discuss	   what	   best	   available	   technology	   options	   exist	   to	  
reduce	  H2S	  stack	  emissions,	  the	  cost	  for	  such	  technologies,	  and	  what	  steps	   it	  has	  
taken	   to	   invest	   in	   these	   or	   other	   technologies.	   	   It	   thus	   fails	   to	  meet	   the	   second	  
requirement	  above	  for	  H2S.	  

33.2. With	  respect	  to	  its	  request	  for	  a	  SO2	  alternative	  standard,	  AMSA’s	  BID	  notes	  that	  it	  
has	  achieved	  a	  26.7	  %	  reduction	  in	  total	  emissions	  since	  2005,	  although	  does	  not	  
specify	  what	   the	   baseline	   level	   is.	   	   However,	   AMSA	   further	   states	   that	   it	   is	   “not	  
economically	   feasible	   to	   achieve	   [the	   new	   plant]	   standard	   …	   and	   SO2	   emissions	  
from	  the	  kilns	  are	  dependent	  on	  the	  sulphur	  content	  in	  the	  coal	  which	  is	  utilised	  as	  
the	  reducing	  agent	  in	  the	  kilns	  on	  site.”	  AMSA	  provides	  no	  explanation	  or	  evidence	  
as	  to	  why	  it	  is	  not	  “economically	  feasible”	  to	  meet	  the	  MES.	  	  It	  is	  thus	  impossible	  
for	   the	   public	   or	   regulatory	   authority	   to	   determine	   whether	   it	   has	   taken	  
reasonable	  measures	   or	   direct	   investments	   towards	   compliance.	   	   A	   general	   and	  
claim	   of	   economic	   concern	   without	   adequate	   justification	   does	   not	   meet	   the	  
requirements	  above.	  Furthermore,	  AMSA	  simply	  and	  vaguely	  states	  that	  it	  cannot	  
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meet	  the	  standard	  because	  of	  the	  sulphur	  content	  of	  the	  coal	  it	  uses.	  	  It	  provides	  
no	  explanation	  or	  evidence	   concerning	  whether	   it	  would	  be	   feasible	   to	  use	   low-‐
sulphur	  content	  coal	  and	  what	  efforts	   it	  has	  made	   to	  secure	  such	  coal.	   	  Again,	  a	  
general	  and	  unquantified	  concern	  about	  rejecting	  the	  use	  of	  a	  cleaner	  fuel	  source	  
as	  a	   control	  option	   for	   reducing	  pollutants	  also	  does	  not	  meet	   the	   requirements	  
above.	  

34. AMSA	  also	   fails	   to	  meet	   the	   third	   requirement	   for	   SO2	  because	   it	   has	  not	  proven	   that	  
there	   is	  material	   compliance	  with	   the	  ambient	  air	  quality	   standard	   in	   the	  area	   for	   this	  
pollutant.	  For	  H2S	  AMSA	  does	  not	  meet	  this	  requirement	  because	  it	  has	  not	  assessed	  the	  
health	  risks	  from	  the	  potential	   increase	  of	  H2S	  (required	  because	  there	  are	  no	  ambient	  
standards	  for	  this	  pollutant).	  	  

34.1. AMSA’s	   AIR	   asserts	   that	   the	   national	   ambient	   air	   quality	   standard	   for	   SO2	   is	   not	  
exceeded	   in	   the	   VTAPA	   “based	   on	   the	   monitoring	   results	   obtained	   from	   the	  
various	  stations	  in	  the	  area.”30	  AMSA	  has	  not	  disclosed	  what	  stations	  it	  assessed	  to	  
support	   its	   findings	  and	  the	   levels	  of	  SO2	  from	  these	  stations.	  Thus,	  the	  public	  or	  
the	  regulating	  authority	  cannot	  verify	  AMSA’s	  findings.	  	  In	  fact,	  to	  the	  contrary,	  the	  
latest	  draft	  baseline	  assessment	  report	  for	  the	  VTAPA	  found	  that	  for	  SO2	  there	   is	  
significant	   hourly,	   daily,	   and	   annual	   non-‐compliance	   from	  2007-‐2016	   at	   three	  of	  
the	   ten	  monitoring	   stations	   in	   the	  priority	   area.31	   	  Moreover,	   data	   from	  eight	  of	  
the	   monitoring	   stations	   was	   unavailable	   for	   multiple	   years	   during	   the	   sampling	  
period,	   suggesting	   that	   the	   pollution	   in	   the	   area	   could	   be	   substantially	  
underestimated.32	  	  

34.2. AMSA	  has	  not	  assessed	  the	  health	  impacts	  for	  its	  request	  to	  emit	  H2S	  at	  20	  times	  
greater	   levels	   than	  allowed	  under	   the	  new	  plant	   standard	   in	   the	  MES.	   	  H2S	   is	   an	  
extremely	  toxic	  and	  dangerous	  pollutant.	   	  As	  AMSA	  itself	  acknowledges	  in	  its	  AIR,	  
even	   low	   levels	   of	   H2S	   in	   ambient	   air	   can	   cause	   significant	   health	   problems,	  
including,	  bronchial	  constriction	  in	  asthmatic	  individuals,	  increased	  eye	  complaints,	  
increased	  blood	   lactate	  concentration,	  decreased	  skeletal	  muscle	  citrate	  synthase	  
activity,	   decreased	   oxygen	   uptake,	   eye	   irritation	   ,	   and	   fatigue,	   loss	   of	   appetite,	  
headache,	   irritability,	   poor	   memory,	   and	   dizziness.33	   At	   levels	   near,	   but	   below,	  

                                                
30	  AIR,	  p.	  69.	  
31	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Affairs,	  The	  Second	  Generation	  Vaal	  Triangle	  Airshed	  Priority	  Area	  Air	  
Quality	  Management	  Plan:	  Draft	  Baseline	  Assessment	  Report	  (2017),	  Table	  5-‐25.	  
32	  Ibid.	  
33	  World	  Health	  Organization,	  HYDROGEN	  SULFIDE:	  HUMAN	  HEALTH	  ASPECTS,	  2003,	  Table	  2,	  
https://www.who.int/ipcs/publications/cicad/en/cicad53.pdf?ua=1.	  	  



 
 
 
 
  
  
 
  
 
 

 16 

AMSA’s	   requested	   alternative	   standard,	   H2S	   can	   cause	   olfactory	   paralysis.	   Thus,	  
even	   a	   minor	   increase	   from	   the	   new	   plant	   standard	   in	   the	   MES	   can	   cause	  
substantial	  health	  risks	  to	  the	  surrounding	  population.	  Here,	  as	  mentioned,	  AMSA	  
is	  proposing	  a	  20	   times	   increase	   from	  the	   legal	   standard	   for	  new	  plants.	  The	  BID	  
does	   not	   discuss	   any	   potential	   health	   implications	   from	   is	   request	   for	   a	   vastly	  
higher	   H2S	   alternative	   standard.	   	   Similarly,	   AMSA’s	   AIR	   discusses	   general	   health	  
risks	   from	  H2S,	   but	   does	   not	   assess	   or	  model	   the	   health	   risks	   from	   its	   proposed	  
alternative	   standard.	   This	   is	   insufficient	   to	   demonstrate	   that	   there	   will	   not	   be	   a	  
material	  increased	  health	  risk	  from	  the	  alternative	  standard.	  

35. In	  summary,	  AMSA’s	  application	  should	  be	  denied	  because	  it	  has	  failed	  to	  meet	  all	  three	  
requirements	  for	  an	  alternative	  new	  plant	  standard	  for	  both	  H2S	  and	  SO2.	  

D. AMSA	  application	  for	  a	  postponement	  of	  the	  special	  arrangement	  for	  sulphur	  recovery	  
should	   be	   denied	   because	   the	   List	   of	   Activities	   regulation	   and	   2017	   Framework	   does	  
not	  allow	  a	  postponement	  of	  this	  requirement.	  

36. Nothing	  in	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  regulation	  and	  2017	  Framework	  allows	  AMSA	  to	  request	  
a	  postponement	  of	  the	  special	  arrangements	  listed	  under	  each	  sub-‐category	  of	  activity.	  	  
The	   regulation	   and	   2017	   Framework	   clearly	   limit	   postponements	   and	   suspensions	   to	  
compliance	  with	  the	  “time	  frames”	  required	  for	  compliance	  with	  the	  MES.	  	  	  

37. For	   this	   reason,	   AMSA’s	   request	   for	   a	   postponement	   of	   the	   special	   arrangement	   for	  
sulphur	  recovery	  should	  be	  denied.	  

E. AMSA	  applications	  should	  be	  denied	  because	  it	  has	  not	  provided	  a	  detailed	  justification	  
and	  reasons	  for	  any	  of	  its	  requests	  

38. AMSA	   has	   not	   provided	   a	   detailed	   justification	   and	   reasons	   for	   its	   application,	   as	  
required	  by	  section	  12	  of	  the	  List	  of	  Activities	  regulations.	  	  

38.1. For	  SO2,	  as	  mentioned,	  AMSA	  provides	  no	  explanation	  or	  evidence	  as	  to	  why	  it	  is	  
not	   “economically	   feasible”	   to	   meet	   the	   MES,	   or	   explanation	   or	   evidence	  
concerning	   whether	   it	   would	   be	   feasible	   to	   use	   low-‐sulphur	   content	   coal	   and	  
what	  efforts	  it	  has	  made	  to	  secure	  such	  coal.	  	  
	  

38.2. For	  H2S,	  as	  mentioned,	  AMSA	  statement	  that	  it	  unfeasible	  for	  “Coke	  Batteries	  of	  
the	   technology	  and	  age	  as	   those	  at	  AMSAVW”	   to	  achieve	  either	   the	  existing	  or	  
new	  plant	   standards	   for	  H2S	   is	   a	   vague	  and	  general	   statement	   that	   fails	   specify	  
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measures	  and	  direct	   investments	   taken	   to	  comply	  with	   the	   standards,	   including	  
through	  investments	  in	  best	  available	  technology.	  
	  

38.3. For	   HCI,	   AMSA,	   again,	   generally	   and	   vaguely	   states	   that	   it	   is	   requesting	   a	  
postponement	  because	  “planned	  upgrades	  to	  the	  scrubbing	  facilities	  at	  the	  Lurgi	  
Plant	  …	  may	  not	  be	  completed	  or	  fully	  efficient	  by	  1	  April	  2020.”	  	  AMSA	  has	  not	  
provided	  any	  information	  about	  its	  current	  emission	  levels	  for	  HCI.	  Furthermore,	  
AMSA	   provides	   no	   further	   details	   or	   reasons	   as	   to	  why	   it	   cannot	   complete	   the	  
facility	  and	  what	  steps	  it	  has	  taken	  to	  comply,	  despite	  having	  more	  than	  10	  years	  
of	   notice	   regarding	   the	   compliance	   periods	   for	   the	   MES.	   	   Indeed,	   the	   2017	  
Framework	  states:	   “It	   should	  be	  noted	   that	   the	  year	  2020	  marks	  10	  years	   since	  
the	  publication	  of	  the	  2010	  AQA	  Section	  21	  notice	  (Listed	  activities	  and	  minimum	  
emission	   standards).	   Therefore,	   sufficient	   time	   has	   been	   afforded	   to	   industry	  
towards	   compliance	   with	   the	   initial	   MES	   by	   2020.”	   AMSA	   was	   therefore	   well	  
aware	   of	   this	   provision	   at	   least	   from	   April	   2010,	   and	   was	   aware	   from	   several	  
years	  before	   that	   that	   the	  MES	  would	   come	   into	   force,	   requiring	   the	  necessary	  
emission	  control	  measures	  to	  ensure	  compliance	  with	  the	  law.	  	  
	  

38.4. As	  a	  reason	  for	  its	  postponement	  request	  concerning	  the	  special	  arrangement	  for	  
sulphur	  recovery—which	  we	  again	  assert	   is	  not	  allowed	  under	  the	   law—the	  BID	  
explains	   that	   AMSA	   cannot	  meet	   this	   requirement	   because	   “although	   a	   project	  
has	   already	   been	   initiated	   to	   [recover	   sulphur],	   the	   [MES	   deadline]	   will	   not	   be	  
achievable	  owing	  to	  the	  complexity	  of	  the	  intended	  upgrades…	  .”	  The	  BID	  further	  
explains:	   “Despite	   numerous	   attempts	   to	   sustain	   operations	   of	   the	   current	  
sulphur	  recovery	  facilities,	  the	  long-‐term	  operation	  of	  this	  failing	  equipment	  was	  
no	  longer	  feasible.	  	  Hence	  the	  decision	  to	  invest	  in	  the	  installation	  of	  new,	  state-‐
of-‐the-‐art	  equipment.”	  	  Again,	  AMSA	  has	  not	  adequately	  explained	  why	  it	  has	  not	  
been	   able	   to	   meet	   this	   requirement	   despite	   over	   ten	   years	   of	   notice.	   	   For	  
example,	   AMSA	  does	   not	   explain	  why	   it	   took	  over	   ten	   years	   for	   it	   to	   recognize	  
that	  its	  initial	  project	  would	  fail	  to	  adequately	  recover	  sulphur	  and	  why	  it	  did	  not	  
invest	  in	  new	  state-‐of-‐the-‐art	  technology	  in	  time	  to	  comply	  with	  the	  MES.	  
	  

39. These	  general	  and	  unquantified	  statements	  are	  insufficient	  to	  meet	  the	  requirements	  of	  
section	   12.	   AMSA	  provided	   no	   detail	   as	   to	  what	   other	   controls	  were	   considered,	   how	  
much	  it	  would	  cost	  to	  comply	  with	  other	  controls,	  why	  they	  purportedly	  cannot	  comply	  
when	   presumably	   other	   facilities	   around	   the	   world	   can,	   and	   other	   important	   details	  
identified	  above.	  For	  this	  reason,	  AMSA’s	  application	  should	  be	  categorically	  denied.	  	  	  
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F. Problems	  with	  the	  Atmospheric	  Impact	  Report	  and	  Air	  Dispersion	  Modelling	  

40. The	  AIR	  has	  numerous	  deficiencies:	  

40.1. On	  page	  57,	  AMSA	  refers	  to	  its	  results	  as	  showing	  the	  maximum	  concentration	  of	  
various	  pollutants	  “at	  the	  boundary”	  of	  the	  site.	   	  However,	  measurements	  at	  the	  
boundary	  of	  the	  site	  are	  unlikely	  an	  accurate	  reflection	  of	  potential	  harm	  because	  
the	   largest	   effects	   from	   the	   pollution	   may	   be	   further	   downwind	   than	   that	   or	  
further	   away	   due	   to	   the	   height	   of	   the	   stacks.	   AMSA	   should	   be	   reporting	   the	  
maximum	   concentrations	   from	   its	   facility	   regardless	   of	   where	   it	   is,	   not	   just	   the	  
maximum	  at	  the	  site	  boundary.	  	  

