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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED 
 
Abbreviation   Description 
 
BID    Background Information Document 
 
DAEA    Department of Agriculture and Environmental Affairs 
dB    Decibels 
DEAT    Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism 
DME    Department of Minerals and Energy 
DOT    Department of Transport 
DWAF    Department of Water Affairs and Forestry 
 
ECA    Environment Conservation Act (No 73 of 1989) 
EIA    Environmental Impact Assessment 
EIR    Environmental Impact Report 
EMP    Environmental Management Plan 
 
I&APs    Interested and Affected Parties 
 
KZN    Kwa Zulu Natal 
 
m³    metres cubed 
mamsl    metres above mean sea level 
MMTS2    Mooi-Mgeni River Transfer Scheme Phase 2 
MPRDA    Mineral and Petroleum Resources Development Act (Act 28 of 2002) 
 
NEMA    National Environmental Management Act (No 107 of 1998) 
NHRA    National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 Of 1999) 
NWA    National Water Act (Act 36 Of 1998) 
 
PP    Public Participation 
PPP     Public Participation Process 
 
RoD    Record of Decision 
 
SAHRA    South African Heritage Resources Agency 
 
TCTA    Trans-Caledon Tunnel Authority 
 
WCDM    Water conservation and demand management 
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1. WELCOME AND OPENING 

1.1 D de Waal opened the meeting and welcomed all present, he proposed the agenda and the attendees 
accepted. 

2. PURPOSE OF THE MEETING 

2.1 D de Waal indicated that the purpose of the meeting is to inform the public of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) Process. In order for the public to participate one needs to know what the intended 
activities are and to get details about these, and secondly to obtain the public’s views on the matter and 
start the Public Participation Process (PPP). 

3. INTRODUCTION OF THE PROJECT TEAM 

3.1 D de Waal introduced the project team and reminded the public that when the specialists talk about the 
project the public should remember that it is “proposed”; the project may not proceed until Authorisation is 
obtained. The project will be outlined and is pending the result of the EIA and results of the PPP. 

3.2 D de Waal requested that the meeting should work via the chairperson (D de Waal). Stakeholders who 
wish to make comments should raise their hand and comments will be taken in order of hands raised. 
Stakeholders prior to raising their question or comment should provide their name every time to facilitate 
the keeping of minutes. D de Waal noted that two question-answer sessions have been provided and 
issues/questions should be saved for discussion during these sessions. 

4. VIDEO - OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT 

4.1 The background video was shown. 

5. BRIEF HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

5.1 J Geringer indicated on a map where the Mgeni System, Spring Grove Dam and the existing transfer 
pipeline are. 

5.2 Investigation of Water Resources 

Before the Department of Water Affairs (DWAF) embarks on a new project DWAF investigates all kinds of 
possible water resources which include:  

Ā Removal of alien vegetation which reduces runoff; 

Ā Optimisation of the operating rules of the existing water resources; 

Ā Water conservation and demand management (WCDM) - to conserve water in the areas where it is 
used and also to manage it better; 

Ā Recycling of used water, sewage water that has been treated and treated even further; 

Ā Desalination of sea water; 

Ā Development of groundwater resources; 

Ā Raising of existing dams; and 

Ā Reducing the level of assurance of water supply; 

Only after implementing the above, do DWAF investigate the possibility of developing dams and transfer 
schemes. 
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5.3 Previous planning investigations 

A list of the studies that have been undertaken from 1983 to date were shown on the slide, including the 
current process (EIA Review for MMTS-2).  

5.4 Mkomazi-Mgeni Transfer Options 

J Geringer indicated on a map the Mkomazi Scheme (Mkomazi-Mgeni Transfer Option), which could 
comprise the construction of a dam at Smithfield and a follow up dam as a second phase at Impendle with 
a tunnel. The tunnel would run from Smithfield to Baynesfield (where there could be a water treatment 
works) from where it would be transferred to Umlaas Road, and fed into the Mgeni System as a treated 
water source. 

5.5 Mooi-Mgeni Transfer Scheme  

J Geringer indicated on a map that the other option, i.e. Mooi-Mgeni Transfer Scheme, comprises Phase 
1, which includes the Mearns Weir, a standby pump, the raising of Midmar Dam wall and registration of 
servitudes on the receiving streams. The Mearns Weir and existing pipeline were commissioned in 1983 
as an emergency project to release water into the Mpofana River, then the Lions River, on to the Mgeni 
River and into Midmar Dam and from there it is distributed through the system. Phase 2 will be the Spring 
Grove Dam with a pipeline from the dam to increase the transfer volume. 

5.6 Mkomazi Scheme versus Mooi Scheme 

J Geringer compared the two projects stating that the capital cost of Spring Grove Dam and the Transfer 
Scheme was estimated at approximately R359 million compared to the Mkomazi which is R4500 million. 
The yield of Spring Grove is 94 million cubic meters (yield is not storage, it is always much less than the 
storage, it’s what you can get at a certain assurance of supply) compared to Mkomazi of about 400 million 
cubic metres. The capital cost per yield for the Mooi is about R3.82 per cubic metre while the Mkomazi is 
about R11.25, about three times more than the Mooi. The status of the Mooi Scheme is at the feasibility 
level, while the Mkomazi Scheme is only at the pre-feasibility level. 

5.7 Conclusion 

J Geringer indicated that the only option available to meet the volumes of water required is to develop a 
new surface water resource.  The only Scheme that can currently be implemented at short notice is Phase 
2, because the planning is complete, the capital cost and the impact on the water tariff are low and it can 
deliver water within 2 years from construction.  This Scheme will increase the tariff of the Mgeni system 
users of only about 11 to 12 cents per cubic metre.  There is currently no alternative option to meet the 
needs of the Mgeni System within the timeframes required. 

6. TIMING OF THE PROJECT 

6.1 J Geringer noted that there are various factors that affect the timing of implementation and that a dam will 
not be constructed until the water demand is such that it is necessary. The following additional factors 
affected the timing of the project:  

Ā Agreement by water users who will benefit from this Scheme;  

Ā The approval of the project by the Minister of Water Affairs and Forestry; 

Ā The availability of project funding – Treasury or Off-budget funding; and 

(J Geringer indicated that the DWAF will make use of an implementing agent like the TCTA (Trans-
Caledon Tunnel Authority) to manage the project finance.) 

Ā Finally, environmental authorisation for the project is required. 
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6.2 Actual need for project in terms of water requirements. 

J Geringer referred to a graph showing the actual and projected water consumption versus the demand 
for water projections timeline. When DWAF undertook the feasibility study, a dam would be required by 
2018, and Phase 2 would only be required around 2027 / 2028. DWAF kept track of the actual use 
patterns. He pointed out the projections in 1997 (which is the steep looking curve) and noted that with all 
the measures being implemented DWAF would be able to bring the demand projections down. However, 
the current projections show that DWAF have to implement both sub phases of Phase 2 simultaneously in 
order to meet the demand. 

6.3 Agreement by water users (municipalities) that the scheme should be implemented. 

J Geringer mentioned that DWAF cannot go ahead with a project unless the users are willing to pay for 
the water and that they are happy with the conditions.  DWAF have to come up with formal agreements 
for selling the water to recover the cost, so that they can pay back the loans. This is important, must be 
formal and signed. 

6.4 Approval by the Minister of Water Affairs and Forestry. 

J Geringer stated that there is a process for project approvals and at times a project even elevated to 
Cabinet.  The Minister will only approve the project once environmental approval has been obtained.  

6.5 The availability of project funds – Treasury or Off-budget funding. 

J Geringer said that it is DWAF’s policy not to use fiscal funding for projects where the users can afford to 
pay for water. Metropolitan areas have great incomes if they are not marginalised and therefore are able 
to pay for water.  The decision was therefore taken to go for off-budget funding for the project. This is also 
in line with the National Water Resources Strategy. Furthermore, off-budget funding can only be arranged 
through an implementing agent (the TCTA was mentioned) and funding can only be arranged after the 
project has been approved.  

 

The expected capital cost of the Spring Grove dam and weirs (including fish barrier weir) is about R191 
million, one of the cheapest dams in the country. The cost of land acquisition is estimated at R37 million 
excl. VAT, environmental costs at about R9 million; the pumping station capital cost at about R39 million 
and the rising main, outfall extension etc. at a further R81 million. The total cost is about R359 million. 

6.6 Availability of an implementing agent. 

J Geringer stated that the TCTA is a body instituted under the National Water Act (NWA) which can 
borrow money from the open market. The TCTA will obtain the services of a consulting engineer for detail 
design and construction supervision.  DWAF does not have the capacity to undertake this project and the 
Minister will direct the TCTA to implement this project on DWAF’s behalf, should it go ahead.  

6.7 Environmental Authorisation by the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEAT). 

J Geringer mentioned that DWAF anticipates environmental authorisation by the end of 2007, but that this 
is dependant on the outcome of this process. 

 Anticipated implementation programme taking an optimistic view. 

J Geringer presented a potential programme for the project: 

• DWAF hopes to get Ministerial approval (internally) by June 2007 subject to the condition that 
environmental authorisation will be obtained; 

• The Minister will then direct the implementing agent (TCTA) to start with the implementation of the 
project; 
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• In July, the TCTA will start appointing consulting engineers;  

• In September 2007 the tender design could start;  

• In November DWAF may obtain an environmental authorisation; 

• By March 2008 DWAF could let the tenders go out; 

• Hopefully DWAF will have the contract awarded by June 2008;  

• In July 2008 the contractor could start on site; 

• Expected completion by June 2010; and 

• Construction of the transfer pipeline by December 2010. 

6.8 Anticipated implementation programme taking an optimistic view. 

J Geringer presented a potential programme for the project: 

• DWAF hopes to get Ministerial approval (internally) by June 2007 subject to the condition that 
environmental authorisation will be obtained; 

• The Minister will then direct the implementing agent (TCTA) to start with the implementation of the 
project; 

• In July, the TCTA will start appointing consulting engineers;  

• In September 2007 the tender design could start;  

• In November DWAF may obtain an environmental authorisation; 

• By March 2008 DWAF could let the tenders go out; 

• Hopefully DWAF will have the contract awarded by June 2008;  

• In July 2008 the contractor could start on site; 

• Expected completion by June 2010; and 

• Construction of the transfer pipeline by December 2010.  

7. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) PROCESS AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
PLAN (EMP) FOR THE QUARRY 

7.1 Definition of EIA (IAIA): EIA is a process of identifying the future consequences of a current or proposed 
action.  

 

7.2 EIA Process. 

P Teurlings said that although new EIA regulations in terms of the National Environmental Management 
Act have been promulgated from 1 July 2006, the MMTS2 process will follow the old EIA regulations in 
terms of the Environment Conservation Act. The new regulations state that the old EIA regulations must 
be followed if the application was submitted before the new regulations came into effect. 

 

Normally, the EIA process has two phases, Scoping Phase and Assessment Phase. The aim of the 
Scoping Phase is to identify issues and concerns that need to be assessed during Assessment Phase. 
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7.3 Scoping Phase. 

P Teurlings indicated that the application for MMTS2 was submitted to the KZN Department of Agriculture 
and Environmental Affairs (DAEA) in 2004 with a Plan of Study for Scoping and previously conducted 
studies. These studies provide sufficient information to be considered as a Scoping Report.  

