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Minutes of the Pre Application Meeting for the Proposed Matimba Power Station 
Ash Disposal Facility - Integrated Water Use License Application 

 
Date:  04 December 2013 
Venue:  Matimba Power Station 
Time:  10h00 
Present:  
Didi Masoabi (DM) - Project Manager (WULA process), Royal HaskoningDHV 
Felicia Sono (FS) – Water Use Advisor, Eskom Holdings SOC Limited 
Ash Seetal (AS) - Project Principal (WULA process), Royal HaskoningDHV 
Tebogo Kubyane (TK) – Eskom Matimba PS 
Mahlatje Malegodi (MM) – DWS 
 
1. Introductions 

FS chaired the meeting and asked everybody to introduce themselves 
 
2. Attendance and apologies 
 
3. Health and Safety 
TK addressed the Safety and Health aspects.  

 
4. Brief background on the project on proposed Ash Dump Extension 

FS indicated that the WULAs to be discussed are the following: 

 ACC Cooling; 

 Ash dump extension; and 

 Other Matimba IWUL amendments. 
However she emphasised that this meeting serves as a Pre-Application for the Ash 
dump extension. 

 
DM gave a brief background on the project.  

 Matimba PS is a 3990 MW installed capacity coal-fired power station and 
was commissioned in the late 1980s. It is located on the Zwartwater farm 
land, having a total extent of 1200ha.  

 The existing continuous ash disposal site covers total area of approximately 
1200ha. Of the total area, 920ha is designated for ash disposal and 
approximately 300ha has been used thus far. Initially the ash disposal facility 
was authorised for 10 years. Now with the expansion of the life of the Power 
Station, it necessitated the increase of the life of the ash disposal facility to 44 
years. 

 A new ash disposal facility is required in order to ensure that the power 
station is able to accommodate the ashing requirements for the remaining 
life-span (44 years) of the power station. 

 Matimba PS intends to apply for a water use licence to Continue ashing on 
the existing site (Ash dump extension). 
 

 DM indicated that the identified water uses are: 
o Sec 21 (c) and (i); 
o Sec 21 (e); and 
o Sec 21 (g) 

 

 The specialist studies identified and underway are: 



 
 
 

o Surface Water Assessment; 
o Geohydrological Assessment; 
o Hydrological Assessment; 
o Social Opinion; 
o Geology and Geotechnical Assessment; and 
o Environmental Engineering 
o  

 DWS requested that the designs must be signed and approved by a 
registered Pr Eng. 

 FS asked if all of these studies are necessary OR can some studies be 
eliminated? 

 MM indicated that he cannot provide an answer immediately. However it will 
be proper to summarise the available specialist reports and submit it to DWS 
for comments. He mentioned that the Construction Method Statement is very 
important as it helps in understanding the project during and after 
construction. 

 MM asked whether the application will be in phases or combining all the 
applications in one? 

 FS indicated that there will be different applications for each project. 

 MM requested that a letter indicating reasons for separate applications 
should be submitted to DWS.  

 
ACC COOLING SYSTEM 
 
FS mentioned that there is a problem with their ACC Cooling System especially 
when it’s very hot as it underperforms. As a result more water that what is authorised 
is needed for the system. 
MM indicated that a new licence for their cooling system should be lodged and that 
this will not be an amendment.  
 
THE AMENDMENT OF THE EXISTING LICENCE 
FS indicated that the names of the containment facilities were wrongly documented 
in one of their licences. She wanted to know how is this issue addresses. MM 
indicated that the licence will have to be amended since it’s only a change in names. 
He further explained that if it was a change in volumes or capacities, then it would 
require a new application.  
 

5. Tasks and Timeframes 

 Write the following letters to DWS with regards to the following: 
o A letter motivating and providing reasons why there will be three 

separate applications from Eskom; 
o A letter indicating the amendment of the existing licence; and 
o A letter speaking to the new ACC Cooling System licence application. 