40.2. On	   page	   56,	   AMSA	   acknowledges	   that	   there	   is	   uncertainty	   regarding	   AERMOD	  
modeling	  results	  and	  that,	  therefore,	  monitoring	  should	  be	  carried	  out	  to	  confirm	  
the	  modeling	  results.	   	  But	  then	  AMSA	  on	  page	  57	  provides	  monitoring	  results	  for	  
only	   one	  monitor	   –	   Sebokeng	   –	   and	   one	   pollutant	   –	   SO2.	   	   AMSA	   notes	   that	   the	  
monitor	  is	  north	  of	  the	  site,	  presumably	  in	  or	  near	  the	  town	  of	  Sebokeng	  which	  is	  
1.8	   km	  north	  of	   the	   site	   and	  6km	  north	  of	   the	  main	  operations	  on	   the	   site.	   	  No	  
information	   is	   provided,	   however,	   to	   show	   that	   such	   monitoring	   results	   are	  
representative	  of	  the	  highest	  likely	  impacts	  from	  the	  facility.	  	  

40.3. The	  claim	  on	  page	  51	  that	  emissions	  during	  startup,	  shutdown,	  and	  maintenance	  
conditions	  should	  not	  adversely	  impact	  public	  health	  seems	  questionable	  at	  best.	  	  
AMSA	  does	  not	  appear	   to	   identify	   the	   level	  of	  emissions	  during	   such	  conditions.	  
Typically,	   emissions	   are	   quite	   high	   during	   startup,	   shutdown,	   and	   maintenance	  
because	  pollution	   controls	   are	  operating	  only	   partially	   or	   not	   at	   all	   during	   those	  
conditions.	   	  Even	  short-‐term	  exposure	  to	  pollutants	  such	  as	  SO2	  can	  cause	  health	  
problems,	   and	   the	   AIR	   implicitly	   acknowledges	   that	   startup,	   shutdown,	   and	  
maintenance	  conditions	  can	  last	  for	  hours	  or	  even	  days.	  	  

40.4. Table	  12	  on	  page	  63	  fails	  to	  identify	  the	  1-‐hour	  SO2	  NAAQS	  in	  the	  US,	  which	  is	  196	  
ug/m3.	  	  	  

40.5. The	   modeling	   results	   reported	   on	   pages	   56-‐57	   are	   confusing	   and	   most	   likely	  
incorrect.	  	  For	  example:	  

40.5.1. The	  1-‐hour,	  24-‐hour,	  and	  annual	  SO2	   impacts	  are	  the	  same	  for	  Scenarios	  3	  
and	   4,	  which	  means	   either	   the	   numbers	   are	  wrong,	   or	   they	   the	  AIR	   is	   not	  
comparing	  AMSA’s	  proposed	  postponement	  and	  alternative	  scenario	  with	  a	  
scenario	  in	  which	  the	  facility	  complies	  with	  the	  MES.	  	  
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40.5.2. The	   1-‐hour	   H2S	   impacts	   are	   the	   same	   for	   Scenario	   3	   and	   4,	   even	   though	  
Scenario	  3	  has	  higher	  H2S	  emissions.	  	  

40.6. There	  is	  no	  evidence	  that	  AMSA	  has	  checked	  its	  model	  against	  actual	  data	  on	  the	  
ground	  to	  understand	  if	  its	  model	  is	  calibrated	  correctly.	  

40.7. It	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  verify	  the	  results	  in	  the	  AIR	  without	  having	  access	  to	  all	  of	  the	  
air	  quality	  modelling	  files	  that	  AMSA	  or	  its	  consultant	  used.	  	  At	  a	  minimum,	  AMSA	  
needs	   to	   identify	  what	  other	  pollution	   sources	  besides	   its	   facility	  are	   included	   in	  
the	  modelling	  and/or	  what	   level	  of	  background	  concentrations	   is	  assumed	   in	  the	  
modelling.	  

41. AMSA’s	  application	  should	  not	  be	  considered	  until	  these	  problems	  are	  addressed.	  

G. AMSA’s	   repeated	   non-‐compliance	   with	   its	   AEL	   should	   preclude	   it	   from	   seeking	  
postponements	  or	  alternative	  standards.	  

42. AMSA	  is	  not	  a	  “fit	  and	  proper	  person”	  as	  required	  by	  AQA,	  and	  as	  such	  should	  not	  be	  to	  
seek	   a	   postponement	   or	   alternative	   standards	   under	   the	   MES.	   	   This	   would	   be	  
tantamount	  to	  providing	  an	  unlawful	  polluter	  a	  free	  pass.	  	  According	  to	  section	  49	  of	  the	  
AQA	  one	  of	  the	  criteria	  for	  a	  fit	  and	  proper	  person	  includes	  whether	  or	  not	  the	  applicant	  
has	   failed	   to	   comply	   with	   the	   AQA	   or	   other	   legislation.	  	   Given	   AMSA’s	   repeated	   non-‐
compliance	  with	  its	  AEL	  and	  other	  provisions	  of	  AQA,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  numerous	  significant	  
non-‐compliances	  as	  set	  out	  in	  an	  18	  June	  2018	  letter	  from	  the	  Centre	  for	  Environmental	  
Rights	  to	  the	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Affairs,	  our	  client	  submits	  that	  AMSA	  is	  not	  a	  
fit	  and	  proper	  person	  to	  hold	  an	  AEL	  and	  that	  it	  should	  not	  be	  granted	  any	  of	  its	  requests	  
in	  its	  current	  application.34	  	  	  

IV. Conclusion	  

43. In	  the	  light	  of	  the	  significant	  negative	  impacts	  that	  AMSA’s	  continued	  harmful	  emissions	  
will	  have	  on	  the	  health,	  well-‐being,	  and	  environment	  of	  already	  vulnerable	  communities,	  
we	   and	   our	   clients	   oppose,	   and	   will	   continue	   to	   oppose,	   AMSA’s	   postponement	   and	  
request	   for	   alternative	   standards	   applications.	   Furthermore,	   we	   will	   call	   upon	   the	  
relevant	   decision-‐makers	   to	   reject	   such	   applications	   in	   order	   to	   protect	   constitutional	  

                                                
34	  Centre	  for	  Environmental	  Rights,	  Letter	  to	  Department	  of	  Environmental	  Affairs	  (18	  June	  2018),	  
https://cer.org.za/wp-‐content/uploads/2018/11/Notification-‐to-‐DEA-‐in-‐terms-‐of-‐s2812-‐of-‐NEMA-‐18-‐
June-‐2018-‐%E2%80%93-‐under-‐key-‐correspondenceAMSALand-‐Remediation.pdf.	  	  
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rights	   and	   the	   realisation	   of	   environmental	   and	   social	   justice	   in	   South	   Africa,	   and	  
consider	  all	  other	  legal	  options.	  

Yours	  faithfully	  
	  

	  
	  
S.	  (Bobby)	  Peek	  
Director	  of	  groundWork	  
 



1

Seshni Govender

From: Seshni Govender
Sent: 27 March 2019 07:31 AM
To: Johan Dewing
Cc: Wilson, Terrence T; Malcolm Roods
Subject: RE: Cid:fa719e24-a48d-4bf5-9ce9-2c188017477d feedback for postponement application and 

alternative plant standarts for AMSA VDBP

Hello Mr Dewing 
 
Your comment has been received and forwarded to ArcelorMittal. 
 
Please note that these comments falls outside the scope of this application process, ArcelorMittal has requested 
that you address these issues at the Waste Disposal Site Multi‐Stakeholder Monitoring Committee forum which is 
the correct forum to address your issues of which you have attended previously.  
 
Regards 
Seshni 
From: Johan Dewing <jdewing155@gmail.com>  
Sent: 12 March 2019 04:36 PM 
To: Seshni Govender <seshni.govender@rhdhv.com> 
Subject: Cid:fa719e24‐a48d‐4bf5‐9ce9‐2c188017477d feedback for postponement application and alternative plant 
standarts for AMSA VDBP 
 
From Johan Dewing a direct neighbor of Arcelor Mittal on their western side I want to sent you some pictures of 
direct pollution Please forward them as i will also make sure The pollution generated by AMSA is having a huge 
impact on our family + animals health and wellbeing I have taken a lot of pictures over the years and communicated 
and complained over the pollution still to no effect Please be advised that we have serious health problems due to 
pollution The poisenous gasses/ dust have also made our animals abort calves and not reproducing normally and 
even serious deformities Even my step daughter had a miscariagge after a few nights of heavy pollution‐ shocking as 
the previous days she kept sending wattsapp messages complaining over the pollution to AMSA environmental 
manager The pollution in our area is becoming progresifly worse maybe because their slag‐heap is getting higher 
nearing 40 meters Also trees /plants etc is not growing as they should and our animals growth and production is 
being impacted by pollution It is so bad                                       Johan Dewing                         plot 
52Steelvalley.                 Old golden highway   VDBP.                                       Tel 0799984552             
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Appendix D: Issues Trail 
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Issues Raised by Response 

Public Participation 

You are required to provide all stakeholders 
with a complete and valid air pollution impact 
assessment report which is compiled in 
accordance with the regulations prescribing the 
format of an Atmospheric Impact Report (as 
contemplated in Section 30 of the National 
Environmental Management: Air Quality Act 
2004 (AQA)), for consideration and comment. 
Further, a period of at least 30 days (excluding 
public holidays), is required for public 
participation. 

Michelle Koyama 
Centre for Environmental Rights 
Written Submission received 22/02/2019 

An AIR was compiled according to the requirements of the 
National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 
(Act No. 39 of 2004) (as amended in 2018) , the AIR has been 
prepared according to Appendix C (of the AIR) which has been 
adapted from the National Environmental Management: Air 
Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 39 of 2004) (as amended in 2018). 
 
The commenting period has been calculated as 30 days as 
stipulated in the EIA Regulations 2014 (as amended) which 
excludes the public holiday on the 21st March 2019.   

Provide the Public participation notification as 
well as the minutes of the meeting held on 19 
February 2019 

Michelle Koyama 
Centre for Environmental Rights 
Written Submission received 22/02/2019 

The proof of public participation notification has been 
forwarded via email (26/02/201), the minutes of the public 
meeting was forwarded once finalised together with the 
presentation to all stakeholders on our database. 

There should be an adequate public 
participation process, consultation should be 
within the affected communities, the chosen 
venue is not deemed to be adequate as people 
who are affected can’t access it 
Documents should be in appropriate language 
such as Zulu or Sotho 
Communities are being held ransom by poor 
air quality 

Samson Mokoena 
VEJA 
Public Meeting 19/02/2019 

The public meeting venue was identified as a suitable location 
owing to its roughly central location in the Vaal Triangle 
Airshed Priority Area, i.e. the area which will be impacted by 
the proposed applications.  In a recent public meeting which 
was held at a venue located within ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark 
Works, in fulfilment of the public participation requirements for 
another authorisation process, Mr. Mokoena objected to the 
meeting being held at the Works on the grounds that the venue 
is allegedly inaccessible.   
 
This despite the majority of the workforce at ArcelorMittal 
commuting to work via taxi or by foot on a daily basis.  This 
particular venue was identified as an opportune venue owing 
to its core location within the neighbouring communities of 
Boipatong (to the east), Bophelong (to the west), Sebokeng (to 
the north) and Vanderbijlpark (to the south).   
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Issues Raised by Response 

Mr. Mokoena argued that the new location (closer to 
Vanderbijlpark CBD) would be more suitable for members of 
the public to attend the meeting.  On the contrary, poor 
attendance of this meeting was noted, with the majority of 
participants querying matters other than that which the meeting 
was intended for.   
 
Mr. Mokoena’s argument that the location of the public 
meeting, to highlight the dispersion modelling results and 
provide background to the proposed applications, is not of 
such to draw local interest is unjustified, as there has also 
been interest on even a national level with involvement from 
NPO’s based in Kwazulu Natal and in the Cape.   
 
It should be noted that the public meeting which was arranged 
as part of the public participation process is over and above 
what is legally required.  Furthermore, all directly notified 
I&AP’s (which constitute a database at the ArcelorMittal 
Vanderbijlpark Works) had the opportunity to raise concerns 
regarding the venue location prior to the meeting. 
 
English is the preferred language of communication as English 
is a universal language 

Technical 

Maps and modelling results provided in the 
AIR and in the annexures, are illegible and not 
in compliance with the Regulation regarding Air 
Dispersion Modelling (GN R533, GG 37804, 11 
July 2014).  As such, we are unable to 
adequately assess the AIR 

Michelle Koyama 
Centre for Environmental Rights 
Written Submission received 22/02/2019 

The AIR has been conducted as per the Regulations as 
stipulated in NEM:AQA, please see Appendix C of the report 
(AIR).  
 
The report has been corrected to ensure that the mapping and 
modelling results were legible. 

General 

Annexure A to the draft AIR is missing, and 
Annexure B is illegible and appears to be 
incomplete. Please provide the complete and 
legible annexures. 

Michelle Koyama 
Centre for Environmental Rights 
Written Submission received 22/02/2019 

Appendix A (merely an informative appendix, i.e. the facility’s 
AEL) has been included and the resolution of Appendix B has 
been improved.  Unfortunately, there was some distortion 
when the document was compressed in order to facilitate 
downloading. 
 
Appendix B is complete according to the requirements of an 
AIR. 
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This was rectified and the report sent to stakeholders. 