7.4 EIA Process. 

BKS was appointed by DWAF on 15 December 2006 as the independent environmental consultant to 
undertake the EIA Review for the MMTS2. A pre-application meeting took place with DEAT on 16 
February 2007 where the process to be followed was discussed.  DEAT agreed that the application had to 
be transferred, that the application form had to be amended to include the appurtenant works, that the 
previous studies conducted (which includes an identification of issues and concerns from the public) could 
be regarded as a Scoping Report (and hence, DWAF could apply for exemption from the submission of a 
Scoping Report), and that a Plan of Study for EIA had to be compiled by BKS and approved by DEAT 
before the EIA process could start. 

 

The application submitted to KZN DAEA had to be referred to the Department of Environmental Affairs 
and Tourism (DEAT) because if a “National Government Department is the applicant, then the DEAT is 
the responsible / relevant environmental authority”. He indicated that the application was transferred on 
the 7th of March 2007. The amended application, the application for exemption from submission of the 
Scoping Report and the Plan of Study for EIA were compiled and submitted on 12 March 2007 and 
approved by DEAT on 2 April 2007. 

 

The process to be followed from now on is to review all the studies that have been conducted, compile a 
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which the public will be able to review to ensure that all their 
concerns are included, and lastly a final EIR including those concerns or issues raised during this public 
participation phase. He added that a second opportunity will be provided for the public to review the report 
to ensure that their comments on the draft EIR are included in the final EIR. The Final EIR will be 
reviewed by DEAT and KZN DAEA. Amafa aKwazulu iNatali (which is the Heritage Authority for KZN) and 
DWAF will need to approve the issues that are not directly relevant to the EIA, while the Department of 
Minerals and Energy (DME) needs to approve the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the quarry 
site. 

 

The applications are considered by DEAT and KZNDAEA who then issue a record of decision (RoD), 
whether positive or negative. Once the RoD has been issued, it becomes available to the public for public 
to view the decision and reason. The public can follow the appeal process if one feels aggrieved by the 
process. If there are no appeals and the RoD is positive then construction normally commences. 

7.5 EIA Review Approach. 

P Teurlings indicated that BKS have reviewed the reports that have been conducted.  The reason for the 
review was to identify any new impacts that have occurred since 2002. The identification of impacts 
triggers the EIA Process.  

The following reports were undertaken prior to January 2004: 

• Supporting Report: Water Resources Analysis (2002) 

• Dam Design Report (2002) 

• Transfer Infrastructure (2002) 

• Water Quality (2002) 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (2002) 



 
 

Note: Presenters Presentations attached in Appendix A. 
 
MOOI-MGENI RIVER TRANSFER SCHEME PHASE 2 (MMTS-2) - 1ST PUBLIC MEETING FOR THE EIA PHASE 
16th April 2007 8 

 

• Costing and Engineering Economy (2002) 

• Bridging study 2006 (2002) 

• Supporting Report biophysical assessment (2002)  

• Conceptual Dam Management Plan (2002) 

• Record of Public Participation (2002) 

• Social Impact Assessment (2002) 

• Internal reports by DWAF on the Fish Barrier (2002 - 2003) 

 

The following reports have been undertaken since January 2004:  

• Bridging Studies on the Rehabilitation of Wetlands 2004 (he added that all the information will be 
made available on the website)  

• Historical and Cultural Sites Survey (which needs to be updated) 

• Impact of Submerging Inchbrakie Falls Plants 

• Provisional of the Fish barrier  

• Investigation of the Presence of Small-mouth Bass Upstream of Spring Grove Dam August 2005 

• EIA for the Fish barrier Upstream of Inchbrakie Falls May 2006 

• Stochastic Hydrology, Yield Determination and Operating Rules with the MMTS-2 in place Oct 2006 

7.6 Additional Studies Required. 

P Teurlings noted that the following additional studies are required and have been approved in the Plan of 
Study for EIA: 

• An update of the Ecological Assessments (including fauna, vegetation, wetland and Red Data); 

• A Heritage Impact Assessment (based on the Historical and Cultural Sites and Graves study); 

• An update of the Social Impact Assessment (including lawful entitlements for water use, changes in 
property values, land claims, sub-division of land and new developments); 

• A new Roads and Traffic Impact Assessment; 

• An update of the Water Quality Assessment; 

• Prepare updated maps for construction areas, borrow areas, quarries and stockpiles; and 

• An update of the Stakeholder Engagement Process. 

7.7 Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

P Teurlings indicated that once all the studies have been reviewed and the new studies have been 
undertaken, they will integrate the previous studies with the new studies and undertake the impact 
assessment by determining the nature, extent, duration, location and significance of each impact.  He 
added that these findings, identified mitigation measures for the negative impacts and ways to enhance 
the positive impacts, will be presented in the draft EIR.  

7.8 EMP Process. 

P Teurlings pointed on the screen the proposed location of the quarry in between the trees, the proposed 
dam wall, R103, and D146. He said that the quarry may or may not be used depending on final design of 
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the dam and on the contractor appointed after the EIA Process. The contractor may decide to obtain 
dolerite from commercial quarries and not to open the proposed Rosetta quarry, but the inclusion in the 
EIA process is required should this be the only source of material available. He said that in terms of the 
quarry and borrow pits, DWAF is exempted from the Mineral and Petroleum Resources Development 
Act’s (MRPDA) obligation to apply for a mining right. But, Environmental Management Plans (EMPs) will 
be developed and included in the EIA. An EMP will also be compiled for the construction, operation and 
decommissioning for the Spring Grove Dam, transfer pipeline and appurtenant works. 

8. IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 

8.1 Prerequisites for project implementation. 

J Geringer indicated that some of the implementation aspects may be important for irrigating farmers. He 
said that he will describe the various operating rules at various stages. The pre-requisites for project 
implementation include the following: 

• Approval by the Minister of Water Affairs and Forestry in terms of the NWA; 

• Authorisation by DEAT in terms of the ECA; 

• Appointment of an implementing agent such as the TCTA by DWAF in terms of the NWA; 

• Signed back to back agreements by all parties: the TCTA and DWAF; Umgeni Water and DWAF as 
Umgeni Water is buying the raw water; and between Umgeni Water and the three municipalities 
which are eThekwini, Mzundusi and uMgungundlovu; and 

• Secured funding from financial markets by the TCTA. 

8.2 • The construction needs to start, environmental management committees will start functioning, access 
and construction roads will be created, foundation excavations will commence for the dam, fish barrier 
and river flow gauging weirs, borrow areas inside the basin need to be opened, work on the pumping 
station and pipeline can commence, construction on the dam will continue for 2 years;  

• The initial operation of the Scheme starts according to operating rules (max 3.2 m3/s, ecological 
reserve, requirements for downstream users, etc.);  

• End of construction (and rehabilitation); 

• Final Scheme operation starts (with sufficient water at Spring Grove Dam and none at Mearns, and 
with sufficient water at both Mearns and Spring Grove Dam); 

• Environmental monitoring continues after construction for wetland and water quality monitoring; and 

• Water resource management plan (WRMP) or previously a Sustainable Utilisation Plan (SUP) – 
involves development on shoreline of dam and utilisation of surface water. 

8.3 J Geringer indicated on the screen where the footprint of the dam wall will be located and noted that this 
has to be finalised during the detailed design phase. He added that this also applied to the structure of the 
proposed fish barrier. 

9. QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 

9.1 D de Waal asked if anyone had any questions relating to the Dam or EIA Process. 

  

9.2 Mr Edmunds referred to J Geringer’s presentations, particularly the slide titled: Timetable and asked J 
Geringer to provide an idea of when negotiations for land acquisition will commence and end.  
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J Geringer stated that the TCTA could answer the question and that the information from the TCTA is that 
as soon as funding is available the process could start. As for how long the process takes will depend on 
which process is being used in the Expropriation Act. Depending on whether someone goes for the 
offer/counteroffer situation and if agreements can be reached quickly. J Geringer asked if Johann 
Claassens from the TCTA would like to add something to what he said. J Geringer said he could not say 
when the process would be finished, but it depends on the method that is used. 

 

D de Waal stated that he was not sure whether all of the questions had been answered. He asked: when 
DWAF expects expropriation to start and finish and can they provide an estimate? 

 

J Geringer stated that it would start when funding is available, the TCTA is directed to go ahead with the 
project, and project authorisation has been obtained. J Geringer mentioned that he thought authorisation 
would be obtained by November 2007. 

 

D de Waal asked how long the process would normally take. 

 

J Claassens answered that expropriation is a sensitive issue. In terms of the TCTA’s previous experience 
in other projects, what usually happens is that as soon as the project’s environmental authorisation is 
obtained, (Johan Geringer mentioned that will be in September/October). They can’t start with 
construction unless they have acquired the land, they will prioritise properties they need first in order to 
commence with the construction. J Claassens said they will expropriate in accordance with the 
construction timetable; then there is the process of reaching agreement on the final price. J Claassens 
said the approach that they followed before and which works well, is for the land owner to also appoint an 
evaluator and they determine a price which they think is fair and reasonable and the TCTA does the 
same. The landowner then submits a claim for compensation and based on that, payment will commence. 
J Claassens added that the final date for reaching agreement is between the two parties. 

 

D de Waal asked how long it takes in J Claassen’s experience. 

 

J Claassens stated that it was difficult to give a specific time. E.g., if the claim offered by the expropriatee 
is a fair price and is similar to what the TCTA comes up with, then it’s just a final payment transaction. J 
Claassens added that if there is a large discrepancy between the price of the landowner and TCTA’s 
evaluators, then there is part payment and the final price will be determined. 

 

D de Waal asked in cases where there is agreement, in J Claassen’s experience, how long did it take 
from start of negotiations for payment? 

 

J Claassens answered that as soon as an expropriation notice is issued then the landowner has 60 days 
to submit a claim and if the price is fair and reasonable, payment will be made immediately. Thus the 
earliest opportunity of being paid, once the expropriation notice has been sent is about 60 days. 

 

D de Waal said negotiations could start in June this year and if there is consensus it will take about 60 
days after that, and if the negotiations are not in agreement it will take as long as the negotiations take. 
D de Waal concluded that the expropriation would start around November 2007 as the project can’t start 
before there is environmental authorisation from DEAT, so implementation would happen past that date. 



 
 

Note: Presenters Presentations attached in Appendix A. 
 
MOOI-MGENI RIVER TRANSFER SCHEME PHASE 2 (MMTS-2) - 1ST PUBLIC MEETING FOR THE EIA PHASE 
16th April 2007 11

 

9.3 Margie MacGrath asked the TCTA: farming is a long term process and farmers have to plan crops ahead, 
so it is a problem saying to someone now that it may happen in November or may not. Presumably any 
price negotiations would take into account the loss if crops are not planted because they have to wait for 
the timeframe. Is that a normal process with agricultural expropriation?  

 

J Claassens stated that the value of crops that are on the field are normally taken into account and it 
depends whether they’ve been harvested. One can reach an agreement that the crop that’s on the field 
can be harvested even post-expropriation. J Claassens added that that would be looked at practically and 
would be taken into account in negotiations. 

 

J Claassens said it was hard to say when the approvals would come through so unless you’ve received a 
notice, e.g. of when your property is likely to be expropriated, you should carry on business as usual. 

 

D de Waal added that the law is quite simple regarding that, one can continue the activities as though 
there is nothing happening until the day one receives the expropriation notice. Because even knowing 
more or less when the expropriation can happen does not mean it will happen then. One can only react 
when that happens. There should be no additional planting, just continue what you would do on an annual 
basis until the day that you receive the notice. 