 

 Prepare a summary on the contents of the available specialist studies and 
submit to DWS for comments. 
 

6. Closure 
Meeting was closed at 14:00. 

 
 

























 
 
 
 

Minutes of the Meeting for the Proposed Matimba Power Station Ash Disposal 

Facility - Integrated Water Use License Application 

 

 

Date:  27 May 2015 

Venue:  DWS Limpopo Offices,  

Time:   10h30 

 

Present:  

Mahlatji Malegodi (MM) – DWS Official (responsible for Lephalale Area/Mokolo 

catchment) 

Felicia Sono (FS) - Senior Environmental Advisor (WULA), Eskom  

Didi Masoabi (DM) - Project Manager (WULA process), Royal HaskoningDHV 

Obakeng Mabotja (OM) – Manager Operating Support, Eskom Matimba Power Station 
Tebogo Kubyane (TK) - Chemical Services Manager, Eskom Matimba Power Station 

Mpolokeng Mampane (MMa) - Senior Technician Auxiliary, Eskom Matimba Power 

Station 

Tshifhiwa Matamele (TM) - Environmental Manager, Eskom Matimba Power Station  

Robert Relou (RR) - WorleyParsons (Coal stockyard groundwater remediation feasibility 

study) 

 

 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

FS chaired the meeting and asked everybody to introduce themselves 

 

2. Safety  Evacuation  

MM explained the safety evacuation in the likelihood of incident happening during 
the meeting. 

 

3. Confirmation of the Agenda 

FS explained that the main purpose for the meeting is to provide DWS with the 

status of the Matimba Ash Dump Project. However, Eskom would like to add two 

items to the agenda, i.e. Matimba’s Coal stockyard groundwater remediation 

feasibility study and proposal from the power station to use the effluent from 

recovery dams to conduct dust suppression at the coal stock yard and roads in 

the area. 

 

4. Matimba Ash Dump Project 

DM (Royal HaskoningDHV) presented the status to date regarding the work 

conducted on the Matimba Ash Dump Project (presentation attached to the 

minutes) in support of the water use license application. The following were 

highlighted in the presentation:  

• Two sites were considered for the EIA phase of Matimba Ash Dump 

Project (SA1 and SA2) 

• SA1 is the preferred sites based on specialist reports. However, the 

biodiversity study preferred site SA2. The reason being the presence of 

gravel plains in SA1. The gravel plains are indigenous to the area and rare 

habitats that contributes to diversity. The biodiversity specialist didn’t 

declare the gravel plains as fatal flaw. The specialist study recommended 

Eskom to implement appropriate measures for the gravel plains. The final 

WULA application will include the measures identified for the gravel plains. 

• The water use license application will be based on SA1. 



 
 
 

• To meet the total airspace required (267 million m3) for the remaining life 

of the power station, the power station requires a total footprint of 700 

ha: greenfields (510 ha) that include gravel plains and the piggyback on 

top of the existing ash dump (190 ha). 

• Based on the specialist reports and existing infrastructure, the project 

triggers the following water uses: 

o Section 21(c&i) for the drainage line inside the earmarked 

footprint and adjacent to the proposed development area. 

o Section 21(g) for the disposal of ash; 

o Section 21(g) for capturing the runoff water from the ash dump 

and leachate into the pollution control dam (Metsimaholo); and 

o Section 21 (e) for irrigation on the ADF for dust suppression. 

• The application will also include the following water uses: 

o Section 21(g) - increasing the footprint of the existing 

emergency ash dump from 900 to 5580 m2, and  
o Section 21(g) – use of sewage dried sludge for rehabilitation at 

the ash dump. 

• Sewage sludge has been classified using the DWS/WRC sludge guidelines 

and was declared suitable for rehabilitation. However, recommendations 

were provided for additional analyses to be done. 

• Ash classification was conducted and Class C liner is required for the 

project 

• The lining will be done in phases as ashing progress. 