The draft AIR is not signed by person who 
compiled nor was it reviewed.  Further, the  
accuracy of the draft AIR was verified by an 
AMSA accountant, Johan Hattingh. This is 
irregular.  Please note that the report has to be 
conducted and verified by  “a person registered 
as a professional engineer or as a professional 
natural scientist” in terms of section 12(a) of 
the Listing Regulations under AQA. 

Michelle Koyama 
Centre for Environmental Rights 
Written Submission received 22/02/2019 

The hard copy for submission will be signed by all relevant 
parties once comments from I&AP’s are received and 
responded to. 
 
Please note that Mr Hattingh is not an accountant but rather 
was given signing powers from the accounting officers of 
AMSA, stating that the information presented in the report is 
“factually true and correct”, Mr Hattingh is the Environmental 
Manager for AMSA as designated in the declaration.  
 
The accuracy of the report has been verified by Dr Raylene 
Watson, a registered professional natural scientist with 
SACNASP. 

Is there any kind of motivation document or 
application associated with this request? Or is 
the BID and the AIR the only two documents 
available? 

Ramen Pejan 
Earth Justice 
Written Submission received 01/03/2019 

There is no application form for a postponement, the AIR is the 
basis for the postponement, the report is aimed at motivating 
the need for a postponement.  
 
The documents circulated to I&APs are the only ones 
available, the BID document is just a means of introducing the 
project to stakeholders and providing details on how to get 
involved in the process. 
 

I am a direct neighbour of Arcelor Mittal on 
their western side. I want to sent you some 
pictures of direct pollution, please forward 
them as i will also make sure The pollution 
generated by AMSA is having a huge impact 
on our family + animals health and wellbeing. 
 
 I have taken a lot of pictures over the years 
and communicated and complained over the 
pollution still to no effect. Please be advised 
that we have serious health problems due to 
pollution The poisonous gasses/ dust have 
also made our animals abort calves and not 
reproducing normally and even serious 
deformities Even my step daughter had a 

Johan Dewing 
Landowner 
Written Submission received 12/03/2019 

The comment has been received and forwarded to 
ArcelorMittal. 
 
Please note that these comments fall outside the scope of this 
application process, ArcelorMittal has requested that these 
issues are addressed at the Waste Disposal Site Multi-
Stakeholder Monitoring Committee forum which is the correct 
forum to address issues raised of which the stakeholder has 
attended previously.  Furthermore, other avenues have been 
utilised by the stakeholder to raise the same concerns. 
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miscarriage after a few nights of heavy 
pollution- shocking as the previous days she 
kept sending  messages complaining over the 
pollution to AMSA environmental manager.  
 
The pollution in our area is becoming 
progressively worse maybe because their slag-
heap is getting higher nearing 40 meters Also 
trees /plants etc is not growing as they should 
and our animals growth and production is 
being impacted by pollution. It is so bad. 

groundWork Submission 

On 22 February 2019, Royal HaskoningDHV 
was notified that many parts of the AIR was 
illegible or missing 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
In the electronic version of the AIR, some of the images were 
distorted due to compression of the file to facilitate   
downloading by I&AP’s.  All the technical detail of the AIR was 
legible and the critical outcomes of the air quality assessment 
were clearly presented. A hardcopy of the report was also 
available for public review. 
 
This was also addressed in the response above to Ms. 
Michelle Koyama above. 
 

This proposed alternative standard [for H2S] is 
approximately 15 times greater than the 
standard for existing plants (10mg/Nm3) and 
20 times greater than the standard for new 
plants (7mg/Nm3), as required under the MES 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The current H2S standard prescribed under Sub-category 3.2: 
Coke Production was not originally intended for stack 
emissions from coke batteries.  Initially this standard was 
included in the List of Activities, published i.t.o. S.21 of the 
NEM: AQA, for use at the discretion of the licencing authority. 
Insofar as the H2S minimum emission standard under Sub-
category 3.2: Coke Production is concerned, it is important to 
take cognizance of the history in development of the National 
Minimum Emission Standards for coke ovens from the initial 
draft to the presently applicable (2013) version.   
 
It is advised that the H2S minimum emission standard 
prescribed for coke ovens under this sub-category, i.e. 10 



 
P r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  

 

27 March 2019   MD4178-RHD-ZZ-XX-RP-Z-
0001 

40  

 

Issues Raised by Response 

mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants, were 
never intended to regulate H2S emissions from coke battery 
stacks but was in fact aimed at controlling H2S emissions from 
the coke production process as a whole.  These limit values 
were based on Australian NSW Regulations which were 
subsequently withdrawn by the NSW EPA in 2009, with a 
proviso allowing the relevant authority to set alternative 
restrictions on hydrogen sulphide emissions.   
 
Furthermore, similar processes in the List of Activities in which 
coal-derived gas is generated, are afforded an H2S Minimum 
Emission Standard for new plants of 3500 mg/Nm3, which is 
orders of magnitude greater than the H2S standard prescribed 
for coke production and by-product (including coke oven gas) 
recovery, i.e. 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants. 

It should be noted that the List of Activities 
regulations under this category regulates 
hydrogen chloride, not hydrochloric acid 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
Hydrogen chloride (which is soluble in water) emissions from 
the lurgi plant reacts with water vapour in the process to form 
an aqueous solution of hydrochloric acid which is consequently 
sampled.  The results are expressed as HCl.  It should be 
noted that hydrogen chloride and hydrochloric acid are 
synonyms for the same substance defined by the chemical 
formula HCl. 

Their BID and AIR fail to meet minimum 
requirements for such applications 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The requirements as stipulated in the Regulations Prescribing 
the Format of Atmospheric Impact Reports (GN 747 GG 
36904; 11 October 2013) and the Public Participation 
Guideline (GN 807 GG 35769; 10 October 2012) were used as 
the basis for compilation of these respective documents.   
 
As per the prescribed format of an Atmospheric Impact Report, 
a guiding checklist is available, and has been completed to 
ensure all relevant information is provided and that the relevant 
formatting is implemented. 
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AMSA’s applications should be denied 
because ambient air quality in the Vaal 
Triangle area, the location of AMSA’s 
Vanderbijlpark Works, is not compliant with the 
applicable National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The postponements / alternative plant standards applied for, 
either relate to pollutants for which there are no applicable 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards, i.e. H2S and HCl, or 
there is material compliance with the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards in the area for the pollutants applied for, i.e. 
SO2 (The DEA’s Sebokeng station was used as reference 
based on available data).  Only 6 SO2 exceedences to the 
hourly ambient standard of 134ppb have been recorded over 
the past 5 years.   
 
Furthermore, the AIR modelling demonstrates that there is no 
material increased health risk for H2S and HCl (modelling 
results indicate the ambient concentrations of these pollutants 
are well below the international ambient guidelines when 
considering the proposed applications).  Therefore 
groundWork’s submission that AMSA’s requests are unlawful 
is invalid. 

 
AMSA has vastly misinterpreted the 
requirements of the MES and AQA to 
conveniently allow it submit an alternative new 
plant standard for extremely toxic Hydrogen 
Sulphide that is 20 times less protective than 
the standard required by the MES for new 
plants and 15 times less protective than the 
standard for existing plants, as well as an 
alternative standard for sulphur dioxide that is 
over three times less protective than the 
required standard. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
 
This statement in no way reflects on the ambient air quality 
criteria required to apply for an alternative emission standard, 
i.e.  

i) There is material compliance with the NAAQS in 
the area for the pollutant or pollutants applied for; 
or  

ii) The AIR does not show a material increased 
health risk where there is no ambient air quality 
standard.  The modelling results indicate that there 
will be a negligible impact on ambient H2S 
concentrations should the alternative standard of 
150 mg/Nm3 be granted for coke battery stack 
emissions.   

 
The WHO ambient standard of 14 µg/m3 was used as a 
guideline in the modelling exercise.  The highest predicted 



 
P r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  

 

27 March 2019   MD4178-RHD-ZZ-XX-RP-Z-
0001 

42  

 

Issues Raised by Response 

ambient H2S concentrations with battery stack emissions at 
150 mg/Nm3 were in the region of 6 µg/m3.  Furthermore, 
similar processes in the List of Activities in which coal-derived 
gas is generated, are afforded an H2S Minimum Emission 
Standard for new plants of 3500 mg/Nm3, which is orders of 
magnitude greater than the H2S standard prescribed for coke 
production and by-product (including coke oven gas) recovery, 
i.e. 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants. 

 
BID and AIR are missing vital information 
necessary for the public to adequately assess 
the application 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

The BID and AIR provide adequate information in a succinct 
manner which effectively summarises the potential impacts of 
the proposed applications on ambient air quality in the area.  
Modelling results were also assessed against relevant local 
published standards and international guidelines (WHO and 
EPA), where there are currently no local ambient standards, to 
ascertain the potential health risk of the applications. 
 
The BID document is a method of providing basic information 
about the project to the public with a focus on detailing how 
interested and Affected parties can participate in the public 
participation process. The BID was compiled using the EIA 
Regulations  as prescribed by DEA. 

AMSA should not be granted its requests for 
postponements because its Vanderbijlpark 
Works facility is in an area that is non-
compliant with ambient air quality standards 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
On the contrary, the postponements / alternative plant 
standards applied for either relate to pollutants for which there 
are no applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards, i.e. 
H2S and HCl, or there is material compliance with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards in the area for the pollutants 
applied for, i.e. SO2.  Only 6 SO2 exceedences to the hourly 
ambient standard of 134ppb have been recorded over the past 
5 years.  Furthermore, the AIR modelling demonstrates that 
there is no material increased health risk for H2S and HCl. 

AMSA’s requested postponements of its 
Hydrogen Chloride (HCl) emissions and 
special arrangement for sulphur recovery 
should be denied as per the requirements of 
the 2017 Framework, because its plant is 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The mere fact that the facility is located in the VTAPA does not 
preclude AMSA from applying for postponements / alternative 
plant standards.  “The Vaal Triangle was declared a priority 
area due to the concern of elevated pollutant concentrations in 
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situated within the Vaal Triangle Airshed 
Priority Area (VTAPA). 

the area, specifically particulates” (own emphasis) (VTAPA 
AQMP 2009; GN R.613 GG 32263).  AMSA is not applying for 
a postponement or an alternative plant standard for particulate 
matter. 
 

The VTAPA AQMP has been in place since 
2009, and its primary objective is to bring the 
air quality in the Vaal Triangle in line with all 
NAAQS. Even though the Vaal Triangle 
Airshed was  declared a priority area almost 13 
years ago – with the specific  aim  of reducing 
pollution so  that it no longer exceeds the 
national ambient air quality standards ( AAQS)  
–  regular,  significant  exceedances  of  the  
NAAQS,  due  largely  to  industrial sources, 
remain common in this area. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The “significant exceedences” are not associated with ambient 
SO2 concentrations, the pollutant for which AMSA is applying 
for postponement / alternative emission standard.  In addition, 
no NAAQS currently exists for H2S and HCl (the other 
pollutants for which AMSA is applying for postponement / 
alternative emission standard. 

AMSA cannot propose an alternative new plant 
standard that is equal to or less protective than 
existing plant standards and that would allow it 
to avoid compliance with applicable new plant 
standards indefinitely 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The current H2S standard prescribed under Sub-category 3.2: 
Coke Production was not originally intended for stack 
emissions from coke batteries.  Initially this standard was 
included in the List of Activities, published i.t.o. S.21 of the 
NEM: AQA, for use at the discretion of the licencing authority. 
Insofar as the H2S minimum emission standard under Sub-
category 3.2: Coke Production is concerned, it is important to 
take cognizance of the history in development of the National 
Minimum Emission Standards for coke ovens from the initial 
draft to the presently applicable (2013) version.   
 
It is advised that the H2S minimum emission standard 
prescribed for coke ovens under this sub-category, i.e. 10 
mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants, were 
never intended to regulate H2S emissions from coke battery 
stacks but was in fact aimed at controlling H2S emissions from 
the coke production process as a whole.  These limit values 
were based on Australian NSW Regulations which were 
subsequently withdrawn by the NSW EPA in 2009, with a 
proviso allowing the relevant authority to set alternative 
restrictions on hydrogen sulphide emissions.   
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There is no legal restriction i.t.o. the value assigned to an 
alternative emission standard.  The applicant should merely be 
able to demonstrate that either: i) There is material compliance 
with the NAAQS in the area for the pollutant or pollutants 
applied for; or ii) The AIR does not show a material increased 
health risk where there is no ambient air quality standard. 

In  order  to  meet  these  overarching  
objectives,  the  2017  Framework  and  the  
List  of Activities regulation allow for 
postponement or suspension applications 
under narrow circumstances.  
 
An operator may only ask for a once-‐off 

postponement for five-‐years or suspension 
until 2030  for new plant standards, and 
specifies clearly that no postponement or 
suspension shall be allowed  for existing plant 
standards. Under very strict  criteria,  that  
AMSA  does  not  meet,  operators can  also  
submit  an  application regarding an alternative 
new plant standard. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The criteria which an applicant needs to fulfil when applying for 
an alternative emission standard is as follows: 

S.12A ”(a)…the plant is in compliance with other 
emission standards but can’t comply with a 
particular pollutant or pollutants; 

 (b) An application must demonstrate a 
previous reduction in emissions of the said 
pollutant or pollutants, measures and direct 
investments implemented towards compliance 
with the relevant new plant standards; 

 (c)(i)…there is material compliance with the 
national ambient air quality standards in  the 
area for the pollutant or pollutants applied for; 

     (ii) the Atmospheric Impact Report does not 
show a material increased health  

                 risk where there is no ambient air quality 
standard.” 

 
AMSA’s application fulfils all the above criteria as legislated. 

AMSA is requesting a new plant standard for 
SO2 that is equivalent to the existing plant 
standard under the MES of 1700 mg/Nm3.   
 
This standard is over three times less 
protective than the applicable new plant 
standard.  For its H2S emissions, AMSA is 
proposing an alternative standard that is 20 
times less protective than the new plant 
standard and 15 times less protective than the 
applicable existing plant standard. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
For SO2, there is material compliance with the NAAQS in the 
area for the pollutant applied for.  Furthermore, the dispersion 
results indicate that the scenario in which the proposed 
alternative emission standards were modelled yielded a non-
substantial contribution to the ambient SO2 concentrations.   
 