9.4 Mr Hayhoe asked whether a second break pressure tank would be built and if so, the outfall for the 
overflow would be in Nottingham Road on his property. He also asked if there would be special work done 
there, and what the damage would be should both break pressure tanks overflow at the same time. 

 

J Geringer said they are proposing a single new break pressure tank be constructed as it won’t be 
aesthetically pleasing to have two cylinders next to each other at Gowrie. If they build a new one, they 
would look at the aesthetics. The TCTA will look at DWAF’s report in that regard and give attention to that. 
As far as overflow is concerned J Geringer doesn’t know how much overflow already occurs at the break 
pressure tank at Gowrie. Does it happen frequently because J Geringer has not seen it? 

 

Mr Hayhoe answered that if they forget to turn the pumps off it does happen occasionally. It is a 1.5m 
water pipe so a large volume of water flows out. If they are going to increase the volume there could be a 
considerable amount of damage. 

 

J Geringer stated that that would be taken care of in the design.  

9.5 Tina Costas asked with regards to the legal process the first part where J Geringer said the EIA or 
Scoping had been done previously in 2002 or 2003, was it a Scoping or full EIA Process? Regarding the 
process now, is it just reviewing the Scoping process that took place or is it a full EIA? 

 

P Teurlings answered that the process up to January 2004 is equal to a Scoping Report although it’s 
called an EIA. It was mostly done in terms of the old EIA regulations except for certain parts of the public 
participation process and advertising requirements, that’s why the public participation process is being 
redone with advertisements and two public meetings. DEAT considers that the studies that have been 
conducted previously as equal to a Scoping Report. This process now is a full EIA taking into account all 
the impacts identified previously and new impacts that have occurred since the reports were done. 
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Tina Costas asked if an RoD was obtained for the last Scoping Report. 

 

P Teurlings replied that an RoD was not obtained and this is a continuation of the EIA Process. 

9.6 Colin Steenhuisen stated that his property borders Inchbrakie Falls. He asked J Geringer whether 
consideration has been given to lowering the dam wall to not inundate the Inchbrakie Falls? Mr 
Steenhuisen added that it appears that the volume of water that will be pumped out will be about a third of 
the capacity of the dam at this point in time - 29 million cubic meters of water shortage at this stage, and 
the dam’s capacity is 94 million cubic meters. He added that costs will be saved by lowering the dam wall, 
not having to inundate Inchbrakie Falls, not having to construct the fish barrier weir, and reducing the 
amount of expropriation that is necessary and other ancillary costs that are no longer essential. 

 

D de Waal stated that they are now moving into the area that is covered by the next presentation. He 
added whether they could have a quick tea break and save Mr Steenhuisen’s question for the first 
question in the next question session. 

 

J Geringer said he would like to quickly answer the question. The shortage is the current shortage, the 
2007 shortage is already 29 million, by 2010 DWAF expects it to be about 60 million. The capacity of the 
dam is 141 million cubic meters, but the yield from the transfer scheme by utilising the dam is not the full 
contribution of the dam, as they have to make releases for downstream water users. Thus the yield they 
will gain for the Mgeni system is only 60 million. The current yield of the Mgeni system with Phase 1 in 
place is 334 million and if they construct Phase 2 it will be 394 million so the expected difference is 60 
million. J Geringer added that they already have to build another scheme if this dam is completed in 2010, 
the matter is that serious. As far as reducing the wall height, they have not considered it, because in that 
case they should not have even attempted to use the Mooi River as a transfer scheme. 

9.7 Mr Steenhuisen stated that the dam will be a mud hole, as it will be emptied as fast as it will be filled. Mr 
Steenhuisen stated that the fact that J Geringer has not considered lowering the level of the dam due to 
Inchbrakie Falls is an indictment on J Geringer’s process. 

 

J Geringer stated that what needs to be understood is that if they dropped the water level of the dam, by 
about 12 meters, the storage of the dam will decrease by J Geringer’s estimate of about 60% or more. In 
which case the yield of the dam will be so small that it couldn’t be considered as a water resource. J 
Geringer said he would like to speak to the person who asked the question afterwards as it is a very 
technical subject. He has to discuss hydrology etc.  D de Waal proposed that the issue be noted and there 
be a summarised response to that. 

 

Mr Steenhuisen questioned the costs. He noted that the dam cost is R191 million and what proportion of 
that for example is the weir, in his understanding it is R19 million or 10% of the cost. He stated that he 
asked the question because DWAF could justify lowering the dam in terms of cost saving of the fish 
barrier, which has little benefit to anyone downstream and only people upstream are protected. He added 
that expropriation costs of the land will be reduced by a percentage, he has a question about the R36 
million or R39 million for expropriation costs in today’s value. He added that he thinks they’re probably 
more like R100 million. The principle of the dam is not questionable; they know they have to suffer in 
terms of their environment and beauty of their property to serve the greater benefit of the people of 
Durban, or who the water is being given to. In his opinion, unless one can tell him otherwise, they will end 
up with such a high level of fluctuation of water that the pictures of full supply level dams are not true. He 
also said that nine times out of ten, it will be half full or less. 
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D de Waal stated that the comments have been noted and minuted. D de Waal added that he thinks there 
is a need for a discussion on it a bit later but he would like to continue, until they get to the discussion 
session under point 11 of the agenda, if the public is comfortable with that. 

 

D de Waal stated that the point that Mr Steenhuisen raised and his question was valid. D de Waal said he 
believes the question should be answered in full, not only in terms of today’s discussion, but it should also 
be answered in writing somewhere along the process. D de Waal added that this process is at the start of 
an assessment phase and it may well be that some of the questions asked can only be provided when 
those studies are complete. He said the public should not be too despondent if the answer is ‘comment 
noted’ or it will be considered. The guarantee must be given that there will be a full and complete 
response to a particular issue within the process. He noted that it isn’t possible in all cases, but comments 
and questions are valid and deserve a full and comprehensive response. 

 

P Teurlings added that that’s why there are two public reviews. One for the draft EIR to ensure that 
everything is included and a second for the final EIR to ensure that if it was missed, it has been included. 

10. REPORT BACK ON PREVIOUS STUDIES 

10.1 Additional Studies Completed. 

P Teurlings indicated that the purpose of this presentation was to present the findings of the additional 
studies undertaken since the last public participation meeting to the public. 

10.2 Bridging Study No. 6: investigation into the presence of Smallmouth bass in the streams and farm dams 
upstream of the proposed Spring Grove Dam. 

P Teurlings indicated that the EIA investigation of Smallmouth Bass undertaken prior to August 2005 
indicated that there are Smallmouth Bass below the Inchbrakie Falls (the Falls is a natural barrier between 
Smallmouth Bass and Brown Trout which are both exotic fish). This protects the people upstream of the 
Inchbrakie falls who are dependent on the trout fishing industry. The Brown Trout was introduced in the 
late 1890s and Smallmouth Bass out-competes the Brown Trout if the two are together.  

 

The purpose of the study was to determine whether smallmouth bass are already present upstream of 
Inchbrakie Falls or not. If already present upstream, future preventative measures to obstruct upstream 
movement or establishment of smallmouth bass will be pointless. 33 sampling sites were selected 
between Inchbrakie and Reekie Lynn Falls, the findings were that no Smallmouth Bass were present. 
Thus it can be safely said that between Inchbrakie and Reekie Lynn Falls no Smallmouth Bass occur. 
Hence, if the Inchbrakie Falls are inundated, a fish barrier must be built. 17 dams sampled revealed only 
Largemouth Bass, which is not a threat to Brown Trout. High densities of chubbyhead barbs and tadpoles 
were present, suggesting that no Smallmouth Bass are present upstream of the Inchbrakie falls. 

10.3 Bridging Study No. 7: EIA for the fish barrier upstream of Spring Grove Dam 

P Teurlings indicated that this study was conducted by Nemai Consulting and was part of the EIA for the 
construction of a fish barrier which was finalised in May 2006. The purpose was to determine where the 
fish barrier should be built. The methodology used was: a site investigation, a detailed public participation 
process, and the use of a modified Delphi technique to identify the impacts of the proposed project on the 
environment. The methodology was also used to identify the appropriate mitigation measures to prevent 
or limit the negative impacts, and Nemai compiled an EMP.  

 

The public participation process that was followed included the following: 
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• Stakeholders were identified from previous reports; 

• A background information document was compiled with a reply form and was distributed to the 
Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs); 

• I&APs raised comments and the comments and concerns were included in the EMP; 

• Existing information was accessed and updated from Bridging Study No. 2; and 

• Direct communication took place with all property owners in Vaalekop south small holdings. 

10.4 Conceptual Alternatives: Construct A Separate Fish Barrier: 

• Positive objectives were to protect the local recreation angling industry upstream of Inchbrakie Falls 
and so it doesn’t require entire fish eradication. 

• Disadvantage of the separate fish barrier is that it has an impact on the riparian landowners and it is 
an additional cost to the project. 

10.5 Location Alternatives - Coldstream Site 4B: 

• The site is hydraulically suitable; 

• The site is not far upstream from Inchbrakie falls (current natural barrier), resulting in a very short 
reach of the river being invaded by Smallmouth Bass; 

• The site has small extent of upstream inundation and creates the least environmental impacts and 
impacts upon riparian landowners according to Nemai; and 

• All the information in that study is included in the detailed EIA and any concerns raised will be 
included in the draft Environmental Impact Report. 

10.6 Technical alternatives: 

The proposal is an Ogee Spillway with a solid roller bucket which is: 

• Structurally stable and yields low foundation stresses;  

• Creates hydraulic conditions unfavourable to fish passage; 

• Conditions at the roller bucket limit the erosive activity of the downstream water; and 

• Will result in the lowest weir height which, will reduce the associated environmental impacts and be a 
cost effective structure. That is if the Inchbrakie Falls are inundated. 

10.7 The assessment undertaken indicated the following impacts: 

• Soil impacts: compaction, pollution, etc. during construction. These are addressed in the EMP. 

• River impacts: geomorphology, silt deposition, water pollution, damage to river banks, habitat 
inundation. These are considered to be mainly short term and can be mitigated, some are positive 
impacts in that a wetland habitat will be created and added that will attract different fauna and flora, so 
in the long run it is considered to be a positive impact. 

• Topography: borrow pits, erosion of river banks, visual impact. He added that the visual impact is the 
most significant impact on this whole process and that it will be mainly during construction. It can be 
managed in the EMP, except the visual one which is the permanent scarring. 

• Construction related impacts (i.e. groundwater contamination, air pollution (dust and smoke), 
housekeeping, noise and waste) can be mitigated with EMP and monitored during construction. All 
construction impacts can mostly (99% of the time) be mitigated. 
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• Ecology: fauna and flora will be affected, habitats will change, but new habitats will develop over time. 
Construction impacts on fauna and flora can be again mitigated through monitoring of the EMP. 

• Visual impact is negative, that’s why the lowest site was chosen although some mitigation measures 
can be employed it is still the most significant impact.  

• Socio-economic impacts: some are negative. Access over the weir between the two sides of 
Vaalekop south and north holdings, outside labourers can come in and there may be a perceived 
increase on crime (typical social impacts that is associated with any developing project). There is also 
NIMBY syndrome (not in my backyard). There are some positive impacts like the separation of two 
fish species, so if the Inchbrakie Falls become inundated that is a positive impact and has an 
economic impact that the people upstream will not lose their businesses. He mentioned that most of 
the impacts can be mitigated as shown in EMP which is attached to the document. 

