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' 012 664 6114; Ê 086 633-6088; willem@vjo.co.za  

111 Cantonments Road, Lyttelton Manor X1, Centurion 

PO Box 16365, Lyttelton 0140 

Our Reference:  WvR/HVR2/0001  

Your Reference: Anelle Lotter 

Date:  31 October 2011 

Per: e-mail 

Number of Pages:  

ZITHOLELE CONSULTING 
MIDRAND 

Dear Anelle, 

OUR CLIENT: HANS VAN RENSBURG BOERDERY CC 

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT:  PROPOSED SITE “B” 

With regard to the above proposed site for the establishment of an ash disposal 
facility, on the farm Witklip 539, Jakhalsfontein 258 and Nooitgedacht 525, as well as 
the proposed conveyor corridor over various farms including Bossemanskraal 538 JR 
(the site marked as “Site B” on your map), we would like to make the following 
comments on behalf of our client, who owns the farm Witklip 539 JR and parts of the 
farm Bossemanskraal 538 JR. 

Please take note that these comments are based on our initial assessment of the 
situation and, as additional information comes to hand, we may expand on our 
arguments set out herein. 

1. Provincial integration 

We would like to point out that the proposed site “B” is in Gauteng, whereas the 
power station is being built in Mpumalanga.  Apart from the obvious administrative 
challenges that this cross-border operation may face, we also believe that your 
consultation process as proposed, will not comply with Government Notice R.543 of 
June 2010, Chapter 2.  In the Background Information Document of September 2011, 
mention is made only of the relevant government departments in Mpumalanga, for 
instance the Mpumalanga Department of Economic Development, Environment 
and Tourism.  No mention is made of the same authority in Gauteng. 

We believe that, especially in the light of the serious economic impact this facility will 
have on agriculture and the environment in Gauteng, as will be discussed in more 
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detail later, failure to consult with the relevant departments in Gauteng, will render 
the process defective and therefor invalid. 

2. Impact on agriculture 

2.1 The farm Witklip 

The entire proposed site “B” is situated on prime agricultural land, affecting 
approximately 250 hectares of irrigated land.  Currently crops such as corn, potatoes 
and peas are produced under irrigation.  Apart from the area directly affected, the 
whole farming business of our client will be ruined as the farm is integrated and the 
remainder of the farm can not be sustained independently from that part of it.  
Crops on that land but also on the rest of the farm are irrigated from dams whose 
water quality will no doubt be affected by the ash. 

2.2 The farm Bossemanskraal 

Immediately adjacent to, and approximately 1,5 km from the proposed site on the 
farm Bossemanskraal, my client has a broiler facility where approximately 1,75 million 
chickens are reared every year.  We are concerned about the effect the ash may 
have on the health of the chickens and also on the quality of the product and the 
safety to consumers. 

2.2 The Conveyor Corridor area 

The area earmarked for the conveyor is also agricultural land.   Although it may not 
affect our client directly we are aware of many farmers who may be adversely 
affected, among which is a large-scale pig farm.    

2.3 The farm Groenfontein 

One of the major players in the chicken industry in Gauteng, namely Eagles Pride, 
has one of its’ major hatcheries as well as about 36 broiler houses on the property 
immediately adjacent to the proposed site.  They have informed us that they are 
busy conducting their own environmental impact assessment through their agents 
and will give their comments in due course.   

Although we are not authorised to give an opinion on their behalf, we are aware of 
a number of reasons why the ash will negatively impact their facility, and possibly to 
the extent that it may have to close down entirely.  These reasons shall also apply, to 
a large extent, to the chicken facility on the farm Bossemanskraal, belonging to our 
client. 