For H2S (for which there is no NAAQS), the AIR does not 
show a material increased health risk at the proposed 
alternative emission standard.  Furthermore, similar processes 
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in the List of Activities in which coal-derived gas is generated, 
are afforded an H2S Minimum Emission Standard for new 
plants of 3500 mg/Nm3, which is orders of magnitude greater 
than the H2S standard prescribed for coke production and by-
product (including coke oven gas) recovery, i.e. 7 mg/Nm3 for 

new plants. 
It is clear that AMSA does not intend to ever 
comply with the applicable new plant MES 
for SO2, and in the case of H2S it cannot 
comply even with the applicable existing plant 
standard.  
 
Therefore, AMSA could not have applied for a 
once-‐off five-‐year postponement  for  either   
pollutant.  For  H2S,  AMSA  would  also  be  
precluded  from  a postponement  application  
because  it  cannot  meet  existing  plant  
standards,  and  a postponement from these 
standards are not allowed. In addition,  
 
. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
From a BPEO test perspective (as referenced in the 2017 
National Framework for Air Quality Management), it is not 
practicable to install abatement technology to reduce these 
emissions to below the prescribed emission standards, hence 
the reason for applying for alternative emission standards for 
SO2 (Direct Reduction Kilns) and H2S (Coke Batteries).  
 

AMSA does not plan to close its  operations by 
2030, and thus is not applying for a  once-‐off  
suspension. Instead, AMSA has made  a 
desperate and last minute attempt to by-‐pass 
compliance with the List of Activities regulation  
by requesting incredibly weak alternative 
standards for SO2 and H2S for the life of its 
operations 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
By implication, groundWork is labelling the existing plant 
standard of 1700 mg/Nm3 for SO2 emissions Direct Reduction 
facilities as “incredibly weak”.  This is contradictory to a 
previous statement which notes that “the MES were 
promulgated in an effort to control atmospheric emissions.  
These provisions are integral to guarantee the constitutional 
right to a healthy environment.”  As previously mentioned, the 
current H2S standard prescribed under Sub-category 3.2: 
Coke Production was not originally intended for stack 
emissions from coke batteries.  Insofar as the H2S minimum 
emission standard under Sub-category 3.2: Coke Production is 
concerned, it is important to take cognizance of the history in 
development of the National Minimum Emission Standards for 
coke ovens from the initial draft to the presently applicable 
(2013) version.   
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It is advised that the H2S minimum emission standard 
prescribed for coke ovens under this sub-category, i.e. 10 
mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants, were 
never intended to regulate H2S emissions from coke battery 
stacks but was in fact aimed at controlling H2S emissions from 
the coke production process as a whole.  These limit values 
were based on Australian NSW Regulations which were 
subsequently withdrawn by the NSW EPA in 2009, with a 
proviso allowing the relevant authority to set alternative 
restrictions on hydrogen sulphide emissions.  Numerous other 
emission reduction actions have been taken to reduce the 
overall SO2 and H2S emission load from the Works over the 
past decade (refer to table in subsequent response). 
 

Approving  AMSA’s  proposal  for  these  
alternative  limits  would  render  the  legal  
regime governing postponements and 
suspensions meaningless and defeat the 
purpose of the AQA because it would allow 
a polluter who cannot come close to ever 
complying with the new plant standards to 
simply substitute whatever new plant 
emissions standards they want, no matter 
how weak and not matter how harmful to 
human health and the environment.  
 
If AMSA’s request is approved, it would thus 
indefinitely release toxic pollutants at much 
greater levels than the MES. This would 
amount to an unlawful exemption under the 
law, and defeat the strict protection regime 
laid out in the AQA, List of Activities 
regulations, and 2017 Framework.   It would 
also be a clear violation of section 24 of the 
Constitution. 

 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
 
One need only fulfil the criteria prescribed in S.12A of the 
Amendments to the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum 
Emission Standards in order to apply for an alternative 
emission standard.  AMSA even went a step further and 
included its request for alternative emission standard(s) as part 
of this public participation process – it should be noted that 
S.12A does not require public participation. 
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The regulation specifies that an application for 
an alternative standard can only proceed if the 
‘plant is in compliance with other emission 
standards. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
The AMSA facility comprises a number of different plants.  
‘Plant” in this context is linked to a particular listed activity, 
hence the reason for defining existing and new plant standards 
linked to a particular process in the List of Activities , i.e. Pre-
reduction and Direct Reduction; Coke Production; and 
Inorganic Chemicals Industry.  In all the above plants, the 
other emission standards are complied with.  The wording of 
S.12A is clear that alternative emission limits can be applied 
for by the same plant for more than one pollutant. 

AMSA’s explanation fails to specify measures 
and direct investments taken to comply with 
the standards 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The various air quality management interventions undertaken 
by AMSA have been summarised in the AIR as well as 
elaborated on in the public meeting held.  A summary of the 
interventions aimed at reducing SO2 and H2S emissions from 
the facility as a whole has been included in Appendix D1 of this 
issues trail. 

AMSA also fails to meet the third requirement 
for SO2 because it has not proven that there 
is material compliance with the ambient air 
quality standard in the area for this pollutant.  
For H2S AMSA does not meet this 
requirement because it has not assessed the 
health risks from the potential increase of H2S 
(required because there are no ambient 
standards for this pollutant). 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The modelled ambient concentrations of SO2 were assessed 
against the prescribed NAAQS.  Furthermore, the potential 
health risk, based on predicted exposure concentrations of 
H2S, was evaluated. 

AMSA has not disclosed what stations it 
assessed to support its findings 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
It was noted in the AIR that the DEA’s Sebokeng Station (in 
closest proximity to the facility) was used to assess compliance 
to the NAAQS for SO2. 

 
AMSA has not assessed the health impacts 
for its request to emit H2S at 20 times greater 
levels 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
 
It should be noted that there is no onus on an applicant to 
assess the health impacts.  The legislation prescribes that an 
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assessment of the health risk associated with the application is 
assessed.  For H2S, the AIR demonstrates that there is no 
material increased health risk at the proposed alternative 
emission standard.  The maximum predicted ambient H2S 
concentration is well below the WHO guideline of 14 µg/m3. 

 
At levels near, but below, AMSA’s requested 
alternative standard, H2S can cause olfactory 
paralysis 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
There is a distinct difference between stack emission 
concentrations (unit of measure: mg/m3) and ambient 
concentrations (unit of measure: µg/m3).  One cannot compare 
the possible health effects at emitted concentrations with 
actual ambient conditions.  The modelled ambient H2S 
concentrations consequent to H2S emissions from the 
batteries at the proposed alternative standard have been 
assessed from a health risk perspective. 

 
In summary, AMSA’s application should be 
denied because it failed to meet all three 
requirements for an alternative new plant 
standard for both H2S and SO2 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
AMSA’s application fulfils all criteria listed under S.12A of the 
Amendments to the Listed Activities and Associated Minimum 
Emission Standards. 

 
Nothing in the List of Activities regulation and 
2017 Framework allows AMSA to request a 
postponement of the special arrangements 
listed under each sub-category of activity. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
 
Similarly, nothing in the List of Activities regulation and 2017 
Framework precludes AMSA from requesting a postponement 
to achieve the requirements prescribed in the special 
arrangements.  In effect, the specific special arrangement is 
aimed at reducing sulphur emissions, and the 90% 
recovery/1000mg/m3 limit is akin to a minimum emission 
standard.   
Paragraph (11) of the MES permits an application for a 
postponement of compliance timeframes from paragraphs (9) 
and (10) for an existing plant. Paragraphs (9) and (10) refer to 
compliance timeframes "as contained in Part 3". Part 3 is 
headed "Minimum Emission Standards", and consequently all 
emission standards contained in the categories and 
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subcategories which form part of Part 3, have compliance 
timeframes.  
 
These timeframes were specified in paragraphs (9) and (10) as 
being 1 April 2015 and 1 April 2020 respectively. These 
timeframes apply to the special arrangements, because they 
form part of the MES under Part 3. It should be noted further 
that there is no timeline attached to this special arrangement, 
begging the question whether it only applies to new plants.   
 

For SO2, as mentioned, AMSA provides no 
explanation or evidence as to why it is not 
‘economically feasible’ to meet the MES, or 
explanation or evidence concerning whether it 
would be feasible to use low-sulphur content 
coal and what efforts it has made to secure 
such coal. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
Concerted effort is placed on a monthly basis to assess the 
potential sources of coal.  From an abatement technology 
perspective, the flow rate from the Direct Reduction kilns alone 
(±400 000 m3/hr), there is no gas purification plant that can 
cater for such volumes of gas 

AMSA statement that it is unfeasible for ‘Coke 
Batteries of the technology and age as those 
at AMSAVW’ to achieve either the existing or 
new plant standards for H2S is a vague and 
general statement that fails to specify 
measures and direct investments to comply 
with the standards 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
As previously mentioned, the current H2S standard prescribed 
under Sub-category 3.2: Coke Production was not originally 
intended for stack emissions from coke batteries.  Initially this 
standard was included in the List of Activities, published i.t.o. 
S.21 of the NEM: AQA, for use at the discretion of the licencing 
authority.  Insofar as the H2S minimum emission standard 
under Sub-category 3.2: Coke Production is concerned, it is 
important to take cognizance of the history in development of 
the National Minimum Emission Standards for coke ovens from 
the initial draft to the presently applicable (2013) version.   
 
It is advised that the H2S minimum emission standard 
prescribed for coke ovens under this sub-category, i.e. 10 
mg/Nm3 for existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new plants, were 
never intended to regulate H2S emissions from coke battery 
stacks but was in fact aimed at controlling H2S emissions from 
the coke production process as a whole.  These limit values 
were based on Australian NSW Regulations which were 
subsequently withdrawn by the NSW EPA in 2009, with a 
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proviso allowing the relevant authority to set alternative 
restrictions on hydrogen sulphide emissions 

 
AMSA was therefore well aware of this 
provision at least from April 2010, and was 
aware from several years before that the MES 
would come into force, requiring the 
necessary emission control measures to 
ensure compliance with the law 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
In general, AMSA is achieving the new plant standard of 30 
mg/Nm3 for HCl at the lurgi facility with the current abatement 
technology.  However, on occasion, emission spikes are noted 
which demonstrates that under certain conditions, the current 
abatement control is not sustainably efficient, hence the 
decision to investigate additional controls to ensure the 
prescribed 30 mg/Nm3 is not exceeded. 

AMSA has not adequately explained why it 
has not been able to meet this requirement 
despite over ten years of notice.  For example, 
AMSA does not explain why it took over ten 
years for it to recognise that its initial project 
would fail to adequately recover sulphur and 
why it did not invest in new state-of-the-art 
technology in time to comply with the MES 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
Over R330m was invested in the original project to reduce the 
sulphur content in the gas generated as a by-product in the 
coke making process.  It would have been rather irresponsible 
for AMSA not to attempt to resolve issues with the sulphur 
recovery plant and outright abandon the costly gas cleaning 
facilities.  Despite these attempts to repair the plant, the 
sulphur recovery equipment never operated for extended 
periods without some or other failure.  Hence the decision to 
invest in the installation of new facilities.  It should be 
acknowledged that the detailed investigation and procurement 
of close to R1 billion worth of gas cleaning equipment does not 
happen overnight 

AMSA should be reporting the maximum 
concentrations from its facility regardless of 
where it is, not just the maximum at the site 
boundary 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The emission dispersion plots clearly indicate that the 
modelled boundaries are significantly further than the fence-
line of AMSA (i.e. beyond Centurion to the North and Heilbron 
to the South). 

 
On  page  56 of the AIR,  AMSA  
acknowledges  that  there  is  uncertainty  
regarding  AERMOD modeling results and 
that, therefore, monitoring should be carried 
out to confirm the modeling results. But then 
AMSA on page 57 o f  t h e  A I R  provides 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
Modelled results were assessed against measured, verifiable 
data from the ambient monitoring station operated by the DEA. 
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monitoring results for only one monitor – 
Sebokeng – and one pollutant – SO2. 
AMSA notes that the monitor is north of the 
site, presumably in or near the town of 
Sebokeng which is 
 

1.8 km north of the site and 6km north of 

the main operations on the site. No 

information  is  provided,  however,  to  show  

that  such  monitoring  results  are 

representative of the highest likely impacts 
from the facility. 
 
Typically, emissions are quite high during 
startup, shutdown, and maintenance because 
pollution controls are operating only partially 
or not at all during those conditions. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
Start-up, shutdown and maintenance conditions are managed 
in accordance with the requirement stipulated in AMSA’s AEL. 

 
Table 12 on page 63 of the AIR fails to identify 
the 1-hour SO2 NAAQS in the US 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
This is irrelevant since there is a local NAAQS 

The 1-hour, 24-hour, and annual SO2 impacts 
are the same for Scenarios 3 and 4, which 
means either the numbers are wrong, or 
they the AIR is not comparing AMSA’s 
proposed postponement and alternative 
scenario with a scenario in which the facility 
complies with the MES. 
 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 

 
The emissions expected to be released between Scenario 3 
and Scenario 4 result in the dispersion modelling scenarios 
having a maximum ambient concentration that is very close, 
with the results being less than one thousandth of µg/m³ apart 

 

The 1-‐hour H2S impacts are the same for 
Scenario 3 and 4, even though Scenario 3 
has higher H2S emissions. 
 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
The emissions expected to be released between Scenario 3 
and Scenario 4 result in the dispersion modelling scenarios 
having a maximum ambient concentration that is very close, 
with the results being less than one thousandth of µg/m³ apart 

There is no evidence that AMSA has checked 
its model against actual data on the ground to 
understand it its model is calibrated correctly 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
In light of the myriad of pollutant sources in the VTAPA and the 
fact that the worst-case results are presented from the 
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modelling exercise, it is very difficult, if not impossible, to 
correlate actual vs. modelled results.  

It is not possible to verify the results in the AIR 
without having access to all of the air quality 
modelling files that AMSA or its consultant 
used. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
Sufficient data has been provided within the AIR for all input 
parameters to be entered into a model for verification and for 
additional modelling to be undertaken. All Source Input Files 
are available on request and will be provided to the 
Department should verification be required 

AMSA’s repeated non-compliance with its AEL 
should preclude it from seeking 
postponements or alternative standards. 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
This argument is unsubstantiated and the grounds for such a 
preclusion is not supported.  AMSA’s application fulfils all 
legislated criteria for seeking particular postponements or 
alternative standards. 