• Traffic impacts mainly relate to access roads and need to be well set out during pre construction 
phase. It is in the interests of the contractor to maintain roads as otherwise he can’t get his trucks up 
and down fast enough on the roads, but these impacts can mostly be mitigated in the EMP. 

• Heritage: No significant impacts on the barrier site specifically. 

10.8 Conclusions and Recommendations: 

Protection of the socio-economic resource - the brown trout - will occur. With the adoption of proposed 
mitigation measures, all impacts according to Nemai will be avoided, prevented, minimised or 
rehabilitated. Options with regard to rendering the fish barrier less of a visual intrusion are limited. Painting 
the structure or providing a more natural looking surface may not be preferable. Eventual re-vegetation of 
the verges would lessen the aesthetic impact of the fish barrier. 

10.9 Bridging Study No. 5: stochastic hydrology determination of the yield and transfer capacity and the 
operating rules of the Mooi Mgeni 

P Teurlings said that the study was undertaken by WLP Consulting and DDM Development Consultants. 
The objectives are: to re-calculate yields, integrate the Scheme into the Mgeni River system yield and the 
benefit of two proposed Mooi River Irrigation Board dams which are not part of this EIA project. 

 

The conclusions regarding water requirements are as follows: 

• Irrigation requirements, streamflow reductions (afforestation & farm developments) are much greater 
than assumed previously, resulting in a reduction of the estimated yield of the Mgeni River System 

• The water requirements, streamflow reductions & farm dam development were not reassessed in the 
Mgeni River catchment, but a similar trend to that found in the Mooi River catchment is likely 

• Historical firm yield & 1:100 stochastic yield are lower than in previous studies 

• Pumping capacity of Mearns pumping system is a constraint on full use of Spring Grove Dam (SGD) 

• Impact of over-development of irrigation along Mooi River: 5milion m3/a 

• Negligible impact on transferable yield from MMTS-2B, should SGD be operated to make releases for 
the requirements of a downstream IFR (inflow stream requirements) 

• No benefit to additional long-term yield from Mgeni River system if MMTS-2 was operated based on 
the water level in Albert Falls Dam 

• Impact of reconciliation scenario on Mgeni River System: 10 million m3/a – to accommodate water 
requirements over more than 3 years. 
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10.10 The conclusions regarding the phasing analyses are as follows: 

• Priority classification were those used in the Keeve Steyn 2001 study; 

• Planning analysis revealed high risks of curtailments to water supply in short term, and an urgent 
need for augmentation to be in place by 2009 at the earliest; 

• Possible interventions in the upper Mooi River catchment to reconcile the requirements of the IFRs 
(inflow stream requirements) with the current water use will NOT reduce the risks of curtailments or 
the need for augmentation. There is a significant difference in timing of augmentation options should 
Spring Grove Dam start full – which is unlikely because this is a dam of approximately 1.2 MAR 
(mean annual runoff). 

10.11 The conclusions from the assessment of the proposed Mooi River Irrigation Board Dam on the 
Little Mooi river are as follows: 

• No firm yield is attainable for members of the Mooi River Irrigation Board (MRIB) without the proposed 
dam. 

• Dam will be of significant benefit to downstream irrigators, and the larger the dam, the greater the 
benefit. Some reductions in water use will still be needed, if supplied at assurance levels of 75% and 
higher - current water use causes the resource to be overextended. 

• No real benefit will exist if a dam is built with a live storage capacity <10 million m3. 

• A dam with storage capacity of 10 million m3 or more will result in lower reductions in the current use: 
At 75% assurance in supply, only 23% reduction is required and at 90% assurance in supply, only a 
29% reduction is required. 

 

The recommendation of all the studies indicated that:  

• A detailed assessment of irrigation water requirements, stream flow requirements and farm dams in 
the Mgeni River catchment must be undertaken, and yield analysis revisited if needed. 

• There has been significant development in the Mooi River area recently, e.g. the re-opening and 
expansion of a textile factory, and expansion of low cost, high density housing.  

• Future studies should take these into account when reviewing water requirements. 

• Detailed assessment of environmental and economic impacts of reducing various water use activities 
should be done. 

• Pumping capacity of the Mearns pumping station is a constraint on the full use of Spring Grove Dam, 
but the MMTS-2 will increase the stochastic yield of the Mgeni River System, and delay the next 
augmentation of the Mgeni System by about 3 years (saving costs). 

• No water banking should be allowed in Mearns Weir. 

• Agreement among stakeholders re the results of the operating analysis. 

10.12 John King stated that P Teurlings made untrue statements in his presentation on public participation for 
Bridging Study no 7. Mr King’s letters are unanswered. He added that they were not consulted and have 
not been informed. He wrote, faxed and emailed but didn’t get any answers. He added that he has 
phoned and was told that another department is now dealing with it, but still didn’t get any answers. 

 

P Teurlings asked in terms of which study has he not been answered. Was it the study undertaken by 
Nemai Consulting on the fish barrier site (conducted prior to May 2006) or another study?  J King replied 
that it was undertaken in April 2006 for a 110m bridge, 10m high. 
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P Teurlings confirmed that it is the fish barrier study and he will go back through the final report to check 
and if the point was not there, J King can raise his concerns again during this EIA Process, since the fish 
barrier is part of this EIA Process as well. 

D de Waal asked if J King would put his comment in writing noting the times and dates of his 
communications and address it to P Tolksdorff and if she could respond to that formally. P Tolksdorff said 
that she would do that. 

 NEW SPECIALIST STUDIES 

11. ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT 

11.1 MC Barnard stated that there are (1) main roads which consist of the N3 Toll road and R103 alternative 
road to the N3 road, and (2) access roads consisting of surfaced roads and small gravel roads. There are 
three impacts in terms of the road infrastructure, which are: (1) the impact that traffic will have on existing 
traffic, (2) pavement impact from additional loading, and (3) impact on the existing infrastructure in terms 
of what the capacity of that infrastructure is. 

11.2 Traffic Impact: Main Roads. 

N3 Toll Road 

The average traffic is about 16 000 vehicles per day of which 4 450 are heavy vehicles. Whatever 
additional vehicles will be generated by the construction of the dam will be insignificant and negligible. 

R103 

The current traffic loading is 1900 vehicles per day on average over the year, of which 370 are heavy 
vehicles (varying from 2 axles, 15 ton trucks to 7 axle interlinks, up to 60 ton trucks). The expected 
construction related traffic impact is considered marginal and not more than 50 heavy vehicles per day will 
be generated by the construction activities on the R103. 

11.3 Traffic Impact: Access Roads. 

Surfaced roads. 

The traffic impact on the surfaced access roads is expected to be marginal as: 

• Existing traffic is less than 500 vpd (vehicles per day). 

• The impact of the additional construction traffic is marginal, considering that less than 10% additional 
traffic is expected due to the planned construction. 

• Existing capacity of the road infrastructure is sufficient to carry any additional traffic loading that will 
be generated by the construction activities. 

• Mitigation measures will be required in order to handle this construction vehicle traffic in a manner 
that it does not impact on the operations of the existing traffic. 

Gravel Roads. 

The traffic impact on the gravel access roads is expected to be severe and is particularly applicable to 
D146. It has been decided that the D146 is the preferred access road for importing material from the 
quarry. On the other roads within the dam basin there is no expectation of impacts, because the roads will 
be expropriated and will be maintained on a daily basis by the contractor to his own advantage. Mitigation 
measures will be required which will be identified through the phases of these investigations. 
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11.4 Pavement Condition: Main Roads. 

N3 Toll Road. 

The terms of the pavement condition there is virtually no impact on the current pavement of the N3 Toll 
Road because of the small amount of additional loads that will be put on top of the existing one. He added 
that the Construction Period will add 50 vehicles a day if the contractor is going to use another quarry, it 
will not be the case if they use the quarry close to the town. That will only be an impact if the stone needs 
to be imported from a different place. The impact is negligible. 

R103. 

The pavement condition is generally fair from a pavement engineering point of view. From a user 
perspective the R103 seems severely worse than the N3, but from a pavement engineering point of view 
the R103 is in fair condition and can carry the minimal traffic generated by construction activities.  The 
expected construction related traffic will increase the rate of deterioration of the pavement and it needs to 
be assessed during the detailed design of the dam, which falls outside the scope of BKS’ appointment.  

11.5 Pavement Condition: Access Roads. 

Surfaced roads. 

The proposed access surfaced roads are in fair to good condition, with minor localised failures. There will 
be mitigation measures to keep the road in a passable condition for both the local traffic and the 
construction vehicle traffic. 

Gravel roads. 

Thet gravel roads are in a poor to fair condition and re-gravelling of these roads will be required in order to 
make them passable for construction vehicle traffic. Routine maintenance in the form of watering, dust 
control and re-grading will be required. Part of the study will also be to look at whether the small drainage 
structures in the roads are suitable to be passed by heavy construction vehicles. 

11.6 Provisional Mitigation Measures. 

Surfaced Roads. 

There will be routine maintenance required by the contractor in the form of daily patching of potholes to 
accommodate traffic flow. To make sure that the heavy vehicle traffic does not cause any safety issues, 
there will be traffic control by flagmen during working hours in the intersections required. 

Gravel Access Roads. 

Widening, re-gravelling, maintenance by the contractor and traffic control at intersections required. 

11.7 Mr Venables from Rosetta asked who came up with the total of 370 heavy vehicles per day. 

 

MC Barnard replied that it comes from daily measurements taken from a CTO station that is very close to 
Rosetta. 

 

Mr Venables asked indicated that he understands that the R103 is in generally fair condition and asked 
whether MC Barnard has travelled on it and whether he has seen what the shoulders are like. He stated 
that there are high drops and if one goes off the tar one will turn turtle. He stated that the public has been 
complaining for years and nothing has been done about it. He also raised a concern that it is difficult for 
people who get off work after hours and also that they have been complaining about the issue for years 
and no one has done anything about it. 
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D de Waal said that the second part should be directed to the local authority. 

 

MC Barnard replied that he understands that the KZN Department of Transport is responsible for the 
maintenance of the road and they are the road authority that the people are paying taxes to so that the 
roads can be maintained. MC Barnard added that it is not part of this project to upgrade a road like the 
R103 to an acceptable level and mentioned that the people can only expect the dam construction to keep 
the road in the condition that it is, while they are constructing. That is the most one can expect from a 
contractor. He added that the question is directed to the wrong people. 

 

D de Waal added that he would like to have the fact minuted that the road is already from the public’s 
perspective in a seriously degraded or somewhat degraded position and any further heavy vehicle impact 
on the road will have a significant impact. 

 

MC Barnard replied that the word ‘significant’ that D de Waal used was not the correct term. 

 

D de Waal stated that they should stop as they were entering a debate. The point is minuted.  

11.8 Ms Winters indicated that she has an elderly mother and has to return home. The reason that she came to 
the meeting is because she lives on the District Road 682 at Rosetta and was led to believe that the 
gravel road that goes off the old main road and goes to a cul-de-sac could possibly be used as an access 
road for the quarry trips. She indicated that she has lived there for about 30 years and that it is a 
nightmare in the rainy season as the road is narrow. She asked if that road will be used. 