3. Financial implications 

Apart from the obvious financial implications for our client and for the other farmers 
mentioned in section 2 above, the proposed site “B” is, as mentioned, situated on 
prime and licensed irrigated land.   It will be on, or directly affect, approximately 250 
hectares of this high-value land, the value of which is approximately R80,000 (Eighty 
Thousand Rands) per hectare.   
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Apart from this there is the cost of the corridor, which, though we have no estimate 
of the amount, must be substantial.  Apart from the capital cost, it will incur 
substantial monthly running costs including health and safety costs and security. 

4. Impact on the environment 

4.1 Immediate environment 

In relation to the other proposed sites, we believe the impact on the environment 
would be greater as the proposed area is surrounded by dams and streams.  The ash 
would inevitably find its way into these streams and dams, polluting not only the 
immediate area but also the area downstream from the affected area.  It would in 
our opinion probably affect the quality of drinking water not to mention the living 
conditions of the communities nearby. 

4.2 The Kungwini (Bronkhorstspruit) Dam 

This dam provides drinking water to the town of Bronkhorstspruit but also to a large 
part of Pretoria.  Although the dam is not adjacent to the facility it is nearby and we 
are concerned of the effect that a 40 to 60m high ash heap may have on the dam, 
especially in windy conditions.  The dam is only 6,3 kilometres from the proposed site.  

5. Impact on employment 

Irrigated crops in general provide higher employment than non-irrigated crops and 
land used for grazing.  For crops like potatoes, temporary labour is often used in the 
harvesting season and for some of these labourers this is their only source of income. 

Although the ash disposal facility will probably create some employment, it will 
adversely affect not only these farm workers but also the many people employed by 
the various chicken facilities in the area.  

6.  Conclusion 

Although we did not have access to information about the other proposed sites for 
the ash disposal facility, it is evident that the cost of this facility will be substantially 
higher than that of the other proposed sites.  This conclusion is based both on the 
high value of the land on which the site is located, and on the fact that a corridor 
will have to be created and maintained if this site is chosen, as is evident from your 
map.  This site is the furthest from the power station and that alone indicates a much 
higher operating cost than, say, site “A” and “C” which is right next to the site.  This 
should be a major concern as the project already seems to be more costly than 
anticipated.  We hope that a study will be done to calculate the additional cost 
over the lifespan of the power station, should this site be chosen, and that this will be 
taken into account when deciding on the viability of site “B”.  To us, this site simply 
does not make economic sense. 

Furthermore we are concerned about the impact on the local farming community, 
and especially the irrigation and chicken component thereof.  Gauteng has 
relatively little irrigation land and food production is paramount to the survival of the 
country.  It is, in our opinion, even more important than the provision of electricity. 
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Lastly, it would be disastrous if the Gauteng water supply is affected by the proposed 
facility, and this alone should be reason enough to abandon this site as a possible 
choice. 

We hope that you found our contribution useful.  We shall appreciate it if you could 
keep us abreast with developments so that we can advise our client appropriately. 

Kind regards, 

VAN RENSBURG JORDAAN  
& OLIVIER ATTORNEYS 
Per:  Willem van Rensburg 
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Key Statement 

 

Following consideration of the draft scoping report, presentations made and discussions held 

at the meeting on the 20th of July 2012 the key statement noted below is arrived at.  

Supporting statements appear thereafter in sections 1 and 2. 

 

 

 

The location of the proposed site F occupies a significant portion of the TOPIGS SA farm 

(portions 9 & 10 of Bossemanskraal).   

 

The nature of the TOPIGS production system in terms of animal location, handling, health 

management and biosecurity does not permit the farm to operate on a partial basis or with 

close proximity to an ash dump. 

 

The waste handling management system of TOPIGS also requires sufficient land surface 

area for the disposal of animal effluent. 

 

TOPIGS SA is also in the process of expanding its operations. 

 

 

 

 

 

TOPIGS SA does therefore not foresee the possibility to continue operations 

without incurring significant or total impairment with the advent of the proposed 

site F. 