AMSA is not a ‘fit and proper person’ as 
required by AQA, and as such should not be 
[able] to seek a postponement or alternative 
standards under the MES 

S.(Bobby) Peek 
Director of groundwork 
Written Submission received 11/03/2019 

Response from ArcelorMittal: 
 
Whilst AMSA denies it is not a fit and proper person as 
contemplated in Section 49 of AQA, the above statement is 
entirely irrelevant and misplaced.  Section 49 is clear that the 
criteria for a fit and proper person are relevant only to 
applications in terms of Chapter 5 of AQA, and which a licensing 
authority must take into account, together with all other relevant 
factors.  This is not an application in terms of Chapter 5 of AQA, 
but in terms of the MES. 
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Appendix D1: interventions aimed at reducing SO2 and H2S emissions 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2007 TO 
2018) 

  

  
  
  
  
  

COMMENCEMENT 
DATE 

  
EMISSION STATUS 
Reductions Achieved 

  

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION OF POLLUTANTS 

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED 
  

Emission 
status 
before 

interventions 
  

Emission 
status after 

interventions 
  

TONS PER 
ANNUM 

INVESTMENT / OPPORTUNITY 
COST 

Secondary Dust Extraction System at EAF - 
Install secondary dust/fume extraction with its 
own bag filter system.  This system would have 
mitigated fumes and dust escaping through the 
openings in the roof. This project was not 
economically feasible to be implemented, thus 
the EAF plant was switched off. 
  

2013 Fugitive 
particulate 
emissions  

Fugitive 
particulate 
emission 
reduction 

646 t/a dust 
roof emissions  
  
From point 
sources 28 t/a 
reduction for 
works and 
SO2 reduction 
of 136 t/a 
achieved 

Capital constraints  

Battery 1 mothballed due to end-of-life and 
environmental compliance (duty of care) 
concerns  

2009 – Battery 1 
  

Fugitive and 
point source 
emissions  

Point source 
and H2S/SO2 

emission 
reduction  

PM reduction 
of 17 t/a with 
58 t/a SO2 

reduction and 
13.4 t/a H2S 

reduction 

Associated finances and R1.1 
billion/annum loss on market coke 
sales revenue 

Battery 3 mothballed due to end-of-life and 
environmental compliance (duty of care) 
concerns 

2013 – Battery 3 Fugitive and 
point source 
emissions  

Point source 
and H2S/SO2 

emission 
reduction 

PM reduction 
of 17 t/a with 
58 t/a SO2 

reduction and 

R167 million/annum loss on replacing 
local coke production with import coke 
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13.4 t/a H2S 

reduction 

Coke Oven Clean Gas and Water Project 
  
The Coke Oven Clean Gas and Water Project 
was commissioned to, amongst others, remove 
a significant portion of sulphur from the coke 
oven gas which is generated as a by-product in 
the coke making process, and utilised as a fuel 
source at the batteries and other down-stream 
facilities such as reheating furnaces.  The 
relevant gas cleaning facilities (Elemental 
Sulphur Plant) were effective in reducing the 
H2S content in the coke oven gas from in 

excess of 6 g/Nm
3
 to below 1.5 g/Nm

3
.  During 

the combustion process, the H2S in the gas is 

converted to SO2. 

  
This reduction translated into a cumulative SO2 

reduction at the Works of 3400 t/annum. 
  
Unfortunately, during 2011 numerous 
challenges were encountered to sustain 
operations of the Elemental Sulphur Plant for 
various reasons.  At the point where repairs 
were no longer viable, there was a change in 
strategy to ensure the long-term, sustainable 
operations of the gas cleaning facilities.  
Oversees experts were subsequently sourced 
to identify operational deficiencies and 
recommend corrective and preventative 
actions.  A complete overhaul / refurbishment of 
the gas cleaning facilities was recommended at 
a cost of over R1 billion.  The project timeline 
for this project is 2.5 years from order 
placement.  AMSA is currently in the tender 
clarification stage and if all goes according to 
plan, manufacturing will commence in mid-
2019. 

2010 SO2  Reduce SO2, 

reduction 

Cumulative 
SO2 reduction 

at the Works of 
3400 t/a 
  

R350 million (excluding costs 
associated with the incumbent repairs 
in an attempt to sustain operations of 
the Claus reactor). 
  
Committed future investment: R1.3 
billion to reinstate, amongst others, 
sulphur removal from the coke oven 
gas (2019 – 2021). 
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Sinter Clean Gas Unit - Installation of emission 
abatement technology (bag filter system) to 
reduce particulate emissions from the entire 
Sinter Plant. The addition of lime-dosing 
facilities was also introduced to reduce SO2 

emissions. 

 2012 PM, SO2 PM, SO2 
reduction 

PM reduction 
of 1 379 t/a 
SO2 reduction 
of 743 t/a 

R260 million 

Mothballing of Kiln 1 2016 PM, SO2 

emissions 

PM and SO2 

emission 
reduction 

PM reduction 
of 12.5 t/a and 
SO2 reduction 

of 619 t/a 

Plant switched off 

Mothballing of Kiln 2 2016 PM, SO2 

emissions 

PM and SO2 

emission 
reduction 

PM reduction 
of 12.5 t/a and 
SO2 reduction 

of 619 t/a 

Plant switched off 

Mothballing of Kiln 4 2017 PM, SO2 

emissions 

PM and SO2 

emission 
reduction 

PM reduction 
of 12.5 t/a and 
SO2 reduction 

of 619 t/a 

Plant switched off 
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Minutes Royal HaskoningDHV (Pty) Ltd 

Southern & Eastern Africa Transport and Planning 

Present: Terrence Wilson (TW) (ArcelorMittal), Siegfried Spaning (SS) (ArcelorMittal), Johan 

Hattingh (JH) (ArcelorMittal), Ilze Broekman (IB) (ArcelorMittal), Samson Mokoena 

(SM) (Veja), Marcia Ramos (MR) (ArcelorMittal), Seshni Govender (SG) (Royal 

HaskoningDHV) and Stuart Thompson (ST) (EBS Advisory) 

Apologies:   

From: Seshni Govender 

Date: 19 February 2019 

Location: Stonehaven on Vaal, Vanderbijlpark 

Copy:   

Our reference: MD4178_M01_P0.04 

Classification: Project related 

Enclosures:   

  

Subject: PUBLIC MEETING: APPLICATION FOR A POSTPONEMENT AND ALTERNATIVE 

PLANT STANDARDS OF THE LISTED ACTIVITIES AND ASSOCIATED MINIMUM 

EMISSION STANDARDS, ARCELORMITTAL VANDERBIJLPARK WORKS 

  
 

Number Details Response 

1 Introduction  

2 Public Participation: 

 

◼ Initial Notifications: 08 February 2019 

◼ Public Meeting: 19 February 2019 

◼ Commenting Period for Draft Report: 19 

February 2019-22 March 2019 

◼ Submission to DEA: 31 March 2019 

 

3 Technical Presentation: 

 

◼ Vanderbijlpark Works consists of iron-making, 

steel making and rolling facilities 

◼ Currently hold an Atmospheric Emissions 

Licence 

 17 Listed Activities 

 Category 1 – Combustion Installations 

 Category 3 – Carbonisation and Coal 

Gasification 

 Category 4 – Metallurgical Industry 

 Category 5 – Mineral Processing, Storage 

and Handling 

 Category 7 – Inorganic Chemicals Industry 
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◼ ArcelorMittal intends to apply for a 

postponement of the compliance timeframes 

to achieve the minimum emissions standards 

for certain plants at the Vanderbijlpark Works 

◼ Three aspects 

 Coke Ovens – H2S 

 DR Kilns – SO2 

 Lurgi Plants – HCl 

◼ Coke Ovens 

 Postponement application is required for 

the special arrangement stipulated under 

Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations 

 Although a project has already been 

initiated to, amongst others, revive sulphur 

recovery from the coke oven gas 

 Deadline will not be achievable owing to 

the complexity of the intended upgrades to 

the gas cleaning facilities.  

 Despite numerous attempts to ensure 

operations of the current sulphur recovery 

facilities, the long-term operation of this 

failing equipment was no longer feasible. 

 Hence the decision to invest in the 

installation of new, state-of-the-art 

equipment for the cleaning and 

recirculation of by-product coke oven gas 

for utilisation as a fuel source on site. 

 Although the above-mentioned upgrades 

are anticipated to aid in a partial reduction 

of H2S emitted from the coke battery 

stacks, it is not foreseen that the recovery 

of sulphur from the coke oven gas will yield 

H2S stack emissions below the prescribed 

minimum emission standards.  

Achievement of both the current 

prescribed H2S standard of 10 mg/Nm3 for 

existing plants and 7 mg/Nm3 for new 

plants (to be achieved by all plants by 1 

April 2020) is unfeasible for Coke Batteries 

of the technology and age as those at the 

Works. An alternative H2S stack emission 

standard of 150 mg/Nm3 will thus be 

proposed for the 5 coke batteries on site. 
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◼ Direct Reduction Kilns 

 Postponement for the Direct Reduction 

kilns (3 in operation) to achieve the new 

plant emission standard for SO2 of 500 

mg/Nm³ (Sub-category 4.12: Pre-reduction 

and Direct Reduction).   

 It is not economically feasible to achieve 

this standard for the direct reduction kilns 

at Vanderbijlpark Works as the SO2 

emissions from the kilns are dependent on 

the sulphur content in the coal which is 

utilised as the fuel and reducing agent in 

the kilns on site.   

 For this reason, an application for an 

alternative emission standard of 1700 

mg/Nm3, aligned with the existing plant 

standard, is proposed to be submitted 

◼ Lurgi Plants 

 Postponement application is required for 

the Lurgi Plants (3 units) (Sub-category 

7.2: Production of Acids) for the 

regeneration of Hydrochloric Acid at the 

Works. 

 This postponement is anticipated as the 

planned upgrades to the scrubbing 

facilities at the Lurgi Plant, to reduce and 

sustain the HCl emissions from these 

stacks below the new plant standard of 30 

mg/Nm3, may not be completed or fully 

efficient by 1 April 2020.   

 Pending the outcome of the upgrade trials 

scheduled for February/March 2019, a 

postponement of compliance timeframes 

to achieve the new plant standard may be 

necessary, should the standard not be 

achievable with the upgraded plant.  A final 

decision on this matter can only be made 

subsequent to the trials. 

◼ Modelling Scenarios 

 

The proposed air quality ambient impacts 
associated with the following four operational 
scenarios: 



 

20 February 2019 MD4178_M01_P0.04 4/6 

 

Number Details Response 

1 Status Quo – Current routine operations at 

ArcelorMittal South Africa Vanderbijlpark 

Works (AMSAVW);  

2 Current AEL Limits – Authorised emission 

ceiling; 

3 New minimum emission Standards - Future 

Performance based on current emissions with 

alternative coke battery standard for H2S (150 

mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 

mg/Nm3), whilst also considering the 

proposed postponements; and  

4 Current minimum emission Standards - 

Future Performance based on current 

emissions with achievement of existing plant 

standards for the coke batteries, direct 

reduction kilns and lurgi units. 

 
The outputs of this modelling exercise represents 
four scenarios, namely, authorised emission 
releases as per AEL (emission ceiling), current 
routine operations (status-quo),  future 
performance based on current emissions with 
achievement of new plant standards for the coke 
batteries, direct reduction kilns and lurgi units; 
and the future performance based on current 
emissions with alternative coke battery standard 
for H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 
(1 700 mg/Nm3), whilst also taking into account 
the proposed postponements.   
 
The majority of the airborne pollutants are 
compliant to the national ambient air quality 
standards, with SO2, and NOx exceeding the 
national ambient air quality standard, under 
Scenario 1 and 2 respectively.  
 
The SO2 during the current Status Quo routine 
operations and for the current AEL Conditions 
are not compliant to the NAAQS for a 1-Hour 
averaging period only. For these emission 
exceedances, a total of 88 exceedances are 
allowed. When analysing the number of 
exceedances, the Status Quo operations will 
result in an exceedance a total of 8 times, and 23 
exceedances are noted under the current AEL 
conditions (authorised emission standard).   
There is an exceedance noted for the NOx AEL 
Conditions (it is noted that this scenario merely 
depicts the authorised emission standard and is 
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not a reflection of the current performance), this 
is over a 1-hour averaging period. A total of 911 
exceedances (above the 88 permissible 
exceedances) were modelled.  
 
With the enforcement of the new emission limits 
in April 2020 all pollutants modelled will comply 
with the prescribed ambient standards.  Similar 
under scenario 3, which is the scenario 
AMSAVW are requesting approval for, all 
pollutants modelled will comply with the 
prescribed ambient standards.  

 

4 Discussion: 

 

Issues Raised by Mr Mokoena: 

◼ There should be an adequate public 

participation process, consultation should be 

within the affected communities, the chosen 

venue is not deemed to be adequate as 

people who are affected can’t access it 

◼ Documents should be in appropriate language 

such as Zulu or Sotho 

◼ Communities are being held ransom by poor 

air quality 

 

 

Terrence Wilson (ArcelorMittal):  

 

The public meeting venue was identified as a suitable 
location owing to its roughly central location in the Vaal 
Triangle Airshed Priority Area, i.e. the area which will be 
impacted by the proposed applications.  In a recent 
public meeting which was held at a venue located within 
ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works, in fulfilment of the 
public participation requirements for another 
authorisation process, Mr. Mokoena objected to the 
meeting being held at the Works on the grounds that 
the venue is allegedly inaccessible.   
 
This despite the majority of the workforce at 
ArcelorMittal commuting to work via taxi or by foot on a 
daily basis.  This particular venue was identified as an 
opportune venue owing to its core location within the 
neighbouring communities of Boipatong (to the east), 
Bophelong (to the west), Sebokeng (to the north) and 
Vanderbijlpark (to the south).  Nevertheless, an 
alternative venue was arranged at Mr. Mokoena’s 
request to hold an additional public meeting.   
 
