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DRAFT MINUTES 
Authorities Meeting 

Queries: 

Donavan Henning 

 011 781 1730 
 011 781 1731 
 donavanh@nemai.co.za 

Applicant:  

 

Project 
Name: 

Proposed uMkhomazi Water Project 
Phase 1 - Raw Water Component 

Date:  15 July 2020 Time: 10:00 AM - 12:30 PM 

Facilitator: D Henning Venue: Microsoft Teams Meeting 

 

Note: These minutes are not intended as a verbatim transcript of the meeting, but rather as a summary of the 

salient discussions which took place. 
 

Attendance 

Due to the restrictions associated with public gatherings as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the meeting 

was held on a virtual platform. The participants of the virtual meeting are listed in Appendix A. 

 

Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

1. WELCOME & INTRODUCTION 

1.1 

The meeting commenced at approximately 10:00 AM.  

 

D Henning welcomed everyone and requested a round of introductions. 

- - 

2. PURPOSE OF THE MEETING 

2.1 

D Henning indicated that the aims of the Authorities Meeting included 

the following: 
 

1. To present the Second Addendum to the Final Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) Report for the proposed uMkhomazi 

Water Project Phase 1 (uMWP-1) Raw Water Component; and 

2. To provide a platform for environmental authorities to raise 

questions and to provide comments. 

- - 

3. STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS 

3.1 

D Henning presented the status of the EIA Process and he noted the 

following key points (refer to Appendix B for a copy of the presentation): 
 

• The Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) were 

submitted to the former Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) 

on 10 November 2016. 

• A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that 

rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information related to - 

o The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation 

significance, including Blue Swallows, Pennington's Protea 

Butterfly and Riverine Keeled Millipede; 

o The proposed encroachment of the realigned Provincial Road 

R617 into the Impendle Nature Reserve as a result of 

Smithfield Dam;  

o An analysis of the alternatives of the proposed balancing dam, 

tunnel and road alignments alternatives; and 

o The need for an Offset Feasibility Assessment. 

- - 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

• The First Addendum to the Final EIA Report was compiled and was 

lodged for public review from 26 July until 27 August 2018. 

• A site visit was held with environmental authorities, which included 

DEA, KwaZulu-Natal (KZN) Department of Economic Development, 

Tourism and Environmental Affairs (EDTEA) and Ezemvelo KZN 

Wildlife (EKZNW) on 23 August 2018. 

• An Authorities Meeting was held with DEA, KZN EDTEA and 

EKZNW on 15 November 2018 to discuss the way forward following 

the receipt on the authorities’ comments on the draft First 

Addendum to the Final EIA Report. 

• Based on the comments received on the draft First Addendum to 

the Final EIA Report and the findings of the Avifauna Bridging Study, 

an alternative project layout (i.e. Layout Alternative B) was identified 

and assessed. A Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report was 

compiled, which includes an assessment of this new layout. 

• The draft Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report was compiled 

and lodged for public review from 1 July to 3 August 2020. 

3.2 

D. Henning mentioned that it was originally intended to lodge the 

Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report in March 2020, however, the 

process was suspended due to the nationwide lockdown. He noted that 

the Directions published on 5 June 2020 allowed for the continuation of 

process, and that a Public Participation Plan was compiled and 

submitted to the Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries 

(DEFF), which was approved. 

- - 

4. OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIA REPORT 

4.1 

D Henning presented an overview of the Second Addendum to the Final 

EIA Report (refer to Appendix B for a copy of the presentation). He noted 

that a major change that occurred to the configuration of the proposed 

scheme that was presented in the First Addendum (July 2018), due to 

significant risks posed to Blue Swallows in the eastern part of the project 

area, was the option of discarding the balancing dam. This resulted in 

two alternative layouts, namely Layout Alternative A (including balancing 

dam) and Layout Alternative B (excluding balancing dam). Identical 

components between these alternative layouts include Smithfield Dam 

and its appurtenant infrastructure in the western part of the project area. 

- - 

4.2 

D. Henning indicated that the change in the layout caused by the 

possible discarding of the balancing dam necessitated the following 

additional changes to the proposed project: 
 

• Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel 

muck (± 950 000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed 

tunnel boring exercise, which can no longer be used in the 

construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam; 

• Changes to the corridors of the transfer tunnel and raw water 

pipeline; and 

• Identification of access roads to the above new project components. 