 

 

Concerns also exist for the other sites as they may impact on the catchment area, 

with surface and groundwater concerns in addition to the air quality issues raised 

previously. 
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1. Background Information  

 

Please refer to the previous comments submitted on the draft Scoping Report submitted on  

24/02/2012 regarding key concern detail as the comments raised therein remain applicable 

to the new Site F and possible combinations with this and various other potential sites. 

 

Only the key issues are briefly noted in this response with some additional aspects 

emanating from the presentations and discussions from the Focus Group Meeting held at 

Kusile Wilge Offices on 20 July 2012. 

 

 

 

2. Comments and Concerns 

 

2.1 

As was noted by the stakeholders and affected land owners present at the meeting referred 

to above the primary mechanism of protection for interested and affected parties remains a 

combination of: 

 

 A commitment on behalf of Eskom/Kusile to monitor the relevant constituents and 

parameters that may impact on the environment and affected parties. 

 

 An agreement or undertaking on behalf of Eskom/Kusile to adhere to standards set 

for upper limits of pollution for the relevant sources applicable to the construction, 

operation and maintenance of the proposed ash waste disposal site/s. 

 

 The implementation of environmental management plans that offer sufficient 

protection to the current land uses. 

 

 Provision of all monitoring data within a reasonable time-frame to the interested and 

affected parties. 

 

 Regular engagement with the interested and affected parties.   

o It is proposed that this take the form of an Environmental Monitoring 

Committee similar to that currently in operation by Kusile Power Station. 

o However, as these meetings already provide many specialist reports relating 

to the construction (and future operation) of the power station itself and do 

not necessarily relate specifically to the Ash Disposal Facility/s it is proposed 

that a separate forum be established to focus on the Ash Disposal Facility/s. 
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2.2 

A key concern noted in the initial comments submitted remains that there appears to be an 

on-going adjustment to scope of waste disposal facility or facilities required: 

 

 The initial projections failed in forming a reasonable estimate of the required ash 

dump facility size and scope and it was previously argued that it was unclear how the 

Draft Scoping Process would prevent the same set of scenario circumstances from 

occurring again (as verbally explained for the 10 year ash dump).   

 This has now occurred as predicted by the inclusion of yet another potential site and 

possible use of a combination of sites (as presented on 20 July 2012). 

 The fact that more reasons have presented themselves since the initial draft scoping 

report warranting the inclusion of another site (site F) suggests that landowners 

have a valid concern that additional sites may yet again be included at later stages 

with a similar set of reasons put forward to motivate for yet another set of waste 

disposal requirements.   

 This implies that landowners are potentially expected to continually re-evaluate the 

challenges that may impose themselves on their environment.   

 These landowners should have the certainty to plan their own 

development/expansions/ land use programmes, yet this is clearly very hard to do 

given the high degree of uncertainty that exists regarding the true requirement for 

Kusile Power Station. 

 

 The request is thus that Eskom/Kusile not delay the process unnecessarily but 

commit with scientifically defensible motivation the true capacity and site 

requirements and that the selection and proposal be put forward for the necessary 

authorisations. 

 

 It was noted previously that this should have been completed to a far greater degree 

of certainty when the initial authorization was granted for the location of the Kusile 

Power Station. 

 

 Whilst this problem may not necessarily relate to the actions/decision making 

responsibilities of Eskom/Kusile Power Station, and may be significantly influenced 

by relevant authorities involved in the processes, it should not be at the cost of 

current existing landowners and activities in the area. 

 

  



5 
 

2.3 

Whilst the issue of air quality and dust suppression is noted in the draft scoping report and 

during the presentations the specialists have all admitted to the fact that despite the 

mitigation measures that may be put in place some impact from dust and ash-particle 

fallout will occur. 

 

It was noted by the specialists that this currently occurs at Kendal ash disposal site. 

 

This is a major concern for not only public health but the agricultural production activities 

currently underway by the landowners potentially affected. 