Mr. Mokoena argued that the new location (closer to 
Vanderbijlpark CBD) would be more suitable for 
members of the public to attend the meeting.  On the 
contrary, poor attendance of this meeting was noted, 
with the majority of participants querying matters other 
than that which the meeting was intended for.   
 
Mr. Mokoena’s argument that the location of the public 
meeting, to highlight the dispersion modelling results 
and provide background to the proposed applications, is 
not of such to draw local interest is unjustified, as there 
has also been interest on even a national level with 
involvement from NPO’s based in Kwazulu Natal and in 
the Cape.   
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It should be noted that the public meeting which was 
arranged as part of the public participation process is 
over and above what is legally required.  Furthermore, 
all directly notified I&AP’s (which constitute a database 
at the ArcelorMittal Vanderbijlpark Works) had the 
opportunity to raise concerns regarding the venue 
location prior to the meeting. 
 
English is the preferred language of communication as 
English is a universal language 

 

 



APPLICATIONS FOR THE POSTPONEMENT OF COMPLIANCE

TIMEFRAMES TO ACHIEVE THE MINIMUM EMISSION STANDARDS AND

ALTERNATIVE PLANT STANDARDS FOR CERTAIN PLANTS AT THE

VANDERBIJLPARK WORKS, EMFULENI LOCAL MUNICIPALITY, GAUTENG

PUBLIC MEETING

19 February 2019



13 February 2019

AGENDA

◼ Conduct of the Meeting

◼ Purpose of the Meeting

◼ Introduction of the Team Members

◼ Technical Background of the Project

◼ Public Participation Process

◼ Discussion

◼ Way Forward

2



13 February 2019

CONDUCT OF THE MEETING

◼ Focus on Project Issues 

◼ Equal Participation from all Parties 

◼ Wait for discussion session for questions 

◼ Identify yourself prior asking the question for minute taking purposes 

3



13 February 2019

PURPOSE OF THE MEETING

◼ Provide Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) with information regarding the 

proposed project

◼ Provide an overview of the Public Participation Process (PPP)

◼ Present the finding of the draft Air Quality Impact Assessment 

◼ Provide an opportunity for I&APs to seek clarity and provide input into the project

◼ To record comments raised and include them in the final application

◼ Interact with the project team

4



13 February 2019

Timeframes

Notification 
to I&APS: 

February 
2019

Public Meeting

19 February 
2019

Public Review of 
the Draft Air 
Quality Report:

19 February 
2019- 22 March 
2019

Submit 
Application to 
Authority:

31 March 2019

5



TECHNICAL PRESENTATION

Air Quality Impact Assessment 

6
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TECHNICAL PRESENTATION

◼ ArcelorMittal South Africa, Vanderbijlpark Works is an integrated steel works, which first 

makes iron and then converts the iron to steel and thereafter produces flat steel 

products. Vanderbijlpark Works consists of iron-making, steel making and rolling 

facilities

◼ Currently hold an Atmospheric Emissions Licence

◼ 17 Listed Activities

◼ Category 1 – Combustion Installations

◼ Category 3 – Carbonisation and Coal Gasification

◼ Category 4 – Metallurgical Industry

◼ Category 5 – Mineral Processing, Storage and Handling

◼ Category 7 – Inorganic Chemicals Industry

7



13 February 2019

TECHNICAL PRESENTATION

◼ In response to Section 21 of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 

2004 (Act No. 39 of 2004) (as amended in 2018), ArcelorMittal intends to apply for a 

postponement of the compliance timeframes to achieve the minimum emissions 

standards for certain plants at the Vanderbijlpark Works, Emfuleni Local Municipality, 

Gauteng Province.  

◼ Compliance timeframe - 1 April 2020

◼ Three aspects

◼ Coke Ovens – H2S

◼ DR Kilns – SO2

◼ Lurgi Plants - HCl

8
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Coke Ovens

◼ Postponement application is required for the special arrangement 
stipulated under Sub-category 3.1: Combustion Installations

◼ Which prescribes the recovery of sulphur-containing compounds from 
gases to be used for combustion with a recovery efficiency of not less 
than 90%, measured as hydrogen sulphide.  

◼ Although a project has already been initiated to, amongst others, revive 
sulphur recovery from the coke oven gas

◼ Deadline will not be achievable owing to the complexity of the intended 
upgrades to the gas cleaning facilities. 

◼ Despite numerous attempts to ensure operations of the current sulphur 
recovery facilities, the long-term operation of this failing equipment was 
no longer feasible.

◼ Hence the decision to invest in the installation of new, state-of-the-art 
equipment for the cleaning and recirculation of by-product coke oven 
gas for utilisation as a fuel source on site. 

9
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Direct Reduction Kilns

◼ Postponement for the Direct Reduction kilns (3 in operation) to achieve the new plant 

emission standard for SO2 of 500 mg/Nm³ (Sub-category 4.12: Pre-reduction and Direct 

Reduction).  

◼ It is not economically feasible to achieve this standard for the direct reduction kilns at 

Vanderbijlpark Works as the SO2 emissions from the kilns are dependent on the sulphur 

content in the coal which is utilised as the reducing agent in the kilns on site.  

◼ For this reason, an application for an alternative emission standard of 1700 mg/Nm3, 

aligned with the existing plant standard, is proposed to be submitted

10
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Lurgi Plants

◼ Postponement application is required for the Lurgi Plants (3 units) (Sub-category 7.2: 

Production of Acids) for the regeneration of Hydrochloric Acid at the Works.

◼ This postponement is anticipated as the planned upgrades to the scrubbing facilities at 

the Lurgi Plant, to reduce and sustain the HCl emissions from these stacks below the 

new plant standard of 30 mg/Nm3, may not be completed or fully efficient by 1 April 

2020.  

◼ Pending the outcome of the upgrade trials scheduled for February/March 2019, a 

postponement of compliance timeframes to achieve the new plant standard may be 

necessary, should the standard not be achievable with the upgraded plant.  A final 

decision on this matter can only be made subsequent to the trials.

11
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Modelling Scenarios

1. Current routine operations (status-quo),  

2. Authorised emission releases as per AEL (emission ceiling), 

3. The future performance based on current emissions with alternative coke battery 

standard for H2S (150 mg/Nm3) and kiln standard for SO2 (1 700 mg/Nm3), whilst also 

taking into account the proposed postponements. 

◼ This is the scenario AMSAVW are asking approval for.

4. Future performance based on current emissions with achievement of new plant 

standards for the coke batteries, direct reduction kilns and lurgi units; and 

12
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Sulphur dioxide
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1-Hour 
Modelled

24-Hour 
Modelled

Annual 
Modelled

Exceedences

Status Quo 471.85 64.71 21.69 8

AEL Authorisation 564.92 116.92 28.99 23

Postponement Application 326.02 52.09 16.74

2020 New Plant Standard 326.02 52.09 16.74

Standard (RSA) 350 125 50 88

<1%
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Hydrogen sulphide
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1-Hour 
Modelled

24-Hour 
modelled

Annual 
Modelled

Exceedences

Status Quo 9.74 1.58 0.6

AEL Authorisation 20.99 2.56 0.55

Postponement Application 6.26 0.91 0.3

2020 New Plant Standard 6.26 0.87 0.28

Standard 14 (WHO)

5%
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1-Hour 
Modelled

24-Hour 
modelled

Annual 
Modelled

Exceedences

Status Quo 8.26 1.54 0.29

AEL Authorisation 8.62 2.67 0.29

Postponement Application 8.02 1.51 0.26

2020 New Plant Standard 8.02 1.48 0.25

Standard 20 (EPA)

Hydrogen chloride

15

2%
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TECHNICAL PRESENTATION
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (FROM 2007 TO 2018)

COMMENCEMENT DATE

EMISSION STATUS
Reductions Achieved

UNITS TO THE REDUCTION OF POLLUTANTS

PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED
Emission status 

before interventions
Emission status after 

interventions TONS PER ANNUM INVESTMENT / OPPORTUNITY COST

Secondary Dust Extraction System at EAF - Install secondary dust/fume extraction with its 
own bag filter system.  This system would have mitigated fumes and dust escaping through 
the openings in the roof. This project was not economically feasible to be implemented, thus 
the EAF plant was switched off.

2013 Fugitive particulate 
emissions 

Fugitive particulate 
emission reduction

646 t/a dust roof emissions 

From point sources 28 t/a 
reduction for works and SO2 
reduction of 136 t/a achieved

Capital constraints 

Battery 1 mothballed due to end-of-life and environmental compliance (duty of care) concerns 2009 – Battery 1 Fugitive and point 
source emissions 

Point source and H2S/SO2

emission reduction 
PM reduction of 17 t/a with 58 
t/a SO2 reduction and 13.4 t/a 
H2S reduction

Associated finances and R1.1 billion/annum loss on market coke sales revenue

Battery 3 mothballed due to end-of-life and environmental compliance (duty of care) concerns 2013 – Battery 3 Fugitive and point 
source emissions 

Point source and H2S/SO2 

emission reduction
PM reduction of 17 t/a with 58 
t/a SO2 reduction and 13.4 t/a 
H2S reduction

R167 million/annum loss on replacing local coke production with import coke

Coke Oven Clean Gas and Water Project

The Coke Oven Clean Gas and Water Project was commissioned to, amongst others, remove a 
significant portion of sulphur from the coke oven gas which is generated as a by-product in 
the coke making process, and utilised as a fuel source at the batteries and other down-stream 

facilities such as reheating furnaces.  The relevant gas cleaning facilities (Elemental Sulphur 

Plant) were effective in reducing the H2S content in the coke oven gas from in excess of 6 
g/Nm3 to below 1.5 g/Nm3.  During the combustion process, the H2S in the gas is converted to 
SO2.

This reduction translated into a cumulative SO2 reduction at the Works of 3400 t/annum.

Unfortunately, during 2011 numerous challenges were encountered to sustain operations of 
the Elemental Sulphur Plant for various reasons.  At the point where repairs were no longer 
viable, there was a change in strategy to ensure the long-term, sustainable operations of the 
gas cleaning facilities.  Oversees experts were subsequently sourced to identify operational 
deficiencies and recommend corrective and preventative actions.  A complete overhaul / 
refurbishment of the gas cleaning facilities was recommended at a cost of over R1 billion.  The 
project timeline for this project is 2.5 years from order placement.  AMSA is currently in the 
tender clarification stage and if all goes according to plan, manufacturing will commence in 
mid-2019.

2010 SO2 Reduce SO2, reduction Cumulative SO2 reduction at 
the Works of 3400 t/a

R350 million (excluding costs associated with the incumbent repairs in an 
attempt to sustain operations of the Claus reactor).

Committed future investment: R1.3 billion to reinstate, amongst others, 
sulphur removal from the coke oven gas (2019 – 2021).

Sinter Clean Gas Unit - Installation of emission abatement technology (bag filter system) to 
reduce particulate emissions from the entire Sinter Plant. The addition of lime-dosing facilities 
was also introduced to reduce SO2 emissions.

2012 PM, SO2 PM, SO2 reduction PM reduction of 1 379 t/a
SO2 reduction of 743 t/a

R260 million

Mothballing of Kiln 1 2016 PM, SO2 emissions PM and SO2 emission 
reduction

PM reduction of 12.5 t/a and 
SO2 reduction of 619 t/a

Plant switched off

Mothballing of Kiln 2 2016 PM, SO2 emissions PM and SO2 emission 
reduction

PM reduction of 12.5 t/a and 
SO2 reduction of 619 t/a

Plant switched off

Mothballing of Kiln 4 2017 PM, SO2 emissions PM and SO2 emission 
reduction

PM reduction of 12.5 t/a and 
SO2 reduction of 619 t/a

Plant switched off
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Report Availability 

◼ Royal HaskoningDHV Website:

◼ https://www.royalhaskoningdhv.com/en/south-africa/projects/environmental-reports

◼ Vanderbijlpark Public Library: Klassie Havenga St, Vanderbijlpark
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Way Forward 

◼ Please provide correct contact details including postal addresses

◼ Commenting Period: 11 February 2019 until 22 March 2019

◼ Incorporate all comments received from PPP

◼ Submit to Competent Authority: DEA
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Comments and questions on the project can be forwarded to:
Seshni Govender 
 087 352 1592 

 seshni.govender@rhdhv.com
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THANK YOU

mailto:seshni.govender@rhdhv.com
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Executive Summary 
 
Arcelor Mittal South Africa (AMSA) is at present assessing various options to deal with the legal challenges presented by the 
requirements of the imposition of “new plant” standards to its existing coke oven facilities. This document traces the history of 
the setting on the National Minimum Emission Standards (NMES) for coke ovens from the initial draft to the presently 
applicable (2013) version. It also provides a summary of recent trends in international regulatory approaches to coke oven 
emissions. 
 
The initially published (2010) schedule of listed activities and associated emission limits (including the ‘’special arrangement’’ 
text included in a number of the subcategories) met the procedural requirements for standard setting that DEA set itself in the 
2007 National Framework. The 2013 update of the s21 schedule removed the option for the licensing authority to set 
alternative standards and/or control requirements for hydrogen sulphide emissions, retaining only the numerical values for 
limits on point source emission without this context. 
 
No reference was found in the international literature to limit values being set for the concentration of hydrogen sulphide in the 
coke oven combustion stacks. Control over the sulphur-containing gases in the combustion products is mostly done by setting 
limits on the sulphur content of the gases being used for combustion (i.e. on the inlet side of the flues).  
 
 It is suggested that this might form the basis for a discussion with DEA about legal options that might be pursued. 
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Background to South African Coke Oven related Emission Standards  
 
1 INTRODUCTION 

The National Environmental Management – Air Quality Act regulates emission to air under Section 21 regulations, which 
require stricter emission limits for a number of the Listed Activities to be implemented from 1 April 2020. Limits previously 
applicable to ‘’new plant’’ then become applicable to ‘’existing plant’’ meaning that all facilities in South Africa in that specific 
subcategory must then meet those limits. 
  
Arcelor Mittal South Africa (AMSA) is at present assessing various options to deal with the legal challenges presented by the 
requirements of the imposition of “new plant” standards to its existing coke facilities. This document traces the history of the 
setting on the National Minimum Emission Standards (NMES) for coke ovens from the initial draft to the presently applicable 
(2013) version. 
 