 

He presented the factors that were considered in identifying potential 

spoil sites and showed the Option A and Option B Spoil Sites that were 

identified, where the latter were taken forward. He mentioned that the 

following changes were made to the Option B Spoil Sites: 
 

- - 
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No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

• Spoil Site 9 was discarded due to sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic 

biodiversity); 

• Spoil Site 2 was discarded due to its proximity to the Mbangweni 

Dam’s educational and recreational facilities, the sensitivity of the 

area and the site’s steep slopes; and 

• The footprints of Spoil Sites 1, 3, 4 and 6 were reduced to minimise 

impacts to sensitive areas. 

4.3 

D. Henning presented the options for the Transfer Tunnel and Raw 

Water Pipeline associated with Layout Alternative B. He mentioned that 

corridors were identified for these linear components of the project, with 

preferred alignments within these corridors.  

- - 

4.4 

D. Henning stated that a Risk Analysis was undertaken for the 

discarding of the balancing dam associated with Layout Alternative B. 

He indicated that an Engineering Technical Report (AECOM, 2020) was 

compiled which assessed inter alia the risk of non-supply to the Mgeni 

Water Supply System (WSS) via the uMWP-1 during maintenance 

periods or emergency conditions of the transfer tunnel. He noted that it 

was concluded that the uMWP-1 can be implemented without a 

balancing dam on the downstream end of the transfer tunnel when the 

relevant interventions are implemented, water is supplied via the 

existing Mgeni WSS and tunnel inspections and maintenance are 

performed during off-peak or average demand periods. 

 

K. Bester stated that there will be a risk associated with the discarding 

of the balancing dam for Layout Alternative B, however, the end users 

had indicated that they will accept this risk.  

 

D. Henning mentioned that eThekwini Municipality had indicated that the 

risk will be acceptable if the requisite interventions are implemented.  

- - 

4.5 

D. Henning presented key findings from the following Specialist Studies 

that were undertaken for Layout Alternative B: 
 

• Watercourse Assessment; 

• Avifaunal Impact Assessment; 

• Faunal and Floral Assessment; 

• Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study; 

• Noise Impact Assessment; and 

• Vibration Impact Assessment. 

 

He indicated that almost all the Specialists identified Layout Alternative 

B as the preferred option. 

 

He further mentioned that the Specialists were not part of the virtual 

meeting, however, a need may be identified to engage with particular 

Specialists based on the comments received.   

- - 

4.6 

D. Henning presented the Best Practicable Environmental Option 

(BPEO), which was identified in the Second Addendum to the Final EIA 

Report. 

- - 

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 
A. Blackmore stated that he was unsure about the approach taken for 

the biodiversity offsets, and also noted that there may be a confusion 

Nemai & 

Specialist 
TBC 



uMkhomazi Water Project Phase 1 Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report 

 

Minutes – Authorities Meeting 4 
 

Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

between offset, compensation and mitigation. He requested an 

explanation on how the offsets were determined. 

 

D. Henning noted that various discussions were held with DEA about 

biodiversity offsets, particularly with regards to species of conservation 

concern. In terms of the draft offset policy, DEA had indicated that 

“compensation” could be considered for projects of national strategic 

importance, where offsets were not possible. The Specialist has 

explored options for compensation, in accordance with this policy, and 

had also revised his report following the discarding of the balancing dam 

for Layout Alternative B. He further explained the approach taken for 

identifying offset recipient site, based on the guidance obtained from 

authorities, determined loss of biodiversity, suitability of sites and 

engagement with landowners at potential recipient sites.  

 

A. Blackmore noted that compensation needed to be overwhelmingly in 

favour of biodiversity conservation. He provided an example of a form of 

compensation that would be regarded as suitable by a rational person. 

He stated that the measures proposed were less than what were 

required to render the compensation as reasonable. He further 

suggested that a table be compiled which shows the impacts, residual 

impacts and proposed compensation measures. He indicated that his 

impression was that all the residual impacts have not been addressed. 

He mentioned that although the balancing dam has been discarded, 

Blue Swallows were being used as a “flagship species” by the Specialist, 

where it was regarded that if impacts to this species were addressed 

then there would be concomitant benefits to other bird species not 

considered. This would need to be relooked at. He also noted that other 

impacts associated with the Smithfield Dam would need to be 

addressed, such as causing cattle to graze in other areas and thereby 

creating new impacts in other areas.  

 

D. Henning noted that based on DEA’s initial guidance, a nett gain to 

Blue Swallows needed to be demonstrated. He also mentioned that the 

scope of work for the Avifauna Specialist Study during the EIA phase 

was to consider all bird species, and the Blue Swallows were then 

highlighted. He noted that as part of the recent Avifauna Specialist Study 

undertaken for the Second Addendum, a pair of Wattled Cranes were 

found at Baynesfield. Other bird species were thus considered. 