 

This affects animal health directly by sensitive pulmonary exposure pathways and related 

respiratory and subsequent systemic adverse effects, and indirectly by grazing quality.  

Crop production may obviously also be adversely affected by fallout, product quality and 

long-term soil effects. 

 

It is proposed that this aspect needs to be addressed more fully and comprehensively by a 

workshop/specialist/stakeholder interaction where these issues and the issues noted below 

are dealt with: 

 

 National Ambient Air Quality Standards are established (NEM: Act 34 of 2004), with 

section 2.3 on Ambient air quality measurement requirements stating that the 

assessment of all ambient pollutant concentrations shall be conducted in terms of 

the relevant sections of the National Framework for Air Quality Management.  

Section 3 on National Ambient Air Quality Standards addresses SO2, NO2, Particulate 

matter, ozone, benzene, lead and carbon monoxide but monitoring needs to 

include a comprehensive list of potentially hazardous constituents related to coal, 

combustion thereof, storage of combustion products and related activities, including 

transport of both coal and combustion products.  Additional key elements include: 

o trace elements in FGD byproduct (e.g. arsenic, selenium and mercury) 

o trace elements captured by fly ash and coarse ash with consequent significant 

environmental concerns as many are reported to be carcinogenic, toxic and 

potential endocrine disruptors. 

 The key carcinogenic elements most frequently cited include arsenic, 

cadmium, nickel and zinc, whilst toxicity concerns are most often 

reported for selenium and mercury.   

 Potentially hazardous trace elements associated with fly ash include: 

 Arsenic; Aluminium; Antimony; Barium; Beryllium; Bromide; 

Cobalt; Chromium; Copper; Iron; Lanthanum; Lead; 

Manganese; Mercury; Molybdenum; Nickel; Selenium; Silicon; 

Strontium; Tungsten; Uranium; Vanadium. 

 Macro elements include Fluoride, Sulphur and Nitrogen.  Other 

potential hazards include PAHs and VOCs. 
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 According to studies published regarding health impacts associated with coal-fired 

power plants and disposal of coal combustion products concern exists for both air 

quality and water quality impacts.  Numerous environmental studies also observe 

hazardous substances in a variety of exposure media, from soil to aquatic organisms 

utilized for human consumption.  Public health studies cite 84 separate hazardous air 

pollutants to be associated with coal-fired power plants. Given the sensitivity of the 

catchment involved for all the sites in terms of wetlands and surface water, and the 

reliance on groundwater by many of the affected landowners, water quality 

impacts need to be monitored for the same constituents noted above for air 

quality. 

 

 In addition, as noted in the previous comments submitted, concerns regarding 

Turbidity, Suspended Solids, COD, Ammonia and microbiological indicator organisms 

are also valid due to the impacts for construction activities and stormwater runoff.  

These should thus also be monitored to assess environmental impact on a 

continuous basis as it is understood that the construction of the ash disposal facility 

or facilities will not be a single event but rather an ongoing process as storage 

requirements increase over time. 
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2.4 

Some of the Key Concerns noted for the Draft Scoping Report that remain 

applicable include: 

Nowhere in the Draft Scoping Report is specific reference to these constituents noted, and 

although it may be argued that they are included by implication, it is argued that in order 

for meaningful public participation and acceptable EIA terms of reference to be formulated, 

they should appear prominently in the report with clear assurances that they will be 

established in terms of baseline values, potential hazardous waste streams and monitored 

accordingly.   Failure to do this transparently may result in various environmental and water 

licenses and authorizations to be granted without specific reference to the primary 

pollutants relevant. 

 

It is argued that any water used in the process of transporting, placing and storage of the 

waste streams (fly ash and coarse ash) should form a significant and critical part of the 

Draft Scoping Report and be included therein as part of the environment and subsequent 

EIA issues. 

 

Monitoring descriptions must be detailed for storm water drainage and monitoring 

boreholes, listing at the very least those prohibited discharges typically used for Special 

Limits by DWA. 