2 INITIAL DRAFT EMISSION STANDARDS 

2.1 The generic standard setting process. 

A standard is not merely a limit value with its associated units. It may also include the averaging period, a permissible frequency 
or exceedance and/or tolerance and an implementation time frame. Section 5.4.3 of the 2007 National Framework (NF) - now 
replaced by updates in 2012 and 2017 - describes the generic standard-setting process for air quality and air quality 
management related standards, which is more than just the identification of the defined standard of a specific pollutant.  The 
protocol proposed follows the steps of hazard identification, establishment of an expert panel (part whose remit is a study of 
internationally applicable standards and Best Available Technology (BAT) documents), setting of the standard and then 
publication of the standard (Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2007). The National Environmental 
Management Act (NEMA) requires environmental management in general to use the Best Practicable Environmental Option 
(BPEO) which is defined as “the option that provides the most benefit or causes the least damage to the environment as a 
whole, at a cost acceptable to society in the long-term as well as in the short-term”. In this context, the Department of 
Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT (subsequently DEA) considers ‘’best’’ to be informed by what can technologically 
be achieved without regard to economic consideration. This is measured by reference to best practice documentation 
published internationally.  
 
2.2 Standard setting for emissions: Approach and time line 

The Department initially appointed the CSIR as contractors for drafting the first proposal for a list of activities to be included in 
the standard-setting process. The scope was  
 
• To compare the scheduled processes under the previous act (the Atmospheric Pollution Prevention Act or APPA) 

with similar lists from Europe and the USA. 
• To develop criteria for activities and appliances to decide if such activities and appliances should be regarded as 

listed activities or as controlled emitters. 
• To propose adding or removing listed activities to or from the APPA list based upon the developed criteria. 
• Based upon European and USA data, propose a way to group listed activities into categories. 
• To propose a list of appliances and/or activities, which meet the criteria for controlled emitters. 
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Subsequent to the production of this list (essentially the main categories of the current section 21 regulation), the Department 
initiated the ‘’AQA Implementation: Listed Activities and Minimum Emission Standards Project’’ with the assistance of Airshed 
Planning Professional (Pty) Ltd to 
  
• continuously engage with all stakeholders around the identification of listed activities and their associated minimum 

emission standards; 
• review current national and international work related to the identification of activities and their related minimum 

emission standards; and 
• based on this work, prepare an initial draft AQA s21 schedule. 
 
This work was initiated in 2007 and resulted in four reports, one of which was an initial s21 schedule. Another report contained 
the details of the extensive consultation with industry-representative groups which took place as part of the process. This 
included the SA Iron and Steel Institute. The proposed schedule was submitted to the SABS Technical Committee on Air 
Quality TC 146 in February 2008. The committee included a working group on the Metallurgical and Mineral Processing 
industry and in May 2009 recommended a s21 for gazetting. After the schedule had been widely circulated within Government, 
the draft was published in July 2009 to meet the statutory requirements for public participation.  Although the Department 
acknowledged that the schedule might not be perfect, a regulatory vacuum needed to be avoided (APPA had been replaced 
by the Air Quality Act in September 2005) and the Minister is in any case empowered by s21 (1) to amend or add to standards 
or activities in the first generation list, or remove activities from the list.  
 
To allow for phasing in of the s21 requirement, the initially published list made provision for standards applying to existing 
plant (that had been commissioned on the date of publication) and new plant.  It included periods of five years for existing 
plant to meet the existing plant requirements, and another 8 years for existing plant to meet new plant requirements. The latter 
was reduced to 5 years when the final list was published in 2010 (Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2010). 
 
2.3 International approaches. 

Because the development of the steel industry in the United States and Europe preceded developments elsewhere, most of 
the early technical and regulatory developments took place there (Easterly, et al., 1992) (Greenfield, 1984) (Hein & Kaiser, 
2012) (Pacific Environmental Services, nd) (US EPA, 1987) (US EPA, 1995). These focused on the technology to limit 
emissions from charging, pushing and quenching, and the reduction of continuous emissions from doors and charging lids. 
There are no references to the control of hydrogen sulphide emissions from the underfiring stacks; the silent assumptions 
seem to be that (i) complete oxidation of the hydrogen sulphide will occur during the combustion process (ii) possibly 
secondarily, that the oxidation of hydrogen sulphide will occur in the atmosphere in any case, and that this contribution to 
atmospheric sulphur dioxide is minor compared to the sulphur dioxide being emitted directly. The possible ‘’leaking’’ of 
hydrogen sulphide and other components of the coal through cracks between the coking chambers to the heating flues was 
addressed indirectly by setting limits on the particulate matter content of the stack gas, either as a concentration limit or as an 
opacity value. The focus in setting limits for sulphur-containing components in the flue gas stacks has therefore been on 
limiting the hydrogen sulphide content of the coke oven gas by either specifying the maximum hydrogen sulphide content in 
the gas used for combustion, or specifying a sulphur removal efficiency for the gas to be used for combustion. 
 
2.3.1 United States. 
 
More recently, the focus has been on reducing the residual risk to health from coke oven emissions using either the MACT 
(Maximum Achievable Emission Rate) route or the LAER (Lowest Achievable Emission Rate) route (US EPA, 2003). Hydrogen 
sulphide was briefly, and erroneously, listed as a Hazardous Air Pollutant and the NESHAP (National Emission Standards for 
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Hazardous Air Pollutants) rules would have applied, but at present other components of coke oven volatiles are the HAP 
compounds of concern for coke ovens. The NESHAP rules apply for that reason (US EPA, 2004) (US EPA, 2005).  
 
2.3.2 Europe. 
 
The main legislative tool for air quality management in Europe is the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) 
directive (European Union, 2010). The targets are applicable to members countries, but the means to achieve these must be 
decided on by the member states. In Germany, the main tool has been the so-called TA Luft (Bundesumweltamt, 2002), the 
operating standards of which have mostly been adopted as European best practice or BAT (European Union, 2012). Limit 
values are set in TA Luft for the concentration of particulate matter and NOx from various operations in coke production, but 
for sulphur-containing emissions the only limit is that set for total sulphur in the heating gas before combustion. Similarly, the 
UK has no emission limits for hydrogen sulphide applicable to the steel sector (Environment Agency, 2004). 
 
2.3.3 Other notable regulatory regimes. 
 
In China, now producing 66% of all the coke globally, specific emission quantity limits (g pollutant per ton production) have 
been set in 2012 for various pollutants in the different operations involved in coke making. Hydrogen sulphide is not included 
as a controlled pollutant (Wang, et al., 2018). Similarly, in India, coke oven stack emissions are set for SO2, NOx and 
Suspended Particulate Matter (SPM) but not for hydrogen sulphide (IL&FS Ecosmart Limited, 2010). Again, a limit is set on 
the hydrogen sulphide content of the fuel gas used. 
 
2.4 Technical aspects of standard setting. 

The approach taken by the Department and its consultants is best set out by the following verbatim quote from the project 
document List of Activities and Standards: Working Document version 5.25. It should be noted that the data bases 
referred to in this quote were those in existence at the time (5 Dec 2007). The NSW regulations quoted were repealed in 2009. 
The document also sets out the reasons for using these specific data bases. 
 
‘’New plant: Standards given for EU BAT were therefore used as a basis for standards for each proposed listed activity as in 
Table 1 below (Author’s note: this table has not been included here). The standards given should be read with the notes that 
follow directly below the table. 
 
The EU has indicated achievable levels of control under BAT for a number of sectors in BAT Reference Guides for these 
sectors. In most cases, a range of values is given for both existing and new plant. In the proposal below, the upper limit of the 
range for new plant was used. Where clear numerical standards were not provided by a BAT Reference Guide, reference was 
made to the United States Environmental Protection Agency RBLC (US EPA RBLC) data base for both criteria pollutant 
emissions under NSPS (New Source Performance Standards) and for hazardous air pollutants under NESHAP (National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants).  
 
Where neither of the abovementioned sources provided guidance, final recourse was made to the New South Wales Protection 
of the Environment Operations (Clean Air) Regulation of 2002. 
 
Existing plant: For existing plant standards, the EU IPPC documents often provide a range of standards presently being 
achieved, but little guidance on what the EC considers realistically achievable values. For the “existing plant” proposed 
standard, recourse was taken to the approach in the NSW “Protection of the Environment Operations (Clean Air) Regulation 
of 2002. This classifies plant into Groups 1 to 6, depending on the date it commenced to operate. Group 1 plants commenced 
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operations before 1 January 2002, but Group 1 was to be phased out and Group 2 standards made applicable on 1 Jan 2008. 
Group 2 commenced operations between 1972 and 1979, but is to be phased out on 1 Jan 2012 and, with certain exemptions, 
the standards for Group 5 made applicable. Group 5 plants were commissioned after 1 Aug. 1997. With the Regulation coming 
into force on 2012, this implies that plants built before 1979 have a period of 10 years to comply with standards for plant 
commissioned after 1979. Group 5 plant standards were therefore taken to represent “existing plant” standards, with the 
proviso of a suitable period for implementation which in the NSW case was 10 years’’. 
 
It should be noted that the emission standard of 5 mg/Nm3 for hydrogen sulphide (H2S) from coke ovens was taken from the 
NSW regulations quoted in the previous paragraph, where this referred specifically to “Any fuel burning equipment; any sinter 
plant; any kiln; any power-generating plant; any furnace; any reduction control system not followed by combustion’’ and 
included a reference to clause 31 of the regulations allowing the NSW EPA to set alternative restrictions on hydrogen sulphide 
emissions. The setting of a limit value for hydrogen sulphide implies the acceptance of the possibility of incomplete combustion 
of the hydrogen , at least in the combustion processes mentioned above.  
 
3 PUBLISHED S21 SCHEDULES 

3.1 2010 (Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2010) 

The first publication occurred in March 2010, with applicability from 1 April 2010. Category 3 covers carbonization and coal 
gasfication, thus including coke production. Combustion processes in this category are covered in subcategory 3.1 to address 
emission sources ancillary to the other subcategories – an example from the iron and steel sector would be the use of coke 
oven and/or blast furnace gas in reheating furnaces. Coke ovens were included under subcategory 3.2 which includes 
cokemaking and byproduct recovery. The subcategory included H2S emission limit values of 7 mg/Nm3 and 10 mg/Nm3 for 
point sources in new plant and existing plant respectively, based on the NSW regulations alluded to in the previous paragraph. 
It is clear that these limit values would have been more applicable to subcategory 3.1 than to subcategory 3.2 in view of the 
NSW application note quoted above. The subcategory also included a number of requirements under the ‘’Special 
arrangements” subsection. This included a paragraph that allowed the licensing authority to set alternative standards and/or 
control measures for the control of hydrogen sulphide emissions.  
 
3.2 2013 (Department of Environmental Affairs, 2013) 

In the 2013 revision, the entire ‘’Special arrangements’’ subsection of subcategory 3.2 was deleted. The reason for this is 
unclear; the subsection required specific technical measures which may have been contrary to the Department’s stated policy 
of not ‘’forcing technology’’. Alternatively, it may not have been realised that this subsection contained text referring to both 
coke oven operations and to hydrogen sulphide emission management and the entire subsection may have been deleted 
inadvertently when the intent was to only remove the coke oven operations requirements. Whatever the reason, the result 
was that the numerical values appeared in this subsection without the context (in the 2010 version) that the licensing authority 
was allowed to institute alternative standards or control measures for hydrogen sulphide, and only the numerical value became 
a legal requirement. 
 
3.3 2015 and 2018 (Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2018) (Department of Environmental Affairs 

South Africa, 2015) 

These amendments did not include further changes or requirements relating to coke ovens. The option to obtain permanent 
postponement or suspension of the application of ‘’new plant’’ regulations to plant to be decommissioned by 2030 is provided 
for. This will however only entail the difference between the numerical values of 7 and 10 mg/Nm3 for coke ovens. 
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4 CONCLUSIONS. 

• The initial schedule of listed activities and associated emission limits (including the ‘’special arrangement’’ text 
included in a number of the subcategories) met the procedural requirements for standard setting that DEA set itself 
in the 2007 National Framework. 

• The 2013 update of the s21 schedule removed the option for the licensing authority to set alternative standards 
and/or control requirements for hydrogen sulphide emissions and with it the option to tailor emission controls to 
AMSA’s specific requirements. 

• No reference was found in the international literature to limit values being set for the concentration of hydrogen 
sulphide in the coke oven combustion stacks. Control over the sulphur-containing gases in the combustion products 
is mostly done by setting limits on the sulphur content of the gases being used for combustion (i.e. on the inlet side 
of the flues).  