5.2 

I. Felton asked whether the need for compensation would fall away with 

the discarding of the balancing dam, and the associated avoidance of 

impacts to Blue Swallows, with only offsets and mitigation remaining for 

the other biodiversity impacts.  

 

D. Henning indicated that although the balancing dam would be 

discarded for Layout Alternative B, the proposed project would still 

encroach into other areas of Mistbelt Grassland, albeit on a smaller 

scale. This includes the tunnel outlet at Baynesfield Estate. He further 

noted that Smithfield Dam would also still impact on other species of 

conservation concern, including the Pennington's Protea Butterfly and 

Riverine Keeled Millipede. These impacts will still require the need for 

compensation.   

- - 
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No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

5.3 

A. Blackmore explained the difference between offsets and 

compensation. He noted that offsets need to achieve no nett loss and 

preferably result in a nett gain. If this cannot be achieved, irrespective of 

threatened status, compensation needs to be considered. He stated that 

this principle needs to be applied when distinguishing between these 

two terms.  

- - 

5.4 

M. Lewis asked how the offsets will be secured. She expressed concern 

that conservation servitudes alone will not serve as a sufficiently robust 

legal mechanism to secure the offsets, and she stated that the offset 

areas should rather be declared as protected environments or nature 

reserves. She enquired whether the landowners have expressed an 

interest in pursuing this further. 

 

D. Henning indicated that the comments from DEA on the Final EIA 

Report stipulated that the feasibility of offsets needed to be shown, 

which was the brief that the Specialist had received. He noted that it 

needed to be distinguished what offset work had to be undertaken 

during and after the EIA and also during the various phases of the 

project life-cycle. He explained that the Specialist had convened a 

general meeting with the landowners and had also arranged for 

individual engagements. The Specialist had also attempted to obtain 

written “approval in principle” from the landowners, for which 

approximately 50% was obtained. He noted, as an example, that the 

Department of Rural Development and Land Reform (DRDLR) wat not 

interested in declaring the recipient offset sites on their land as formally 

protected and that a conservation servitude was preferred in this 

instance.  

- - 

5.5 

K. Bester stated that he agreed with I. Felton and that 99% of the 

compensation requirements were related to Blue Swallows. He 

indicated that although the Specialist had not found the Riverine Keeled 

Millipede during his site investigations, some provisions had remained 

for compensating impacts to this species. He further noted that the 

impacts to Pennington's Protea Butterfly had been mitigated. He stated 

that compensation was based on a draft policy and although he believed 

that the balancing dam could have been better for Blue Swallows, it was 

decided to identify a new layout that excludes the balancing dam to 

manage potential appeals in the future. 

 

D. Henning indicated that the EIA needs to demonstrate that the 

proposed project will be sustainable, which is shown in the evolution of 

the layout. 

- - 

5.6 

N. Pillay stated that she did not find a reference in the Second 

Addendum to the preferred option, and thus she provided comments on 

both layout alternatives. She indicated that a lot of work still needed to 

be done in terms of offsets for the layout that includes the balancing 

dam, which is still regarded as fatally flawed from a biodiversity 

perspective. She also expressed concern over certain statements in the 

Offset Study, such as a statement that indicated that foraging habitat 

does not necessarily need to be offset for Layout Alternative B, which is 

not true for a critically endangered species and every bit of habitat needs 

to be conserved. She also mentioned some confusion that was caused 

- - 
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No. 
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Target 
Date 

with regards to wetland rehabilitation strategies related to the balancing 

dam, which would provide potential ecotonal foraging areas, as the 

direct impact causing the extinction of a species is significantly larger 

that providing long-term foraging habitat for a species that does no 

longer exists. She further reiterated comments previously made by 

EKZNW with regards to Blue Swallows being used as a flagship for other 

avifaunal species, as no scientific evidence has been provided that 

supports the statement that other avifaunal species will benefit, as each 

species has its own ecological requirements. She further indicated that 

the offset strategies needed to be revised, as it was unclear how a like-

for-like offset for the 17km stretch of the uMkhomazi River that will be 

lost will be sufficient for the overall impact that will be caused.  

 

D. Henning mentioned that the preferred option is covered in Section 11 

of the Second Addendum, and that the BPEO is presented in Section 

11.2. He stated that Layout Alternative B was identified as the preferred 

option. He requested that N. Pillay send through EKZNW’s comments 

in writing, which will be incorporated into the Comments and Responses 

Report and feedback will be provided by the relevant Specialists.   

5.7 

A. Blackmore responded to the statement made by K. Bester regarding 

the draft policy, and he stated that compensation and offsets are deeply 

seated in our country’s legislation. He indicated that the policy, whether 

draft or not, is a means to interpret the provisions in the legislation to 

facilitate compliance. He stated that compensation and offsets are thus 

required as part of the EIA. 