 

Clearer indications should be given regarding the handling of waste from human effluent 

and other hazardous wastes associated with the construction phase, both of the ash dump 

and conveyor systems.  It is already noted by Kusile that Phola Sewage plant cannot cope 

with the current load, yet Kusile will show a significant increase in staff entering the site per 

day over time (increase from 8500 currently to over 10000 by 2013 – EMC data).  It is vital 

that any additional construction activities be managed with due regard for the existing 

impacts and subsequent sensitivities of the receiving environment. 
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2.5 

Although not directly detailed but nonetheless relevant the issue of the disposal of gypsum 

from Kusile Power Station remains uncertain.  Clarity regarding the use of the co-disposal 

site currently available and impacts thereof on the proposed sites is required as is the future 

handling requirements thereof. 

 

2.6 

General 

The sources, pathway and receptor approach is fundamental to the assessment of hazards 

and risks and accepted world-wide, and implied in the relevant NEMA and NWA Acts.   

 

Observation in terms of sampling, analytical determination and transparent reporting, of the 

relevant potentially hazardous constituents should be included for all these aspects noted in 

the points above (waste stream and other possible sources; pathways as relevant, e.g. air, 

soil, water, plant; for relevant receptor types). 
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1. Background Information and Key Concern 

In the Schedule of Government Notice No. 32816 (24 Dec 2009) the  National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards are established (NEM: Act 34 of 2004), with section 2.3 on Ambient air 

quality measurement requirements stating that the assessment of all ambient pollutant 

concentrations shall be conducted in terms of the relevant sections of the National 

Framework for Air Quality Management.  Section 3 on National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards addresses SO2, NO2, Particulate matter, ozone, benzene, lead and carbon 

monoxide. 

 

Although the Kusile Power Station is to use FGD to reduce many of these hazardous coal 

combustion products (specifically the SO2 and NO2) concern still exists for list of potentially 

hazardous constituents related to coal, combustion thereof, storage of combustion products 

and related activities, including transport of both coal and combustion products. 

 

It is widely published that concern for trace elements in FGD byproduct (e.g. arsenic, 

selenium and mercury) limits the utilization of FGD byproduct and that the release of FGD 

byproduct is a barrier impacting utilization thereof.   

 

It is also widely reported in the literature that trace elements may be captured by fly ash 

and coarse ash with consequent significant environmental concerns as many are reported to 

be carcinogenic, toxic and potential endocrine disruptors. 

 

The key carcinogenic elements most frequently cited include arsenic, cadmium, nickel and 

zinc, whilst toxicity concerns are most often reported for selenium and mercury.   

 



The scientific literature generally reports potentially hazardous trace elements associated 

with fly ash to be: 

 

Arsenic 

Aluminium 

Antimony 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Bromide 

Cobalt 

Chromium 

Copper 

Iron 

Lanthanum 

Lead 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Molybdenum 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Silicon 

Strontium 

Tungsten 

Uranium 

Vanadium 

 

In addition many macro elements are cited such as Fluoride, Sulphur and Nitrogen.  Other 

potential hazards include PAHs and VOCs. 

 

Although many technologies to improve emissions quality exist and may be applicable to 

Kusile Power Station these do not totally remove the hazards and concern for hazardous 

constituents still exists.   

 

In some cases the removal of hazards from air in an attempt to improve the air quality and 

reduce air emissions may result in a higher non-airborne hazardous waste requiring 

disposal. 

 

According to studies published regarding health impacts associated with coal-fired power 

plants and disposal of coal combustion products concern exists for both air quality and 

water quality impacts.  Numerous environmental studies also observe hazardous substances 

in a variety of exposure media, from soil to aquatic organisms utilized for human 

consumption.  Public health studies cite 84 separate hazardous air pollutants to be 

associated with coal-fired power plants.  