• The application will include motivation for lining transitional 

arrangement. Eskom will not be in the position to install a liner 

immediately after receiving the environmental authorisations. Eskom 

requires at least a maximum of 4 years to prepare and install the liner. 

• Eskom will not install a liner for piggybacking (190ha).  
 

 

Questions/ Answers/ Comments 

• FS – how will DWS process the application since Matimba has already 

submitted the amendment application of the existing water use license?  

• MM – A new water use license will be issued for Matimba Power Station 

including the water uses in the existing water use license. 

• MM – Has Eskom received any response from DWS with regards to lining 

transitional arrangement for the other power stations since it is a policy 

issue? 

• FS – Eskom and DWS are still working on the matter and decision has been 

made regarding lining transitional arrangement. 

 

5. Coal stockyard Groundwater Remediation  

• RR circulated the feasibility study report on Matimba Coal stockyard 

groundwater remediation to members of the meeting. He also provided 

background on the project and discussed the findings of the feasibility 

study. 

• Three possible remedial measures were identified: Pump and treat/Reuse 

system, Lining of entire coal stock yard area and partial lining and capping 

of the coal stockyard. 

• The feasibility study recommends Pump and treat/Reuse system as the 

remedial measure at the coal stockyard.  

• RR indicated that for Matimba Power Station to take the recommendations 

of the feasibility study forward, it request comments from DWS on the 

recommendations of the feasibility study.  



 
 
 

• MM – DWS do not recommend a technology to industries for 

implementation.  Matimba Power Station must indicate to DWS the 

measures that they will implement at the coal stock yard area to prevent 

groundwater pollution which are aligned to legislation.  

• FS - Matimba Power Station will send DWS a request to amend the water 

use licence condition that requires the power station to install a liner at 

the coal stockyard and attach the feasibility study as the motivation. 

• FS – it will be ideal if the letter can be sent before DWS process the Ash 

Dump Project WULA to ensure that the new license that will be issued do 

not have the clause that still requires the power station to install a liner at 

the coal stockyard.  

 

 

6. Use of Effluent for Dust Suppression at the coal stockyard and roads in 

the area 
• TM presented the proposal to use effluent from the recovery dams to use 

for dust suppression at the coal stockyard and roads in the area 

(presentation attached). 

• MM – DWS always encourages industries to implement Water 

Conservation and Water Demand Management initiatives, especially in the 

case of Lephalale. 

• FS – Matimba water use license is specific in terms of where dust 

suppression is to be done and hence the power station consults with DWS. 

• MM – Matimba must send a letter to DWS to motivate to use the effluent 

for dust suppression and roads in the area and DWS will evaluate and 

provide a response. 

 

7. General 
No issue was raised under general 

 

 

8. Closure 

Meeting was closed at 13:30. 
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 Interim Comment
In terms of Section 38(8) of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999)

Attention: Royal Haskoning DHV
Fountain Square
78 Kalkoen Street 
Monument Park Ext. 2
Pretoria
Draft Environmental Scoping Report for the Proposed Continuous Ash Disposal Facility for the
Matimba Power Station in Lephalale, Limpopo Province

Van Schakwyk, J. April 2014. Heritage Impact Assessment for the Proposed Continuous Ash Disposal Facility
for the Matimba Power Station, Lephalale, Limpopo Province

Eskom proposes the establishment of a continuous ash disposal facility at the Matimba Power Station,
Limpopo Province. According to the Final Draft Scoping Report (DSR), an ash disposal facility requires the
following type of infrastructure: 

• Conveyor system for ash transportation 
• Drainage system
• Site office
• Workshop 
• Contractors’ yard 
• Water supply pipelines, for ash/dust suppression
• Ash water return dams 
• Storm water control dams (these will be constructed as per the GN 704 of the National Water Act (No. 36 of
1998)
• Storm water control berms 
• Access roads to, on and around the facility. These roads include temporary roads during construction and
permanent roads during the operation.
Ash disposal site – The design of this site will be dependent on aspects such as the results of the ash
classification study, topography, etc.