 

MC Barnard replied that at this stage he can’t tell whether the road will be affected as they haven't 
finalised the study. They have started the investigations and once it is known which road will be affected, 
it will be published in the website and comments will be expected from the public. MC Barnard indicated 
an example of the localised failures that they are currently experiencing on the R103. The pavement is 
deteriorating as a result of the poor under layers, the surface is bad and potholes have formed. It would 
be maintained by repairing localised failures during construction to keep the road passable. 

12 ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

12.1 Overview. 

J Adam indicated that her presentation would address: Previous studies; Biophysical Assessment (Biotic: 
Vegetation, mammals etc.; Abiotic: Microclimate, geomorphology etc.). 

She added that after the study they will provide the way forward for additional studies to be conducted. 

12.2 Previous Studies. 

J Adam indicated that the following are the previous studies have been reviewed: 

• Receiving Streams EIA (2000); 

• Biophysical Impact Assessment For Spring Grove Dam EIA (2002); and 

• Several bridging studies (2003-2006). 

12.3 Vegetation. 

• Largest part of dam basin is transformed by agriculture; 
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• Red Data species and rare plant communities occur mainly at Inchbrakie Falls; 

• She added that Impact of these activities are as follows: 

o Inundation of Inchbrakie Falls: loss of Red Data species and rare communities; 

o Loss of species in the dam basin. 

J Adam indicated the bridging studies identified 43 waterfalls in a 50km radius of the Inchbrakie Falls and 
added that they have identified 4 possible sites were these Red Data Species can be transplanted. 

12.4 Wetlands and cranes. 

J Adam mentioned that there were 400ha of wetlands in the dam basin of which 190 have been classified 
as functional. She added that a loss of these habitats will cause a loss of biodiversity, loss of wetland 
functions, loss of habitat and a loss of foraging for cranes. J Adam indicated that the bridging studies 
identified wetlands for rehabilitation in order to create trade-off wetlands for the wetlands that will be 
submerged due to the proposed construction of the dam. 

12.5 Fish. 

J Adam indicated that the fish diversity mostly included alien/introduced species. She added that there 
were 4 indigenous species occurring in the rivers, 3 Bass species downstream from Inchbrakie falls and 
Trout fishing activities upstream. 

 

She indicated that the impacts relating to the fishes are as follows: Habitat loss will be minimal; Dam wall 
barrier to fish migration will be created; Upstream migration of Small-mouthed Bass from inundation of 
Inchbrakie Falls - trout displacement; It will have the impact on the Trout fishing industry. 

 

J Adam indicated it was therefore proposed to provide an artificial fish barrier and several studies and 
ecological impact studies were done regarding the fish barrier namely: 

• Provision of fish barrier on Upper Mooi River (2004) 

• Investigation of the presence of Small-mouthed Bass upstream of Spring Grove Dam (2005) 

• Preliminary Ecological Assessment: The Mooi River and Associated Riparian Areas on the Farm 

• ‘Coldstream’ above Inchbrakie Falls and proposed Fish Barrier (2006) 

• EIA for the proposed fish barrier on the Mooi River upstream of Spring Grove Dam (2006) 

12.6 Mammals. 

J Adam indicated that many species were expected but few were found. An additional study found that the 
habitat for the Oribi will be lost and if the dam is constructed and therefore they are considering 
establishing a nature conservation area surrounding the dam which will provide habitat for species such 
as the Oribi. This has been identified and an additional study will be conducted. 

12.7 Amphibians. 

J Adam indicated that they expected 20 species of which 1 is endemic and none were Red Data species. 
J Adam added that the impact on the amphibians is the loss of habitat as well as the increase in 
competition for food due to migration out of the dam basin. 

12.8 Reptiles. 

J Adam said that 11 lizards and 19 snakes species are likely to occur in these areas and there was 1 
chameleon species which is Red Data listed. It is an arboreal species and there is little habitat available 



 
 

Note: Presenters Presentations attached in Appendix A. 
 
MOOI-MGENI RIVER TRANSFER SCHEME PHASE 2 (MMTS-2) - 1ST PUBLIC MEETING FOR THE EIA PHASE 
16th April 2007 21

 

for this species in the area that will be impacted on. J Adam added that the impact on the reptiles will be 
displacement and the increase in competition for food due to migration out of the dam basin. 

12.9 Birds. 

J Adam indicated that diversity is reduced from agricultural activities within the area for the dam. She 
added that there are 8 Red Data species still occurring. She indicated that impacts on the birds are loss of 
habitat for terrestrial birds and certain waterfowl, however there will be habitat gained for waterfowl. 

12.10 Invertebrates. 

J Adam indicated that this area was thought to have a great diversity of burrowing mayflies. But only 1 
common species was found and is not of great conservation concern. The aquatic invertebrates that have 
been observed are common. J Adam indicated that the impact for the invertebrates will be the loss of 
habitat for the terrestrial invertebrates and the gain of habitat for some of the aquatic invertebrates. 

12.11 Microclimate. 

J Adam mentioned that the specialist studies indicated that it is unlikely to have a serious impact on the 
area, except for an area of approximately 100m around the dam. The impact in the winter will be that it 
could moderate the climate immediately surrounding it and in summer it is expected to have little effect. 
Incidences of fog could occur before dissipating in the morning. 

12.12 Geomorphology. 

J Adam indicated that they looked at the water transfer outfall at the Mpofana river and the impacts there 
are: changes in the morphology of the channel, bank erosion and river flow could stabilise. 

12.13 Way Forward. 

J Adam indicated that the way forward is filling in the gaps in the reports by looking at current Red Data 
listings. The Red Data listings are adapted occasionally, based on the old studies they will review all the 
Red Data listings for the species identified in order to see if there are any species that now form part of 
the Red Data list. She added that they will do a habitat and Red Data species assessment for the 
proposed transfer pipeline from Spring Grove Dam and outfall works to the Mpofana River as well as fine-
tune the Environmental Management Plan e.g. Operation Noah and wetland rehabilitation. 

13 HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

13.1 Heritage Impact Assessment. 

In the province of KwaZulu-Natal, the Heritage Act No. 10 of 1997 is the Act that has an important place in 
protecting the heritage resources. The act is implemented by Amafa aKwazulu Natali (Heritage KZN). 

13.2 Section 27 of the Act refers to heritage resources management which is the procedure that has to be 
undertaken prior to a development being allowed to take place. It stipulates the various requirements for a 
heritage impact assessment in terms of the Act. BKS has appointed eThembeni to address various issues 
in terms of this process of completing a heritage impact assessment. 

13.3 The first activity will be to review all the existing studies and the bridging study that has been done that 
looked at the cultural and historical sites and graves.  eThembeni will identify all heritage resources that 
could be affected by the dam and the previous study did identify some that won’t be directly affected. 

13.4 eThembeni need to look at all resources and rate their significance according to social, aesthetic, 
architectural, historical, scientific or cultural values. E.g. Late Stone Age stone scatter could be ephemeral 
and have low significance in the greater scheme. On the other side of the scale ancestral graves or 
human remains in any form have high significance and have to be dealt with appropriately. 
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13.5 Mitigation measures will be proposed which will vary depending on the impact. The final step would be to 
submit the report to Amafa for them to approve or not, and from Amafa it will go to the DAEA and DEAT. 

13.6 Heritage Resources. 

Heritage resources are not limited to archaeological sites, rock art sites, ancestral graves or old buildings. 
B Wahl presented a slide showing a wide range of heritage resources, protected by the Act. The particular 
concern for eThembeni in this project is intangible heritage e.g. landscapes, places that are associated 
with living heritage and traditional practices. The reason that eThembeni is interested in these resources 
specifically is because they were not identified or considered during the original study.  

13.7 Amafa and SAHRA, the national body for heritage management, have not produced regulations yet that 
can tell them how to identify and manage for example: cultural landscapes, places that are important to 
the communities whether they are of aesthetic values or in case of Darville, that has been in the news a 
lot, where local people have expressed an interest in conserving their landscape which they see being 
threatened by big housing developments. The people in Darville see their landscape as being agricultural 
and it has a value to them that is being affected by large-scale developments. Spring Grove Dam would 
constitute such an impact on the landscape of the area.  

13.8 Management of Graves. 

Various heritage resources were identified in the 2004 study. Mr Steenhuisen’s rock art has been visited. 
There are ancestral graves that eThembeni knows about and more graves that were identified during the 
public participation over the last couple of years. B Wahl asked anyone who was aware of any heritage 
resources on their property or was concerned about any landscape issues, should make note of it on the 
registration form. Only if eThembeni has as  complete a picture as possible of the heritage resources can 
mitigation measures and recommendations be made and presented at the next public meeting. 

14 SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

14.1 K Brügge stated that even though Social Impact Assessment (SIA) is low on the meeting agenda it is high 
on his agenda, and he is committed to writing extensive and comprehensive social assessments. 
K Brügge added that if the public have any issues they are welcome to contact him directly. 

14.2 K Brügge indicated that it is important to differentiate between unrelated changes that become evident 
over time, and changes that relate to the project being assessed. He added that social change is 
something common in communities as they rise and decay, whole civilisations too.  Social impacts would 
essentially be the difference between these natural social changes and those that can directly be 
attributed to the proposed project.  

14.3 Definitions of SIA. 

K Brügge indicated that the definition of the SIA is to identify future consequences for human populations 
of any action that alters the way in which people live, work, play, relate to one another, organise to meet 
their needs, and generally cope as members of society.  It involves analysing and managing the intended 
and unintended consequences on the human environment of interventions and associated social change 
processes to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human environment. 

14.4 Derived Process Definition. 

K Brügge presented a flow chart. He clarified said that in assessing social impacts it is important to 
distinguish between the primary appraisal of a project, i.e. the felt/perceived changes and the secondary 
appraisal, which relates to the availability of I&AP coping responses; the perception of opportunities and 
mitigation measures, which would alter how impacts are perceived.  If I&APs apply such coping 
responses or seize opportunities (such as re-zoning their properties to capitalise on the proposed dam), 
they essentially create 2nd order impacts that cannot be directly attributed to the proposed project. 
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14.5 Change Process and Impact Variables. 

K Brügge indicated that the variables that are being considered include the following: 

• Population related change processes and associated impacts, e.g. inflow of temporary workers; 

• Individual and family level impacts, e.g.: disruption of movement patterns & social networks;; 

• Infrastructure related impacts, e.g. changes in community infrastructure; land-acquisition/disposal;  

• Institutional impacts, e.g. local government related.  

• Socio-economic impacts; 

• Community health, safety and security impacts; and intrusion impacts, e.g. air; dust; noise and 
visual/aesthetic impacts.  

These impacts would be rated in terms of significance; spatial scale; time scale; and direction 
(positive/negative), whilst also paying attention to potential cumulative impacts.     

14.6 Scope of Study. 

K Brügge clarified the scope of the study: (1) Updating of the SIA studies from 2002; and (2) the new SIA 
for the Spring Grove Transfer Scheme (SGTS), i.e. the pump-station; Rising Main pipeline (new 
servitude); Break pressure tank(s) at Gowrie; the outfall pipeline to Mpofana River (existing servitude); the 
Mpofana outfall (which will be upgraded); and River flow measuring weirs.    

Special attention would be paid to: (1) the infrastructure and super-structure additions since 2002, 
including sub-division of land/new developments; (2) land claims received and implications; (3) lawful 
entitlements for water use and need for special mitigation; (4) changes in property values and their 
implications; (5) local government changes and implications; (6) impacts relating to the proposed quarry, 
fish barrier weir, and access roads; and (7) updating of socio-economic data for purposes of the SIA.  K 
Brügge stated that he would be back to do interviews in the area. 