 

 



There is thus a wealth of information in the scientific literature where the environmental 

aspects of trace elements in coal and coal combustion products (including fly ash) are 

reviewed and researched.   

 

Critically, it cannot be assumed that Kusile Power Station will automatically monitor the 

relevant pollutants as the current EMC process omits obvious elements relevant to 

establishing baseline concentrations that may be adversely affected or impacted by coal-

fired power stations.   

 

As noted above, trace elements described in FGD byproducts also include recognized 

potentially hazardous elements such as arsenic, selenium and mercury.  Studies note that 

disposal of the ash may be accompanied by dissolution of calcium that may lower the pH 

and calcium concentration in the leachate facilitating the release of arsenic and mercury, 

which may be argued to represent a greater environmental hazard. 

 

It is thus argued that these constituents are known, internationally published and 

cited, and should be specifically included in any EIA process for the relevant 

sources, pathways and receptors. 

 

Key Concern: 

Nowhere in the Draft Scoping Report is specific reference to these constituents noted, and 

although it may be argued that they are included by implication, it is argued that in order 

for meaningful public participation and acceptable EIA terms of reference to be formulated, 

they should appear prominently in the report with clear assurances that they will be 

established in terms of baseline values, potential hazardous waste streams and monitored 

accordingly. 

 

Failure to do this transparently may result in various environmental and water licenses and 

authorizations to be granted without specific reference to the primary pollutants relevant. 

 

 

 

  



 

2. Draft Scoping Report (DEA Reference Number: 12/12/20/2412) 

The report states under point 2.1 that: 

 

In terms of Section 24 of the Constitution: 

  

“Everyone has the right  

ii) to an environment that is not harmful to their wealth or well-being, and 

iii) to have the environment protected, for the benefit of present and future generations, 

through reasonable legislative and other measure that  

- prevent pollution and ecological degradation; 

- secure ecologically sustainable development and use of natural resources.” 

 

Within the relevant legal framework it may be noted that pollution control and waste 

management form an integral part of sustainable development, with a principle of using 

utmost caution when permission is granted for new developments.  Environmental impact 

assessments form a critical aspect of the process. 

 

In section 2.5 it is noted that any WULs that may be required in terms of the NWA will be 

addressed separately as part of the overall Integrated Water Use Licensing Process for the 

Kusile Power Station and will not be addressed by authorization process of this EIA. 

 

 

 

It is argued that any water used in the process of transporting, placing and storage of the 

waste streams (fly ash and coarse ash) should form a significant and critical part of the 

Draft Scoping Report and be included therein as part of the environment and subsequent 

EIA issues. 

 

  



 

3. Description of waste volumes and densities 

Section 3.2.3 describes the waste streams in Table 4.  Although some reasons were offered 

verbally at the public meeting on 15/02/2012 at El Toro (Kendall) it remains unclear how 

the calculations for the approval of Kusile Power Station Ash Dump could be so 

underestimated to the point that the current 10 year Ash Dump Facility is only capable of 

handling 16 % of the waste stream envisaged. 

 

Although the calculations for Table 4 state a volume of ash produced at 75% of the waste 

stream it is assumed this is meant to read of the “potential” waste stream.  Despite the 

preferred approach (see point 1 above) being one that is conservative and one that should 

thus err on the higher risk side, this is not performed. 

 

If the initial projections failed in forming a reasonable estimate of the required ash sump 

facility size and scope it is unclear how the Draft Scoping Process accommodates the same 

set of scenario circumstances from occurring again (as verbally explained for the 10 year 

ash dump).   

 

Should the WUL and other EIA restrictions be placed (apparently key reasons for the initial 

ash dump being inadequate) again in a manner to yield the same outcome, namely that the 

60 year ash dump is also insufficient, then the Draft Scoping Report will not be applicable to 

the Kusile Power Station waste stream relevant, and may run the risk of having yet another 

additional waste stream burden that will require yet another similar process.   