In is noted that the precise details of what infrastructure will be required has not yet been decided as this is
dependent on the location of the site. A Phase 1 Archaeological Impact Assessment was undertaken in
support of this application. This report was compiled by Dr Johnny van Schalkwyk. Dr van Schalkwyk
investigated the two alternatives for the disposal site (Alternative 1 and Alternative 2), and a conveyor route for
Alternative 2. Alternative 1 is an extension of the existing ash disposal facility whereas Alternative 2 is a green
fields development.

In terms of the heritage report, the survey of the area took place over three days, between 2012 and 2014.
Alternative 1 for the ash disposal facility was surveyed on 15 August 2012, Alternative 2 was surveyed on 19
July 2013, and the conveyor route for Alternative 2 was surveyed in 2014. 
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 The author notes that the topography of the area is very flat with few features, such as hills and rivers etc, that
would have attracted people to the area. Alternative 1 is located on the farm Zwartwater 507 LQ, Alternative 2
is located on the farms Vooruit 449 LQ, Ganzepan 446 LQ, Appelvlakte 448LQ and Droogeheuvel 447 LQ.
The conveyor route for Alternative 2 will traverse the farms Appelvlakte 448 LQ, Nelsonkop 464 LQ and
Grootestryd 465 LQ. The specialist indicated that the area has been the subject of several research papers as
well as Cultural Resources Management (CRM) projects. However,  information about the results of this work
is not presented in the report.

Alternative 1: 

No archaeological resources were identified within the footprint of the area to be developed. A two roomed
structure which is in a poor state of preservation. The author noted that this structure is of local significance
and indicated that no further mitigation would be required. 

Alternative 2: 

No archaeological resources were identified within the footprint of the area to be developed. The remains of a
small house structure were identified, the site is poorly preserved, and only the house foundations remain. The
author noted that the site is of low significance. However, local informants indicated to the specialist that
graves are associated with the site. The graves could not be located during the survey. The author noted that
the area should be considered sensitive and the workers of Exxaro should mark the graves if found. It is noted
that the site falls outside the area to be developed. 

Conveyor Route/Alternative 2: 

No archaeological or any other heritage resources were identified during the field assessment.

Figure 14 in the Environmental Scoping Report dated April 2013 (a year earlier than the Phase 1 AIA) is the
heritage sensitivity map for the development area and shows one historical mine shaft, one cemetery located
close to the existing ash disposal facility, one house and one (supposedly) isolated grave. There is also the
mention of an outcrop site to the Iron Age ad the Stone Age site of Nelson's Kop. None of these sites is
mentioned in the archaeological impact assessment. Information regarding these heritage sites is only
included in the Scoping Report at page 67. Moreover, Figure 32 of the Scoping Report mentions seven
heritage sites instead of the five included in Figure 14. It is unclear what site 3 and site 6 on Figure 32 of the
scoping report represent.  

From previous research it is known that Nelson's Kop is an important Later Stone Age site. However, no
mention of the impact of the proposed conveyor belt on the site it is found in the heritage impact assessment.
This is unfortunate since, according to Figure 4 of the Heritage Impact Assessment, Nelson's Kop is located
about 1 km away from the proposed conveyor belt and it is unclear whether the construction or operational
Phase of the conveyor belt may affect the site. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 No palaeontological assessment was undertaken for this project.  According to the SAHRA fossil sensitivity
map, Alternative 2 and the conveyor route is situated in an area that has a high to very high fossil sensitivity. A
field based palaeontological assessment would be required before authorisation is granted for this alternative.
Alternative 1 is located in an area of moderate sensitivity; a desktop assessment is required and dependent on
the results of this, a field assessment may be necessary.