15 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS CONCERNS IDENTIFIED: P TOLKSDORFF 

15.1 P Tolksdorff requested that the attendees read the Background Information Document (BID) and 
download information from the webpage.  

15.2 Aim of stakeholder engagement process. 

P Tolksdorff indicated that the aim of the stakeholder engagement process is to: inform stakeholders of 
the proposed project; identify issues; promote transparency and understanding; provide a structure for 
liaison with stakeholders; and assist in identifying potential impacts. 

15.3 Register as an I&AP. 

P Tolksdorff indicated that registered Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) may have seen newspaper 
adverts. She noted that posters were placed in the community and people may suggest other places 
where the posters should be displayed. P Tolksdorff noted that the BID has been posted to I&APs and 
copies are available at the meeting. It was noted that the BID provides the background to the project. She 
added that Stakeholders are invited to public events; this being the first public meeting of the EIA. There 
will be a second public meeting and I&APs will be notified. She said that issues that were raised tonight 
will be answered in the minutes as well as in faxes, letters and e-mails. P Tolksdorff apologised for the 
size of the emails and noted that in future e-mails will only be notification of what is on the webpage. 

15.4 Process activities. 

P Tolksdorff showed a diagram of sectors of I&APs who have registered. She indicated the people who 
have previously registered and added that of that section 38 people have reregistered, and 77 people 
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have newly registered. She mentioned that there are 116 new stakeholders that comprise of NGOs, 
ratepayers association members, farmers associations, B&B and tourist destinations and estate agents. 

15.5 Concerns identified. 

P Tolksdorff indicated that the following is a summary of the issues that have been raised. She added that 
some issues have been answered during the meeting. For those that haven’t, articulated answers will be 
provided and will be put into an issues report which will be made available to the other members of the 
public. Letters will be sent to I&APs articulating the answer. 

15.6 Biophysical Impacts. 

• Cumulative impacts on Mpofana and Lions Rivers. 

• Impact on Baden Smythe’s farm, Strathearn and areas that are being converted into conservation 
areas. 

• Impact on the fauna in the area. 

• Requests to lower the dam wall so as not to impact on Inchbrakie falls. 

• Impact on equestrian events. 

15.7 Fishing Rights and Fish Barrier Weir. 

• Impact on existing fishing rights. 

• Effects of the fish barrier weir on the smaller falls/rapids above the Inchbrakie falls. 

• Level of the anticipated water rise above the Inchbrakie falls.  

• Clarity on the fish stocking policy of the dam. 

 

15.8 Heritage. 

• Inundation of the Bushmen’s paintings. 

• Relocation costs of graves. 

15.9 Traffic and Roads - Haul Roads. 

• Clarity on the position of the haul roads and the location of the quarry (refer to P Teurlings 
presentation). 

• Operational times of the construction work.  

• Impacts of noise and dust. 

• Impact on local road network – such as deterioration (as discussed by MC Barnard). 

• Safety of crossing points of heavy vehicles going on and off the R103. 

• Safety of pedestrians.  

• Adverse effect of construction traffic on businesses.  

15.10 Traffic and Roads - Alteration of the existing access to properties. 

• Clarity on the proposed routes. 

• Impacts on wetlands. 
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• Additional travel distance. 

• Steepness of previous proposed route. 

• The process of registration of road servitudes or right of way servitudes – and clarity on the loss of 
land and compensation. 

• Additional fragmentation of properties. 

15.11 Pipeline. 

• Clarity on the pipeline route and properties that will be affected. 

• Pipeline route impact on properties that have development applications lodged. 

15.12 Irrigation and Water rights. 

• Will scheduled/permitted irrigators retain rights? J Geringer said lawful users will maintain rights. 

• What will be the landowner’s usage rights to the dam (recreational/domestic/irrigation/farming)? 
J Geringer highlighted the process that will be followed in his presentation. 

15.13 Dam Construction and Zoning details. 

• When will dam construction commence? 

• What will the working hours for dam construction be? 

• Clarity of the high water marks and buffer zones. 

• How long will the dam take to fill? 

• Visual obtrusion of pump station and other permanent buildings. 

• Will the dam be fenced? (position, height of fence) 

• Will the dam become a ‘Parks Board’ recreational waterway similar to Midmar? 

• What are the restrictions on use of the dam for recreation? 

15.14 Expropriation, compensation and land ownership. 

• Expropriation process, 

• Evaluation of properties, and Timing.  

15.15 Social Concerns: 

Construction. 

• Security during the construction period. 

• Construction labour anticipated numbers. 

• Construction labour housing location and requirements.  

Farm workers. 

• Cost for the relocation of displaced farm workers. 

• Loss of employment – necessity for training programmes to re-skill people. 

• Loss of support structures provided by the farmers (housing, electricity, water, schools, medical).  
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16. QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION 

16.1 Mrs McGrath asked MC Barnard. She noted that the assessment impact of the road is assessed as high, 
low and medium on a technical basis, but would like safety and not just technical impacts to be taken into 
account. She added that the road is in a bad condition and that the road is narrow, winding, with lots of 
pedestrians and if there will be 50 more trucks, those 50 will have an effect for the people using the road. 

16.2 Eunice Busisiwe from Riverholm asked where they will live when the water overflows into their houses. 

 

P Teurlings replied that where people are currently living in properties and houses that will be affected an 
investigation will be undertaken, and people will be relocated. They maybe relocated to part of the existing 
farm that is not expropriated or to another location. 

 

P Tolksdorff added she and Kay Brügge will be coming back to do the focus group meetings and will look 
especially at the farming communities, labourers living on the farms, farm workers and the broader 
community as part of the social assessment and will recommend mitigation measures. 

16.3 Mr Briggs asked if there is going to be recreational use of the dam. If so, how does it infringe on the 
riparian rights. He also asked if the dam will affect boreholes in the region as a lot of weight will be put on 
underwater caverns which become hollow. He requested clarity as to whether the caverns will become 
crushed and affect local boreholes? 

 

J Geringer replied that when the process of water resource management takes place, certain areas of the 
dam will be demarcated. Water sports will be allowed on certain parts of the dam, but on the upper 
regions of the dam water sports in the form of motor boats, skiing, etc. won’t be allowed. He added that 
the upper regions will be utilised as a refuge area for the animals and other biota. Bird breeding areas are 
normally found on upper region areas. 

 

J Geringer indicated that regarding riparian rights, the dam will initially involve the purchase of the basin 
area and will be government property. After construction a process will be followed that will allow access 
to the shore in certain areas. That process can start during the implementation process. He added that 
there are some issues that will be looked at (access, roads, etc.) before that process takes place. 

 

J Geringer stated that this dam is not particularly deep. The deepest point is 33.5m when full and slightly 
higher during flood. He added that generally the area comprises sandstone formations, it is not dolomitic 
and he stated that he is thus unaware of caverns within sandstone. J Geringer noted that one generally 
finds that the groundwater supply downstream of the dam and adjacent to the dam increases due to the 
sandstone formations. J Geringer also added that one won’t see fountains coming out everywhere. 

16.4 Mr Gary Nielson from Belina farm (Inchbrakie falls and the fish weir are on his farm) pointed out that they 
have not been consulted at all on the design of the fish weir and asked if there are any designs available. 
He also requested that they be consulted. 

 

P Teurlings indicated that the comment on the lack of consultation has been noted. Mr Neilson should 
raise all his concerns on the registration form and it will be taken to account in the Draft EIR. In terms of 
the design, P Teurlings said that a design was proposed in Bridging Study No. 7, the EIA on the proposed 
fish barrier and will be part of the Draft EIR. He added that this will be available in hard copy when the 
Draft EIR is out for public comment but is available electronically on the project web page. 
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J Geringer added that during the process of determining whether the fish barrier was required, a process 
was followed, as part of a bridging study where social economic impact was determined and what the 
economic value of the Brown Trout was. He added that it turned out to be significant. J Geringer indicated 
that they had a public meeting which was attended by some of the stakeholders at the current meeting (J 
Geringer has records of those who attended). Thus the design was discussed with everybody at that time 
(the minutes of that meeting and the design are available in the report on the website). 

 

Mr Nielson asked if the design had been finalised.  J Geringer replied that there was a stretch of about 50 
meters of river selected but in the end the best site was the lower portion because it will have the lowest 
weir with the smallest impoundment and the least backwater effects. He said that one of the points that 
came out of the process is that people at the time said that they would not like the Department or the 
TCTA to purchase the land, but rather to register a servitude of storage so that they could have access for 
fishing to the impoundment of the fish barrier. 

16.5 Mrs Marshall from Inchbrakie Falls seconded what Mr Steenhuisen said and asked, in which year and 
who, decided that R36 million will be enough to pay out all the land owners? 

 

D de Waal stated that the comment was noted and property negotiations have just started. 

16.6 Ms Costas asked an ecological question, and how in countries like New Zealand, the inter transfer of 
catchments is not permitted. She added that it does not seem that there have been any studies on that 
and wants to know if its been considered. The laws in other countries don’t apply but there is a reason 
why they don’t transfer between catchments; the issue doesn’t seem to have been considered here. 

 

J Geringer replied that in the National Water Act, provision has been made for transfer schemes and the 
impacts are studied especially the water quality. J Geringer mentioned that the National Water Resources 
Strategy pays special attention to the aspect of transfer. He added that South Africa cannot function 
economically if we can’t transfer water from one basin to another. 

 

He indicated that the South African average annual rainfall is 500mm (or about 550mm) while the world 
average is about 800mm. South Africa is in an awkward position, as at the East coast there is an average 
of about 1000mm with an average evaporation rate of about 1200mm and as one goes West the average 
rainfall is about 150mm (on the west coast) and the evaporation rate is 2400mm which is an unequal 
distribution of the rainfall in the country and cannot function without the transfer schemes. 

Ms Costas asked whether the impacts have been considered. 

 

J Geringer replied that the impact of the transfer scheme has been checked. For example, the maximum 
flow that will be allowed in the Mpofana River has been fixed at 4.5 cubic metres per second. The 
geomorphology of it has been studied in Phase 1 and a servitude of aqueduct has been registered on the 
receiving rivers because of this aspect. He added that the transfer scheme has got certain operating rules 
that will be followed, some of which were mentioned in his earlier presentation. 

16.7 John Zelenka from Silk Tree Hill, Rosetta said he has been asked questions by residents of Rosetta about 
the construction. Most people recognise that they won’t be able to stop it, but the impact is concerning for 
example, the gravel roads which will be sprayed. The problem with road traffic and lorries moving up and 
down the roads, is how do the people who live there drive, or walk as many school children walk along 
those roads and the impact of safety regarding taxi pick up points. He added that there are other issues 
e.g. design of the pumping station, the one at Midmar dam is visually unappealing.  He noted that there 
are a range of issues that can only be dealt with in a controlled fashion, he realises there will be an EMP, 
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but often there are promises made by managers, senior engineers, contractors. He said what happens on 
the ground tends to be different. People say that a pipeline will be put in and the soil won’t be disturbed, 
topsoil will be taken off, the substrate will be taken out, but they come with explosives and blow it up and 
forget the impact of explosives on farm animals and the people. He added that there will be an impact on 
traffic and contactors given freedom of whether they use a quarry site or not could impact on the views of 
the area and tourism over the two year period. He noted that the quarry site will be visible from the road 
and traffic being managed by people waving red flags is not acceptable. He also indicated that he will like 
to have a guarantee that an EMP is not just a paper work process that goes through. He knows what it is 
like as a project manager with what you promise and what you have to achieve. The achievement is 
dependant on how many controllers are in place. He feels there will not be enough control unless the 
issues are registered now and something is done about it. 

