
 
 
 

YOUR REFS: 14/12/16/3/3/2/2006 
  14/12/16/3/3/2/2005 
  To be confirmed 

 
Hantie Plomp 
Triplo4
By email: 

 

06 November 2020 
 

Dear Triplo4 Environmental Representatives 
 
COMMENTS ON: DRAFT SCOPING REPORTS FOR KARPOWERSHIP (PTY) LTDs 
PROPOSED GAS TO POWERSHIP PROJECT AT THE PORTS OF SALDANHA BAY 
(WESTERN CAPE), PORT OF NGQURA (EASTERN CAPE) AND RICHARD’S BAY 
(KWAZULU NATAL)  

 
1. groundWork1 submits these comments to Karpowership (Pty) Ltd’s scoping reports of the proposed 

gas to power via powership projects (the “projects”) located at the Port of Saldhana Bay (Western 
Cape), Port of Ngqura (Eastern Cape) and Richard’s Bay (KwaZulu Natal). 

2. groundWork has a particular interest and expertise in environmental justice issues, and a long- 
standing history of working with, and representing, the interests of historically disadvantaged 
communities within South Africa 

3. We raise the following comments related to the scoping report: 
 

3.1. the application must consider alternatives to the project that have become technologically and 
financially feasible as required by section 24O(1)(b)(iv) NEMA, including as part of its 
assessment of need and desirability. Section 24(4)(b) states that “procedures for the 
investigation, assessment and communication of the potential consequences or impacts of 
activities on the environment – must include, with respect to every application for an 
environmental authorisation and where applicable— (i) investigation of the potential 

 

1 groundWork is a non-profit environmental justice service and developmental organisation working primarily in Southern 
Africa in the areas of Climate & Energy Justice, Coal, Environmental Health, Global Green and Healthy Hospitals, and Waste. See 
more information at w ww.groundwork.org.za 

 



 
 

consequences or impacts of the alternatives to the activity on the environment and assessment of 
the significance of those potential consequences or impacts, including the option of not 
implementing the activity” (emphasis added). 

4. The scoping report does not identify the need to assess cleaner renewable technology. The IRP 
2010 -2030 is a policy document and cannot replace the obligation of the applicant to undertake a 
comprehensive assessment of technological alternatives. Nonetheless, the IRP 2010 – 2030 has 
since been replaced by the updated IRP 2019, and so should in any event not inform decision-
making. Furthermore, the proposed project is in direct response to the 2000MW Risk Mitigation 
Independent Power Producers Procurement Programme, which calls for new generation capacity 
from a range of energy source technologies no later than December 2021. This falls within the IRP 
2019’s allocation to generation capacity from sources designated as “other” (IRP, Table 5), not 
specifically gas. Thus, even by this flawed reasoning, there is nothing precluding consideration of 
the full range of potential technologies that are available to meet the capacity requirements in 
the IRP 2019 designated to other technologies for immediate term, including renewable and 
storage technologies – and these should be considered. Importantly, the existence of a macro-level 
electricity plan (the IRP) calling for particular generation capacity options cannot dispense with 
the applicant and the decision-makers’ obligations to assess the specific environmental impacts 
at project level and to consider those impacts in comparison with alternatives to the activities, 
including the option of not implementing the project at all. These are legal obligations, which 
cannot be dispensed with or overrun by the IRP. 

 
If the applicant were to assess alternatives, it would find that renewable with battery and other 
storage technology is technologically feasible to provide peak and mid-merit power at a cost-
competitive rate with LNG or gas. 

5. the environmental impact assessment must adequately consider the climate change impacts of the 
project.  Climate Change Impacts associated with the developments must assess the following: 

 the impacts of the project’s GHG emissions, including an assessment of:  

- the indirect and full life-cycle emissions, these being the GHG emissions arising 
from extraction of gas; transportation of gas; construction of the plant, 
operation, and decommissioning;  

- cumulative emissions (i.e. the additive contribution of the project to pre-existing 
GHG emissions for South Africa); and  

- the environmental and social cost of the GHG emissions i.e. the contribution of 
the project’s GHG emissions to South Africa’s climate costs and impacts; 

 

 

 



 

 the ways in which the project area will be impacted by climate change and the extent to 
which the project would aggravate these impacts. In other words, the project’s impacts 
on the area’s climate resilience and ability to adapt to a changed climate. Given that this 
is a long-term and large-scale project, consideration must be given to the ways in which 
climate change will impact on the area and communities where the project will be 
based, and how the project’s own impacts will affect the area’s resilience or vulnerability 
to the effects of climate change as they intensify; and 

• the ways in which the effects of climate change will impact on the project itself, and its 
ability to operate optimally and efficiently for its full anticipated lifespan. 

• The 2017 judgment in the case of Earthlife Africa Johannesburg v the Minister & Others 
(“the Thabametsi case”) confirmed that a CCIA is a necessary component of an EIA for 
projects with climate impacts. In this case, the court acknowledged the need for a CCIA 
much broader than a mere assessment of anticipated emissions. It confirmed the need 
for a comprehensive assessment, which assesses, inter alia, the impacts of climate 
change on the project and the ways in which the project might aggravate the impacts of 
climate change in the area.1 The Pretoria High Court concluded that “[w]ithout a full 
assessment of the climate change impact of the project, there was no rational basis for 
the Chief Director to endorse these baseless assertions” (emphasis added).2  

6. the application must adequately assess socio-economic impacts of the project. It is expected that 
over 20 years, 40 people will be employed at the power plant. Most of these jobs are high-skilled 
positions, and there is no assessment of the feasibility of having these positions filled by the local 
community. There are also several communities that can be potentially harmed from the power plant, 
including fishing communities. These include subsistence fishers, recreational fishers, and fishers that 
depend on fishing for their livelihoods.  The socio-economic impacts assessment must comprehensively 
assess the potential risks and costs of the power plant to these and other local communities that subsist 
on natural resources nearby to the project site. 

7. Public participation must be sufficient, and information related to the project must be easily 
accessible to all affected communities. Communities such as residential, informal settlements and 
other land users in the area must be notified or included in the list of potentially affected parties. Fisher 
communities, small scale fishers, small scale fishing co-ops and informal fishers that are dependent on 
the oceans for their livelihoods and food security were not notified and made aware of the proposed 
development. Communities were also excluded from any online and digital consultation as they are 
unable to afford the technology and data to access this information. 

8. In summary, the EIA must at a minimum, assess alternative renewable technologies, as well as climate 
and cumulative impacts, considering the critical and substantial developments highlighted above.  

 
 

 
1 See para 44, Thabametsi judgment.  
2 Para 101, Thabametsi judgment. The “baseless assertions” to which reference is made are the statements in Thabametsi’s EIR - on 
which the Chief Director relied exclusively - that the climate change impacts of the project were relatively small and low.  



 

 
 
 

 
 
 