It is suggested that the above conclusions might form the basis for a discussion with DEA about legal options that might be 
pursued. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Background to South African Coke Oven related Emission Standards 

Report No.: 18AMS02A 6 
 

5 REFERENCES 

Bundesumweltamt, 2002. Technische Anleitung zr Reinhaltung der Luft Luft. (Technical Instruction on Air Quality Control) (TA 
Luft)., Bonn: Bundesumweltamt. 
Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2007. 2007 National Framework for Air Quality Managemnt in the RSA, 
Pretoria: DEA. 
Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2010. Government Gazette 33064 (31 March 2010) Government Notice 
248: National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act (39/2004): List of activities which result in atmospheric emissions, 
Pretoria: Government Printing Works. 
Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2015. Amendments to listed activities; Notice 551 GG38863 12 June 2015, 
Pretoria: Government Printing Works. 
Department of Environmental Affairs South Africa, 2018. Amendments to the listed activities: GN1207 GG 42013, s.l.: 
Government Printing Works. 
Easterly, T., Shoup, S. & Kaegi, D., 1992. Mtallurgical Coke. In: A. Buonicore & W. Davis, eds. Air Pollution Engineering 
Manual. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold/Air and Waste Management Association, pp. 606-623. 
Environment Agency, 2004. Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) Sector guidance note S2.01: Guidance for the 
Production of Coke, Iron and Steel, Bristol: UK Environment Agency. 
EPA, 1996. Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors (AP-42), s.l.: US Environmental Protection Agency. 
European Union, 2010. Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council on industrial emissions 
(integrated pollution prevention and control), Strasbourg: European Union. 
European Union, 2012. EU. (2012). Best Available Techniques Reference Document on the Production of Iron and Steel, 
BREF, Seville: EU IPPC bureau. 
Greenfield, M., 1984. Source Control - Ferrous Metallurgy. In: S. Calvert & H. Englund, eds. Handbook of Air Pollution 
Technology. New York: John Wiley, pp. 551-596. 
Hein, M. & Kaiser, M., 2012. Environmental Control and Emission Reduction for Coking Plants. In: B. Harvanto, ed. Air 
Polution: A Comprehensive Perspective. London: Intech Open, pp. 235-280. 
IL&FS Ecosmart Limited, 2010. Technical EIA guidance manual for Coke Oven plants, Hyderabad: Ministry of Environment 
and Forests India. 
Pacific Environmental Services, nd. Background report: AP42 section 12.2 Coke Production, Research Triangle Park NC: US 
EPA. 
US EPA, 1987. EPA-450/3-85-028a. Coke Oven Emissions from Wet-Coal Charged By-Product Coke Oven Batteries. 
Background Information for Proposed Standards , Research Triangle Park: US EPA. 
US EPA, 2003. National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching, Battery Stack 
(66CFR35326), Washington: US EPA. 
US EPA, 2004. National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching, and Battery 
Stacks 40 CFR Part 63 Direct final rule amendments, Washington: US EPA. 
US EPA, 2005. National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching, and Battery 
Stacks 40 CFR Part 63 Final rule amendments, Washington: US EPA. 
Wang, Y. et al., 2018. Analysis of Reduction Potential of Primary Air Pollutant Emissions from Coking Industry in China. 
Aerosol and Air Quality Research, Volume 18, pp. 533-541. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Hydrogen Sulphide Emissions from Coke Oven Stacks: 
Mass balance calculations and international standards 

Project done on behalf of Arcelor Mittal South Africa (AMSA) 

 Project Compiled by: 
G Kornelius 

Project Manager 
G Petzer 

Report No: 18AMS02B |   Date: March 2019  



 

Background to South African Coke Oven related Emission Standards  

Report No.: 18AMS02A ii 

 

Report Details 
 

Reference 18AMS02 

Status Work package B Draft 

Report Title 
Hydrogen Sulphide Emissions from Coke Oven Stacks: 

Mass balance calculations and international standards 

Date March 2019 

Client Arcelor Mittal South Africa 

Prepared by Gerrit Kornelius Pr Eng BEng (Chem)(Hons) PhD MBA (Pret) 

Reviewed by Gillian Petzer (Pr. Eng), B Eng (University of Pretoria) 

Notice 

Airshed Planning Professionals (Pty) Ltd is a consulting company located in Midrand, South 
Africa, specialising in all aspects of air quality, ranging from nearby neighbourhood concerns to 
regional air pollution impacts as well as noise impact assessments. The company originated in 
1990 as Environmental Management Services, which amalgamated with its sister company, 
Matrix Environmental Consultants, in 2003. 

Declaration 

I, Gill Petzer as authorised representative of Airshed Planning Professionals (Pty) Ltd hereby 
confirm my independence as a specialist and declare that neither I nor Airshed Planning 
Professionals (Pty) Ltd have any interest, be it business, financial, personal or other, in any 
proposed activity, application or appeal in respect of which Airshed Planning Professionals (Pty) 
Ltd was appointed as air quality specialists in terms of the National Environmental Management 
Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998), other than fair remuneration for worked performed, specifically 
in connection with the assessment summarised in this report.  I further declare that I am confident 
in the results of the studies undertaken and conclusions drawn as a result of it – as is described 
in this report. 

Signed                                              Date 25/03/2019 

Copyright Warning 

Unless otherwise noted, the copyright in all text and other matter (including the manner of 
presentation) is the exclusive property of Airshed Planning Professionals (Pty) Ltd. It is a 
criminal offence to reproduce and/or use, without written consent, any matter, technical 
procedure and/or technique contained in this document. 

 

 

 

 

Revision Record 

Version Date Comments 

Draft March 2019 For client comment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Background to South African Coke Oven related Emission Standards  

Report No.: 18AMS02A iii 

 

Competency Profiles 

 

Project manager: Gillian Petzer (Pr. Eng), B Eng (University of Pretoria) 

 

Gillian Petzer holds a bachelor’s degree in chemical engineering from the University of Pretoria. Her experience in air quality 

started in 2000 with the “Indoor Air Quality” division of Building Research Establishment (BRE) in the UK. She started with air 

quality impact assessments at Airshed in 2003. She has been involved in several EIA projects and has conducted specialist 

studies for air pollution impact components of EIAs. Over the last decade Gillian Petzer has been actively involved in the 

development of atmospheric dispersion modelling and its applications, air pollution compliance assessments, health risk 

assessments, mitigation measures, development of air quality management plans, as well as meteorological and air quality 

monitoring programmes. Whilst most of her working experience has been in South Africa, a number of investigations were 

made in countries elsewhere, including Botswana, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Mauritania, 

Mozambique, Namibia and Nigeria. 

 

 

 

Report author: G Kornelius PrEng BEng (Chem)(Hons) MBA PhD (Pret) 

 

Gerrit Kornelius has been working in the technical environmental field since 1976. This includes environmental engineering 

work at the Iscor Pretoria works (1976 to 1981), lecturer at the University of Pretoria and consultant in air pollution (1981 to 

1998), environmental manager and corporate consultant at Sasol Secunda and Rosebank (1998 to 2006) and consultant with 

Airshed Planning Professionals (Pty) Ltd (2006 to 2012). Since formally retiring from the latter he has worked as an associate 

there, as well as continuing to lecture and supervise postgraduate students at the University of Pretoria and doing independent 

consulting. Areas of experience include dispersion modelling, air pollution control, greenhouse gas management and 

environmental legal issues. In addition to South Africa, projects have been carried out in Lesotho, Namibia, Mozambique, 

Zambia, Suriname, Saudi Arabia and the Arabian Gulf states.  



 

Background to South African Coke Oven related Emission Standards  

Report No.: 18AMS02A iv 

 

Executive Summary 
 

Arcelor Mittal South Africa (AMSA) is at present assessing various options to deal with the legal challenges presented by the 

requirements of the imposition of “new plant” standards for hydrogen sulphide emissions to its existing coke ovens in its 

facilities. This document summarises the legal requirements in this regard in a number of overseas legislative regimes. A brief 

mass balance calculation is also presented to provide an indication of the possible hydrogen sulphide concentration ranges 

and the light this casts on the possible sources of hydrogen sulphide in the stack gas.   

 

No reference was found in the international literature to limit values being set for the concentration of hydrogen sulphide in the 

coke oven combustion stacks. Control over the sulphur-containing gases in the combustion products is mostly done by setting 

limits on the sulphur content of the gases being used for combustion (i.e. on the inlet side of the flues). 

 

Under the conditions pertaining at the AMSA Vanderbijlpark coke ovens, the maximum concentration of hydrogen sulphide 

expected in the coke oven stacks is 144 mg/Nm3. Measured values  range from 25 to 50% of this for the different batteries. 
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Hydrogen Sulphide Emissions from Coke Oven Stacks: 
Mass balance calculations and international standards  

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The National Environmental Management – Air Quality Act regulates emission to air under Section 21 regulations, which 

require stricter emission limits for a number of the Listed Activities to be implemented from 1 April 2020. Limits previously 

applicable to ‘’new plant’’ then become applicable to ‘’existing plant’’ meaning that all facilities in South Africa in that specific 

subcategory must meet those limits from that date. 

  

Arcelor Mittal South Africa (AMSA) is at present assessing various options to deal with the legal challenges presented by the 

requirements of the imposition of “new plant” standards for hydrogen sulphide emissions to its existing coke ovens in its 

facilities. This document summarises the legal requirements in this regard in a number of overseas legislative regimes. A brief 

mass balance calculation is also presented to provide an indication of the possible hydrogen sulphide concentration ranges 

and the light this casts on the possible sources of hydrogen sulphide in the stack gas.   

 

2 INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS FOR HYDROGEN SULPHIDE FROM COKE OVEN STACKS 

Because the development of the steel industry in the United States and Europe preceded developments elsewhere, most of 

the early technical and regulatory developments took place there (Easterly, et al., 1992) (Greenfield, 1984) (Hein & Kaiser, 

2012) (Pacific Environmental Services, nd) (US EPA, 1987) (US EPA, 1995). These focused on the technology to limit 

emissions from charging, pushing and quenching, and the reduction of continuous emissions from doors and charging lids. 

There are no references to the control of hydrogen sulphide emissions from the underfiring stacks; the silent assumptions 

seem to be that (i) complete oxidation of the hydrogen sulphide will occur during the combustion process (ii) possibly 

secondarily, that the oxidation of hydrogen sulphide will occur in the atmosphere in any case, and that this contribution to 

atmospheric sulphur dioxide is minor compared to the sulphur dioxide being emitted directly. The possible ‘’leaking’’ of 

hydrogen sulphide and other components of the coal through cracks between the coking chambers to the heating flues was 

addressed indirectly by setting limits on the particulate matter content of the stack gas, either as a concentration limit or as an 

opacity value. The focus in setting limits for sulphur-containing components in the flue gas stacks has therefore been on 

limiting the hydrogen sulphide content of the coke oven gas by either specifying the maximum hydrogen sulphide content in 

the gas used for combustion, or specifying a removal efficiency for the gas to be used for combustion. 

 

2.1 United States. 

More recently, the focus has been on reducing the residual risk to health from coke oven emissions using either the MACT 

(Maximum Achievable Emission Rate) route or the LAER (Lowest Achievable Emission Rate) route (US EPA, 2003). Hydrogen 

sulphide was briefly, and erroneously, listed as a Hazardous Air Pollutant and the NESHAP (National Emission Standards for 

Hazardous Air Pollutants) rules would have applied, but at present other components of coke oven volatiles are the HAP 

components of concern for coke ovens. The NESHAP rules apply for that reason (US EPA, 2004) (US EPA, 2005). 

 

2.2 Europe. 

The main legislative tool for air quality management in Europe is the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) 

directive (European Union, 2010). The targets are applicable to members countries, but the means to achieve these must be 

decided on by the member states. In Germany, the main tool has been the so-called TA Luft (Bundesumweltamt, 2002), the 
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operating standards of which have mostly been adopted as European best practice or BAT (European Union, 2012). Limit 

values are set in TA Luft for the concentration of particulate matter and NOx from various operations in coke production, but 

for sulphur-containing emissions the only limit is that set for total sulphur in the heating gas before combustion. Similarly, the 

UK has no emission limits for hydrogen sulphide applicable to the steel sector (Environment Agency, 2004). 

 

2.3 Other notable regulatory regimes. 

In China, now producing 66% of all the coke globally, specific emission quantity limits (g pollutant per ton production) have 

been set in 2012 for various pollutants in the different operations involved in coke making. Hydrogen sulphide is not included 

as a controlled pollutant ( (Wang, et al., 2018). Similarly, in India, coke oven stack emissions are set for SO2, NOx and 

Suspended Particulate Matter (SPM) but not for hydrogen sulphide (IL&FS Ecosmart Limited, 2010). Again, a limit is set on 

the hydrogen sulphide content of the fuel gas used. 

 

3 MASS BALANCE CALCULATIONS 

A mass balance for sulphur can be carried out over the entire coke making operation, taking into account the sulphur entering 

with the coal, and leaving with sulphur in the coke, sulphur-containing compounds in the by-products and the hydrogen 

sulphide in the surplus coke oven gas. However, a sulphur balance over the gases entering and leaving the actual coke oven 

battery is of more interest for the purpose of determining the possible range of hydrogen sulphide concentrations in the stack 

gas. 

 

The sulphur mass balance cannot provide information on the oxidation state of the sulphur i.e. what the ratio of sulphur dioxide 

to hydrogen sulphide in the stack gas will be; this will be determined mainly by combustion conditions in the flues, but possibly 

also by the condition of the walls between the coking chambers and the flues. Calculations in the next section are done with 

the assumption that reducing conditions do not occur on the gas side i.e. sulphur dioxide will not be reduced to hydrogen 

sulphide. 

 

3.1 Hydrogen Sulphide Balance on the gas side.  

Flow figures and analyses were supplied by AMSA Vanderbijlpark personnel. 

 

Average hydrogen sulphide content of Coke Oven raw gas: 5.75 g/Nm3  

Average hydrogen sulphide content of Blast Furnace gas: 0.347 g/Nm3 

Coke Oven gas supply to CO batteries: 58,255e6 Nm3/year 

Blast Furnace gas supply to CO batteries: 717.68e6 Nm3/year 

Hydrogen sulphide supply to combustion process: 584.0 ton/year 

Average flue gas flow 4,052e9 Nm3/year 

Hence maximum hydrogen sulphide content in flue gas 144,1 mg/Nm3, averaged over all the batteries. 

 

This compares to the measured values (mg/m3) as follows: 
 

Battery 4 Battery 6&7 Battery 8&9 

Measured H2S (average 3 years) 31.27 69.79 59.08 

 

It is not possible with the information presently at hand to determine the reason for the measured level of hydrogen sulphide 

in the stack gas from the batteries. Two reasons are offered as possibilities: 
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(i) ‘’Rich’’ combustion conditions in at least portions of the combustion system (i.e. incomplete combustion due to 

lower than required oxygen levels) leading to the passing through of uncombusted hydrogen sulphide 

(ii) Leakage of hydrogen sulphide through cracks in the refractory walls from the coking chambers into the gas 

flues. Leakages through these cracks is an accepted phenomenon in the literature; no specific reference to 

hydrogen sulphide as a component of these leaks has been found. 

 

4 CONCLUSIONS. 

No reference was found in the international literature to limit values being set for the concentration of hydrogen sulphide in the 

coke oven combustion stacks. Control over the sulphur-containing gases in the combustion products is mostly done by setting 

limits on the sulphur content of the gases being used for combustion (i.e. on the inlet side of the flues). 

 

Under the conditions pertaining at the AMSA Vanderbijlpark coke ovens, the maximum concentration of hydrogen sulphide 

expected in the coke oven stacks is 144 mg/Nm3. Measured values  range from 25 to 50% of this for the different batteries. 
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