 

D de Waal indicated that he finds all Mr Zelenka’s comments valid. 

 

P Teurlings replied that he acts as an Environmental Control Officer (ECO) and the idea is to include in 
the EMP, an environmental monitoring committee on which members of the community or I&APs will sit 
and report transgressions. The ECO will be on site 24hrs a day and will be checked by an Environmental 
Control Auditor (ECA) who will be checked by an external auditor. The EMP will not just be for 
construction, but from design to decommissioning. 

 

D de Waal indicated that an environmental monitoring committee is a well known element and the only 
mechanism that one has. After the RoD, the EMP has the same status as provincial regulation. It is 
enforceable, but must be checked and monitored and will thus go some way to ensuring compliance. 

16.8 An unidentified attendee asked how long the public comments period will be on the draft EIR.  P Teurlings 
replied it will be three weeks. 

16.9 Mr Steenhuisen thanked the chairman for being fair, and asked what the noise level on the pump station 
is likely to be in decibels? He also commented that the Inchbrakie Falls is an integral part of the landscape 
of the area and should be taken into account as part of a heritage study and that by not inundating the 
Falls one resolves the red data plant removal, the aesthetic value of the falls is not lost, the bushman 
paintings are not lost and the costs of the project are lowered, there is no fish barrier required, and the 
expropriation and dam wall costs are lowered. 

16.10 Mr. King of the Evelyn Trust, Inchbrakie, and chairman of the Mhlangeni Conservancy indicated that 
access to the fish barrier for construction has not been mentioned, nor is it on any map. There has been 
no response to his letters and he would also like assurance that the dam wall will never be raised.  

 

J Geringer replied that they have received Mr. King’s correspondence and have passed it to the team. He 
said that he has tried to contact Mr King but he could not be reached. He mentioned that they are looking 
at his issues and Mr Barnard will look at the relocation of the access roads. J Geringer explained to Mr. 
King that one can’t build an infinitely high dam. The height proposed is the most economical point, 
because a higher dam wall doesn’t increase the yield. The chance of raising the wall is zero. 

16.11 Stuart Winckworth, a property owner, noted that his property will be completely inundated. He noted that 
he has people who have been living on his property with their families for about 30 years who don’t pay 
rent and don’t work for him either. These families have built homes on the property. He questioned what 
provision will be made for these people. 

 

D de Waal indicated that he doesn’t think there is a response for this issue at this stage and this social 
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issue needs to be assessed. 

 

K Brügge said at this stage it’s difficult to give a response as his component of the work has not 
commenced. The point is noted and a substantive response will be given. 

16.12 Mr Neilson asked whether the levels that are indicated in the map are flood levels or the dam levels.  
P Teurlings replied that they are at full supply level. 

 

Mr Neilson asked what the expected level or variation of the dam will be and would the flood levels be 
above the indicated levels? 

 

J Geringer replied that the inside line on the drawing indicates the full supply level and the outside line 
indicates the buffer line. The buffer line will be higher than the high flood level which is considered for the 
1 in 100 year recurrence period. 

 

Mr Neilson asked where the proposed servitude line will run. 

 

J Geringer replied that it was shown in the video – either the furthest horizontally of 15m or the distance 
given where a 1.5m height intersects the slope. He noted that Mr Neilson should look at a hydrological 
report on the website. J Geringer noted that the level will fluctuate depending on floods and droughts, e.g. 
Inchbrakie falls would be visible at times. 

16.13 An unidentified lady indicated that she does not own a property that is going to be affected by the dam 
and does realise there are people who don’t want the dam but would like to thank everyone involved for 
being open and responsive to all the emotional and economic issues raised. She added that this has been 
one of the best presentations she has been to as far as working with the community is concerned. 

17. WAY FORWARD 

17.1 P Teurlings indicated that the next phase is to have the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) ready for 
public review at the end of May and the second public meeting in the beginning of June. The public will 
have 3 weeks to review the report. P Teurlings mentioned that the reason they are having the 2nd public 
meeting inside the public review period is so that the stakeholders can first review the Draft EIR and then 
attend the 2nd public meeting and raise issues or concerns in the draft report. He added that the public can 
study the Draft EIR for another two weeks after the public meeting. 

 

P Teurlings indicated that BKS will not strictly adhere to the response days as in practice comments are 
normally made after the deadline. 

17.2 P Teurlings indicated that once they have finalised the EIR the public will have three weeks to ensure that 
comments/issues raised have been addressed in the Final EIR. He added that it is anticipated that the 
Final EIR will be submitted around the 20th of July for approval by the Environmental Authorities. 

18. CLOSING 

18.1 D de Waal indicated that the minutes will be available within two weeks and the public should please 
check them. No additions must be added in the minutes that were not said in the meeting. Additions 
should be put in a separate letter. 



 
 

MOOI-MGENI RIVER TRANSFER SCHEME PHASE 2 (MMTS-2) - 1ST PUBLIC MEETING FOR THE EIA PHASE 
16th April 2007 30

 

Appendix A – Presentations



20

FISH
Á Fish diversity mostly alien/introduced
Á 4 indigenous species
Á 3 Bass species downstream from Inchbrakie Falls; 

trout-fishing industry upstream 
Á Impacts:
Á Habitat loss minimal
Á Dam wall barrier to fish migration 
Á Upstream migration of Small-mouthed Bass due to 

inundation of Inchbrakie Falls: displace trout
Á Trout-fishing industry in area

FISH (cont)
Á Bridging studies:
Á Provision of fish barrier on Upper Mooi River (2004)

Á Investigation of the presence of Small-mouthed Bass 
upstream of Spring Grove Dam (2005)

Á Preliminary Ecological Assessment: The Mooi River and 
Associated Riparian Areas on the Farm ‘Coldstream’
above Inchbrakie Falls and proposed Fish Barrier (2006)

Á Environmental Impact Assessment for the proposed fish 
barrier on the Mooi River upstream of Spring Grove Dam 
(2006)

MAMMALS
Á Many species expected although little found in 

surveys
Á Red Data species likely to occur e.g. Oribi
Á Impacts:
Á Loss of habitat
Á Displacement of mammals
Á Increase in competition for food due to migration out of 

dam basin

AMPHIBIANS
Á Expected 20 species in dam basin
Á 1 endemic, no Red Data species
Á Impacts:
Á Loss of habitat
Á Increase in competition for food due to migration 

out of dam basin

REPTILES
Á 11 lizard and 19 snake species likely to occur 

in areas 

Á 1 Chameleon Red Data Listed

Á Impacts:
Á Loss of habitat

Á Displacement of Reptiles

Á Increase in competition for food due to migration 
out of dam basin

BIRDS
Á Diversity reduced due to agricultural activities
Á 8 Red Data species still occur
Á Impacts:
Á Loss of habitat for terrestrial birds and certain 

waterfowl
Á Gain of habitat for certain waterfowl
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INVERTEBRATES
Á Great diversity of burrowing mayflies 
Á Aquatic invertebrates common
Á Impacts:
Á Loss of habitat for terrestrial invertebrates
Á Gain of habitat for some aquatic invertebrates

MICROCLIMATE
Á Unlikely to have serious impact on area, except approx 

100m around dam.
Á Impacts:
ÁWinter: water could moderate the climate 

immediately surrounding it
ÁSummer: little effect
Á Incidences of fog before dissipating in morning

GEOMORPHOLOGY
Á Water transfer outfall at Mpofana River
Á Impacts:
Á Changes in morphology of channel
Á Bank erosion
Á River flow will 
Á stabilise

WAY FORWARD
Á Filling gaps in reports e.g. current Red Data listings
Á Habitat and Red Data species assessment for 

proposed transfer pipeline from Spring Grove Dam and 
outfall works in the Mpofana River
Á ‘Fine-tune’ Environmental Management Plan e.g. 

Operation Noah, wetland rehabilitation

HERITAGE IMPACT
ASSESSMENT

Presented by : Beth Wahl
eThembeni Cultural Heritage

HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Á Identify and map all new heritage resources in the study 

area;

Á Assess the significance of such resources, as well as those 
identified during previous studies, in terms of the criteria set
out in the KwaZulu-Natal Heritage Act No 10 of 1997;

Á Assess the impact of the development on all heritage 
resources;

Á Evaluate the impact of the development on all heritage 
resources relative to the sustainable social and economic 
benefits to be derived from the development;
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HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Á Present the results of existing and new consultations with 

communities affected by the proposed development and 
other interested parties regarding the impact of the 
development on heritage resources;

Á Consider alternatives if heritage resources will be adversely 
affected by the proposed development; and

Á Include mitigation measures of any adverse effects during 
and after completion of the proposed development in the 
EMP.

HERITAGE RESOURCES
(a) places, buildings, structures and equipment;
(b) places to which oral traditions are attached or which are 

associated with living heritage;
(c) historical settlements and townscapes;
(d) landscapes and natural features;
(e) geological sites of scientific or cultural importance;
(f) archaeological and palaeontological sites;
(g) graves and burial grounds, including -

(i) ancestral graves,
(ii) royal graves and graves of traditional leaders,
(iii) graves of victims of conflict,
(iv) graves of important individuals,

HERITAGE RESOURCES
(v) historical graves and cemeteries older than 60 years, and 
(vi) other human remains which are not covered under the 
Human Tissues Act, 1983 (Act No.65 of 1983 as amended);

(h) movable objects, excluding any object made by a living person;
(i) battlefields;
(j) traditional building techniques.

MANAGEMENT OF GRAVES
‘Grave’ means a place of interment and includes the 
contents, headstone or other marker of and any other 
structures on or associated with such place.

Amafa will only issue a permit for the alteration of a grave 
if they are satisfied that every reasonable effort has been 
made to contact and obtain permission from the families 
concerned.

MANAGEMENT OF GRAVES
Recommended management procedures:
Á Avoid relocation if at all possible.

Á Notification of the impending removals (relevant language media and 
notices at grave site);

Á Consultation with individuals or communities related or known to the 
deceased;

Á Satisfactory arrangements for the curation of human remains and / or 
headstones in a museum, where applicable;

Á Procurement of a permit from Amafa aKwaZulu-Natali;

Á Appropriate arrangements for the exhumation and re-interment;

Á Observation of rituals or ceremonies required by the families.

SOCIAL IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT (SIA)

Facilitated by : K.U. Brugge
D.Phil.
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DEFINITIONS OF SIA
Á “Identify the future consequences for human 

populations of any…action that alters the way in 
which people live, work, play, relate to one another, 
organize to meet their needs, and generally cope as 
members of society” (Bekker, 1999).
Á “Analysing & managing the intended & unintended 

consequences on the human environment of 
interventions & associated social change processes
to bring about a more sustainable and equitable 
biophysical and human environment” (Vanclay, 
2002).

DERIVED PROCESS DEFINITION

SOCIAL 
CHANGE

PROCESS (1st

& 2nd Order)

APPRAISAL (Primary):  
e.g. Perceived/Felt 

Changes in the nature of 
Community & associated 

feelings

APPRAISAL (Secondary):  
• Potential Coping Response
•Perception of Opportunities

•Mitigation Measures

EXECUTION OF COPING 
RESPONSES (CAN CREATE 

IMPACTS TOO)

CHANGE PROCESS & IMPACT
VARIABLES

Á Population related change processes and 
associated impacts, e.g.  population change 
& inflow temporary workers.
Á Individual and family level change 

processes and associated impacts, e.g.: 
Á disruption in movement patterns, 
Á disruption in social networks; 
Á changes in recreational  patterns; and 
Á relocation of individuals or families.