Comment: 

SAHRA has reviewed the Final Scoping Report and Heritage Assessment and recommends the following: 

1. SAHRA requests that the heritage impact assessment is revised in the light of the heritage sites highlighted
in Figure 14 and 32 of the Scoping Report. The impact that the proposed Alternative 1, 2 and the conveyor belt
will have on these sites must be clearly explained in the assessment. 
2. A palaeontological desktop assessment be undertaken for Alternative 1. If the palaeontologists deems it
suitable, a letter of exemption may be submitted to the heritage authority suggesting that no further
palaeontological studies are necessary. 
3. A palaeontological impact assessment be undertaken for Alternative 2 and the related conveyor belt. 
4. If Alternative 2 is preferred for the ash disposal facility, a palaeontological field assessment will be required
and must be submitted to SAHRA for commenting before authorisation is granted. The field assessment must
include the proposed conveyor route alignment.

SAHRA will further comment on this project once the information required are submitted to the agency. 

Should you have any further queries, please contact the designated official using the case number quoted
above in the case header.

Yours faithfully

________________________________________ 
Phillip Hine
Heritage Officer
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________________________________________ 
Colette Scheermeyer
SAHRA Head Archaeologist
South African Heritage Resources Agency

ADMIN:
Direct URL to case: http://www.sahra.org.za/node/118558

Terms & Conditions:

1. This approval does not exonerate the applicant from obtaining local authority approval or any other necessary approval for
proposed work.

2. If any heritage resources, including graves or human remains, are encountered they must be reported to SAHRA immediately.
3. SAHRA reserves the right to request additional information as required.
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Tel: +27 11 717 6690 
Marion.bamford@wits.ac.za 

01 April 2015 
Your ref: 9/2/253/0003 

 
Mr Phillip Hine 
SAHRA 
P O Box 
Cape Town 8000 
 
Dear Mr Hine 
 

RE: CaseID: 2195 Matimba Ash Disposal Facility 
Palaeontological Impact Assessment 

 
As requested by Royal Haskoning DHV, I have completed a Phase 2 PIA for the 
proposed Matimba Ash Disposal Facility. There are two alternatives for this 
project: Alternative 1 (blue polygon to the southeast of Matimba) is deemed by 
SAHRA (CaseID 2195) to be moderately sensitive and they request a desktop 
study; Alternative 2 (red polygon to the northeast of Matimba) and the conveyor 
route are considered to have a high to very high sensitivity and a site visit is 
requested by SAHRA. 
 
Site visits: 
The Southern site (blue polygon – Alternative 1 – medium sensitivity) was 
visited on 18 December 2014.  
The area has very little relief, no outcrops and no river cuttings. The soil is deep 
Kalahari sand with large, mature trees.  Areas that had had the topsoil and 
vegetation removed revealed more deep sand and some patches of small gravel. 
No rocks and no fossils were found. According to the engineer and based on drill 
core, the ash dump sites are not over coal deposits. 
 
The Northern site (red polygon – Alternative 2 – high sensitivity) was visited on 
16 January 2015. Five farms were surveyed:   Vooruit 449 LQ, Appelvlakte 448 
LQ and Nelsonskop 445 LQ, Droogeheuvel 447 LQ and Ganzepan 446 LQ. All 
farms have little to no relief, deep Kalahari sands and either large trees when not 
cleared for agriculture or secondary grassland or shrubland where the natural 
vegetation has been cleared. The kopje on Nelsonskop was also surveyed but is 
comprised of ancient rocks. No fossils and no coal were found on any of the 
farms. 
 
Recommendation 
There was no evidence of fossils on the southern site (Alternate 1) and no fossils 
on any of the farms of the northern site, including the boundary where the 

mailto:Marion.bamford@wits.ac.za


conveyor belt is planned to run (Alternate 2). There were no rocks, no rocky 
outcrops, shale or sandstones, only deep loose sand which is not suitable for the 
preservation of fossils. 
 