 

 

 

 

It is argued that for the initial authorizations and licenses (specifically WULs) to be valid 

they should not misrepresent the actual waste stream specifics and that this Draft Scoping 

Report may be taken as an indication that the current authorizations and licenses were 

based on misleading calculations and thus require amendments or new compliance notices. 

 

 

 

  



 

4. Groundwater & other water quality issues 

Section 3.4.6 does note some detail regarding storm water drainage and monitoring 

boreholes, but no monitoring description is provided. 

 

Section 6 lists “Issues Identified to date”, and notes impacts to surface water features and 

air quality amongst other, but nowhere is groundwater listed. 

 

Section 7 “Receiving Environment” also lists Surface Water (7.5) but no groundwater or 

subterranean water impacts are mentioned anywhere. 

 

It is argued that this should have formed a key part of data collection (7.5.1 – no reference 

to groundwater) as the area contains numerous groundwater abstraction points for both 

Domestic and Agricultural Water Use (Livestock and Irrigation). 

 

Section 8 “Potential Environmental and Social Impacts” does however list groundwater in 

Table 13, yes in Section 9 “Plan of Study for EIA” under 9.2, no water quality specialist is 

mentioned, neither is groundwater specifically listed.  Whilst “ surface water assessment” 

and “geo-hydrology and hydrology assessment” do appear in 9.2 and the following terms of 

reference issues do mention “water sampling and analysis”; “ potential impact to baseline 

conditions”; and  “inter-connectedness i.e surface water groundwater” it is argued that 

water quality of both surface and groundwater must specifically be investigated from a 

water quality assessment of all the recognized constituents relevant to the water uses 

applicable and to the relevant waste stream.  

 

The same argument applies to the air quality assessment terms of reference with the 

specific issues of air quality (descriptive and appropriately determined) for health hazards to 

both public health, animals and plants (pastures & crops). 

 

 

 

It is argued that groundwater should be elevated in terms of prominence in the Draft 

Scoping Report as a key issue that will receive appropriate attention, including groundwater 

quality in terms of baseline conditions, potential hazardous contamination and monitoring of 

relevant and appropriate constituents to ensure no adverse impact. 

 

 

 

 

  



5. Human effluent and construction related waste 

No mention is made of handling the waste stream from human effluent and other hazardous 

wastes associated with the construction phase, both of the ash dump and conveyor 

systems. 

 

 

No indication is given of the number of people involved and assurances to prevent 

contamination of the environment (including wetlands, surface and groundwater) by their 

waste and construction-related hazards. 

 

 

It is argued that this should form part of the EIA process as construction can be assumed to 

be a process requiring a significant amount of time and people. 

 

 

6. Summary statement 

The US EPA notes an increase in sites classified as High Potential Hazard with reference to 

Coal Combustion Residues and the scientific literature (peer-reviewed journals) dealing with 

coal combustion products, byproducts and related waste, continue to note a range of 

environmental concerns affecting a wide range of receptor types, including aquatic, human 

and animal.   

 

To date, key critical data gaps exist in the Kusile EMC Monitoring reports, with no 

meaningful response to requests for specific constituents (pollutants and hazardous 

substances) to be monitored to establish current air quality, groundwater quality or surface 

water quality. 

 

It is thus a concern that failure to have the list noted under point 1 included in the EIA 

process will render those affected by the proposed ash dump open to the same lack of 

monitoring data which would effectively prevent an assessment of impact. 

 

The sources, pathway and receptor approach is fundamental to the assessment of hazards 

and risks and accepted world-wide, and implied in the relevant NEMA and NWA Acts.   

 

Observation in terms of sampling, analytical determination and transparent reporting, of the 

relevant potentially hazardous constituents should be included for all these aspects (waste 

stream and other possible sources; pathways as relevant, e.g. air, soil, water, plant; for 

relevant receptor types). 

 

 

 
