CHANGE PROCESS & IMPACT 
VARIABLES

Á Socio-economic change processes and 
associated impacts:
Á job creation; 
Á impacts on local businesses; and 
Á SMME development. 

Á Public health, safety and security related 
change processes and associated impacts.

CHANGE PROCESS & IMPACT 
VARIABLES
Á Community/institutional arrangements’

related change processes and associated 
impacts:
Á attitude formation; 
Á interest group activity; 
Á local government related impacts (size and 

structure).

CHANGE PROCESS & IMPACT 
VARIABLES
Á Community infrastructure related change 

processes & associated impacts, incl. land 
acquisition/disposal.
Á Intrusion related change processes and 

associated impacts, i.e.:
Á dust/air pollution/impacts;
Á noise pollution;
Á light pollution;
Á aesthetic impacts; and
Á malodour pollution.
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SOCIAL ASSESSMENT

Á Baseline analysis: past & future changes not 
associated with proposed project;   
Á Description of project-related change processes and 

impacts:
Á Construction;
Á Operation; and 
Á Decommissioning phases. 

Á Cumulative impacts;
Á Mitigation measures.

TYPICAL RATING: ILLUSTRATIVE

SCOPE OF STUDY
Á Updating of Spring Grove Dam (SGD) SIA (2002);
Á New SIA for Spring Grove Transfer Scheme (SGTS):
V Pump-station at SGD;
V Rising Main pipeline (new servitude) to existing Mearns 

servitude;
V Break pressure tank(s) at Gowrie;
V Outfall pipeline to Mpofana River (existing servitude);
V Mpofana outfall (existing : upgrade);
V River flow measuring weirs (below dam wall; and beyond 

Mpofana Outfall).  

SPECIAL ATTENTION:

Á Infrastructure & super-structure additions 
since 2002, incl. :
Á potential sub-division of land; and
Á new developments (implications). 

Á Land claims received and implications.
Á Lawful entitlements for water use & need 

for special mitigation. 

SPECIAL ATTENTION:

Á Changes in property values / implications.
Á Local government changes & implications.
Á Impacts relating to the proposed quarry, fish 

barrier weir, and access roads
Á Updating of socio-economic data for purposes 

of SIA.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
PROCESS AND CONCERNS 

IDENTIFIED
Presented by : P Tolksdorff
Cymbian Enviro-Social Consultants
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AIM OF STAKEHOLDER 
ENGAGEMENT PROCESS

INFORM STAKEHOLDERS OF THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT

IDENTIFIED ISSUES, COMMENTS AND 
CONCERNS RAISED BY STAKEHOLDERS

PROMOTE TRANSPARENCY AND AN 
UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROJECT AND ITS 

CONSEQUENCES

STRUCTURE FOR LIAISON AND 
COMMUNICATION WITH STAKEHOLDERS

ASSIST IN IDENTIFYING POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

REGISTER AS AN I&AP
IN ORDER TO REGISTER AS AN I&AP YOU SHOULD RESPOND TO:

Newspaper advertisements.
Posters.

The Background Information Document.
Public events.

Letters, Faxes, Emails.

AS A REGISTERED I&AP, YOU ARE ENTITLED TO THE FOLLOWING:

V Invitations to public events.
V Project background information and information by way of background 

documents, presentations and displays at public events.
V Opportunity to comment on presentations and displays at public events.
V Opportunity to raise issues and concerns throughout the process, during 

public events and during pubic comment periods.
V Notifications to inform you of the availability of reports for public comment.
V Opportunity to comment on reports to determine if your issues and concerns 

were addressed.
V Notification informing I&APs of the Record of Decision (RoD).
V Opportunity to lodge appeals against the RoD.

PROCESS ACTIVITIES
The public participation process activities have been structured in such a way as to register 
I&APs and to elicit comments, issues and concerns, for further investigation throughout the 
process.  The spectrum of activities includes the following:

21 day comment period
o Letters, Email, Fax, Web page.

V Erection of notices at public places in the Local 
Communities to allow for registration as an I&APs .

V Distribution of a Background Information Document to 
provide details about project.

V Newspaper proposed project process and inviting them to 
participate.

V Telephonic consultation.

INITIAL CONSULTATION

MEETINGS

V Public Meetings.
o Newspaper advertisements, Public Notices, Letters, 

Email, Fax, Web page.
Focus Group Meetings.

o Letters, Email, Fax, Telephonic consultation.

DRAFT & FINAL REPORTS

Registration of I&APs for MMTS-2

186

38

77

116

Previously registered
I&APs
Re-registered I&APs

Newly registered
I&APs
Identified I&APs

PROCESS ACTIVITIES

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED
Á Biophysical impacts
Á Cumulative impacts on Mpofana and Lions Rivers.
Á Impact on Baden-Smythe's farm, Strathearn

(Remainder and Subs 2, 7 & 9 of Ebernburg) that 
are being converted into conservation areas.
Á Impact on the fauna in the area (frogs, cranes, 

otters, oribi and dassie population - Black Eagles 
food source).
Á Requests to lower the dam level so as not to 

impact on Inchbrakie falls?
Á Impact on equestrian events.

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Fishing rights and Fish Barrier Weir
Á Impact on existing fishing rights.
Á Effects of the fish barrier weir on the smaller 

falls/rapids above the Inchbrakie falls.
Á Level of the anticipated water rise above the 

Inchbrakie falls. 
Á Clarity on the fish stocking policy of the dam.
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CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Heritage
Á Inundation of the Bushmen’s paintings.
Á Relocation costs of graves.

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED
Á Traffic and roads
Á Haul roads
ÁClarity on the haul roads proposed and the location 

of the quarry.
ÁOperational times of the construction work. 
Á Impacts of noise and dust.
Á Impact on local road network – deterioration.
ÁSafety at crossing points.
ÁSafety of pedestrians.
ÁAdverse effect of construction traffic on customers 

of businesses. 

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Traffic and roads
Á Alternation of exiting access to properties
ÁClarity on the proposed routes.
Á Impacts on wetlands.
ÁAdditional travel distance.
ÁSteepness of previously proposed route.
ÁRegistration of road servitudes or right of way 

servitudes – loss of land.
ÁAdditional fragmentation of properties.

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Pipeline
Á Clarity on the pipeline route and properties that 

will be affected.
Á Pipeline route impact on properties that have 

development applications lodged.

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Irrigation and Water Rights
Á Will scheduled/permitted irrigators retain rights?
Á What will be the landowners usage rights to the dam 

(recreational/domestic/irrigation/farming)?

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Dam construction and zoning details
Á When will construction commence?
Á What will the working hours for dam construction be?
Á Clarity of the high water marks and buffer zones.
Á How long will the dam take to fill?
Á Visual obtrusion of pump station and other permanent 

buildings.
Á Will the dam be fenced? (position, height)
Á Will the dam become a ‘Parks Board’ recreational waterway 

similar to Midmar?
Á What are the restrictions on use of the dam for recreation?
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CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Expropriation, compensation and land ownership
Á Clarity on the:
Á expropriation process,
Á evaluation of properties, and 
Á timing. 

CONCERNS IDENTIFIED

Á Social Concerns
Á Construction
Á Security during the construction period.
Á Construction labour anticipated numbers.
Á Construction labour housing location and requirements.

Á Farm workers
Á Cost for the relocation of displaced farm workers.
Á Loss of employment – training programs.
Á Loss of support structures provided by the farmers (housing, 

electricity, water, schools, medical) 

QUESTION AND 
ANSWER SESSION

Facilitated by : D de Waal
Afrosearch

WAY FORWARD

Presented by : P Teurlings
BKS (Pty) Ltd 

Department of Environmental Management

Submit EIR

Final Authority Review

Consideration of application

Approved

Not approved

Record of Decision

Plan of study for EIA

Draft EIR and EMPR

AcceptedAdditions requested

Review ESR & undertake 
Additional  Studies

Approved

Public Review

Public Review

Amend

Amend

Development 
denied

Not approved

Appeal
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1st PUBLIC 
MEETING
I&AP input

Report 
available 
for I&AP 

review

I&APs may
appeal

2nd PUBLIC 
MEETING
I&AP input

Public Review

Development approved

1st June 2007

CLOSING

Facilitated by : D de Waal
Afrosearch
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Appendix B – Attendance List 
 

SURNAME / COMPANY TYPE OF I&AP  
Bannister Landowner 
Bartlett Landowner 
Beith Landowner 
Berning Landowner 
Blanford-Newson Member of Local Organisation 
Brady School 
Brea Landowner 
Briggs Landowner 
Brooke  Landowner 
Busiswe Tenant 
Buss Landowner 
Cawley Landowner 
Clements Landowner 
Clements Landowner 
Coetzer Landowner / Tourist Venue 
Costas  Lawyer 
Crowley Landowner 
Dahl Landowner 
Davie  Landowner 
Davies Tourist Venue / Organisation 
de Gersigny Landowner 
de Vroede Landowner 
Dickson Landowner 
Dickson Estate Agent 
Dodson Company 
du Preez  Landowner 
Edmunds Landowner 
Erasmus Landowner 
Evans Landowner / Tourist Venue 
Evans Landowner 
Fannin Environmental Group 
Feer Tenant 
Felton Provincial Authority 
Field Landowner / Tourist Venue 
Gawith Landowner 
Gillham  Company 
Greene Landowner 
Grueneberg Local Authority / Landowner 
Hawkins Company 
Hayhoe Landowner 
Homenet Real Estate (Nottingham road) Estate Agent 
Hougham Landowner 
Hunter-Smith  Landowner 
Kanz Landowner 
Karg  Landowner 
Karg  Landowner 
Kean Member of Local Organisation 
King Landowner 
Lister Landowner 
Lund Landowner 
Majola Tenant 
Marshall Landowner 
McGlashen Landowner 
Mchunu Tenant 
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SURNAME / COMPANY TYPE OF I&AP  
McKenzie,  Landowner 
Madlala  Local Authority 
Meikle Member of Local Organisation 
Morris Landowner 
Rogers Member of Local Organisation 
Wager Member of Local Organisation 
Ngcobo Member of Local Organisation 
Saha Member of Local Organisation 
Myers Landowner 
Neilson  Landowner 
Nottingham Road Landowners Association Member of Local Organisation 
Olson  Landowner 
Parsons,  Landowner 
Pote Landowner 
Regnard Landowner 
Robinson Landowner 
Scott  Landowner / Tourist Venue 
Smythe Landowner 
Springvale Farm Landowner / Tourist Venue 
Steenhuisen Landowner 
Steybraes Holdings Landowner 
Suckling Landowner 
Tonkinson Landowner 
Torr Tourist Venue 
Turner Member of Local Organisation 
van Heerden Provincial Authority 
Ward Landowner 
Warren Landowner 
White Member of Local Organisation 
Will Landowner 
Winckworth Landowner 
Winters Landowner 
Winters Landowner 
Winters Landowner 
Winters Landowner 
Woodridge Country Hotel & craft Company Tourist Venue 
Xaba Tenant 
Zaloumig Provincial Authority 
Zelenka Landowner 
Zondi Local Authority 

 