Although the areas have been recorded as sensitive or very sensitive on the 
SAHRIS map, there were no fossils at all. As far as the palaeontological 
assessment is concerned BOTH alternates are suitable for the proposed 
continuous ash disposal facility for the Matimba power plant. If fossils are 
discovered during any excavations then a palaeontologist should be called to 
review and possibly rescue them. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Prof Marion Bamford 
Palaeobotanist 
Evolutionary Studies Institute 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 Final Comment
In terms of Section 38(8) of the National Heritage Resources Act (Act 25 of 1999)

Attention: Royal Haskoning DHV
Fountain Square
78 Kalkoen Street 
Monument Park Ext. 2
Pretoria
Draft Environmental Scoping Report for the Proposed Continuous Ash Disposal Facility for the
Matimba Power Station in Lephalale, Limpopo Province

Bamford, M. January 2015. Palaeontological Impact Assessment for proposed continuous ash disposal for
Matimba Power Station in Lephalale, Limpopo Province. 

Eskom proposes the establishment of a continuous ash disposal facility at the Matimba Power Station,
Limpopo Province. SAHRA APM Unit provided an Interim Comment on 14 October 2014 and requested the
following information:

1. The archaeological assessment be revised to provide clarity on how the heritage sites mentioned in Figure
13 and 32 of the Draft Scoping Report will be impacted by Alternative 1 and the overland ash conveyor; 

2. A palaeontological field-based assessment for Alternative 2 and the overland conveyor and a desktop
assessment of Alternative 1. 

According to the information provided to SAHRA the archaeological sites referred to on figures 14 and 32 will
not be impacted by proposed development of the ash dam and conveyor. The significant Nelson's Kop Site is
located about 1km north east of the conveyor. This site should not be disturbed and impacted and
an appropriate buffer must be maintained. 

The palaeontologist undertook a field visit of the area to identify any fossil bearing rocks. According to the
submitted PIA the proposed project area is underlain by undifferentiated Permian and Triassic deposits, with
very old rocks to the south and east of Lephalale. A visit to Alternative 1 reported that the site is covered by
deep Kalahari sand. No rocks and fossils were identified and according to drill cores the dump site does not
cover coal deposits. An inspection of Alternative 2 and the conveyor route by the palaeontologist yielded the
similar results, deep Kalahari sands and dense vegetation with  no rock outcrops or any indication of areas of
good fossil preservation. 

Recommendations: 

SAHRA has no objection to the proposed development in terms of the palaeontological assesment submitted.
The following recommendations must be implemented: 

1. If any paleontological resources are found SAHRA (Ragna Redelstorff/Phillip Hine, tel. 021 462 4502) and a
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professional palaeontologist must be contacted immediately to inspect the findings. The Environmental Control
Officer should receive basic training in the identification of fossils that are likely to be discovered in the area. 

2. In term of the archaeological component of the heritage resources, the site of Nelson's Kop should be
avoided. It is indicated in the submissions done to SAHRA that the site will not be impacted by the proposed
route of the conveyor. 

3. All other heritage resources identified should where possible be left in situ. If this is not possible SAHRA
should be notified. 

4. Decisions for section 34 must be referred to the Provincial Heritage Authority.

Should you have any further queries, please contact the designated official using the case number quoted
above in the case header.

Yours faithfully

________________________________________ 
Phillip Hine
Heritage Officer
South African Heritage Resources Agency

________________________________________ 
Colette Scheermeyer
SAHRA Head Archaeologist
South African Heritage Resources Agency

ADMIN:
Direct URL to case: http://www.sahra.org.za/node/118558

Terms & Conditions:

1. This approval does not exonerate the applicant from obtaining local authority approval or any other necessary approval for
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proposed work.

2. If any heritage resources, including graves or human remains, are encountered they must be reported to SAHRA immediately.
3. SAHRA reserves the right to request additional information as required.
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