- - 

5.8 

B. Coverdale stated that they do not want a repeat of another large dam 

built in KZN where the offsets are only completed years after the dam 

has been built. He asked whether the Avifaunal Specialist had assessed 

the impacts to the Wattled Crane, which is also a critically endangered 

species. He mentioned that one of the mitigation measures identified for 

the Blue Swallows was for construction work to take place outside of 

their breeding season during winter, which is when Wattled Crane 

breed.  

 

D. Henning indicated that this impact was not assessed in the Avifauna 

Specialist Report and that he would engage further with the Specialist 

in this regard.  

Nemai & 

Specialist 
TBC 

5.9 

M. Lewis mentioned that one of the previous comments made by 

EKZNW suggested that a Trust be established to oversee the 

implementation of the offsets. She asked whether this notion had been 

rejected in the Second Addendum.  

 

D. Henning indicated that EKZNW are welcome to make suggestions on 

the implementation mechanisms for offsets, which would be considered 

further and be responded to by the Specialist and the project team.  

 

M. Lewis indicated that BirdLife South Africa would provide written 

comments on the Second Addendum.  

- - 

5.10 

I. Felton stated that landowner agreement will be critical for the 

implementation of offsets. He indicated that the risks in terms of 

achieving the offsets at the identified recipient sites needed to be 
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Description Action 
Target 
Date 

understood. He also asked about the degree of landowner buy-in for 

offsets recipient sites and the level of protection that they would be 

willing to agree to, as this would provide a good indication of the 

feasibility of achieving the offsets.  

 

D. Henning indicated that the Specialist had written up the engagements 

with the landowners, and that approximately 45% of the landowners that 

were contacted had indicated their willingness in principle to participate 

in offsets. He mentioned that it would not be possible at this stage to 

obtain buy-in for offsets from all the landowners. Fortunately, some 

landowners own large land portions, such as Baynesfield Estate in the 

eastern part of the project area, where all the offset recipient sites are 

located on land owned by the estate.  

 

K. Bester mentioned that the intention of the meeting was to focus more 

on the eastern side of the project area. He noted that during the 

engagements for offsets some landowners were willing to pursue offsets 

due to concerns about future fracking in the area. He indicated that he 

had instructed the Specialist to attempt to obtain buy-in from more 

landowners that were required in order to target more areas than 

necessary. He further noted that lessons were learnt from the offsets for 

Spring Grove Dam. 

5.11 

I. Felton and N. Pillay asked about the intended future land use of the 

spoil sites, after rehabilitation. 

 

D. Henning explained that the intention was for the spoil sites to be 

rehabilitated, which was written up in the Environmental Management 

Programme (EMPr). He mentioned that one of the spoil sites would be 

returned to a timber plantation, based on the requirements expressed 

by the Baynesfield Estate.  

 

K. Bester clarified that the manager of Baynesfield Estate had asked for 

the spoil site to be rehabilitated to allow for the planting of an avocado 

orchard. 

- - 

5.12 

A. Blackmore acknowledged the difficulty with getting landowners to 

commit to offsets when they may not understand the full consequences 

of the offsets. He asked how the authorities would be assured that the 

offsets could be secured into perpetuity.  

- - 

5.13 D. Henning noted that a virtual public meeting was also scheduled.  - - 

5.14 

N. Pillay requested a copy of the meeting recording. 

 

D. Henning indicated that the meeting recording and list of participants 

would be circulated.  

Nemai  16/07/2020 

5.15 

K. Meier indicated that a project of this nature takes a long time 

complete, which includes the Feasibility Study and environmental 

studies. He emphasised the importance of the uWMP-1 to provide 

additional water to 6 million people in Durban. He noted the delays 

caused by the EIA and the subsequent studies. He made a plea that all 

the environmental points of significance needed to be raised as early as 

possible. 

- - 
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5.16 

M. Litsoane noted that the process was being undertaken in terms of the 

2010 EIA Regulations. She asked whether the comments on the Second 

Addendum would be send directly to her, as the DEFF Case Officer, or 

to Nemai Consulting. 

 

D. Henning explained that the notification of review of the Draft Second 

Addendum indicated that comments needed to be sent to Nemai 

Consulting, who will then update the Comments and Responses Report 

that will be appended to the Final Addendum.  

- - 

5.17 
D. Henning requested that all participants send through their comments 

in writing. 
- - 

6. CLOSURE AND WAY FORWARD 

6.1 

D Henning thanked all parties for their attendance and participation.  

 

The meeting was concluded at approximately 12:00 PM. 

- - 

 

 

Minutes compiled by: Nemai Consulting 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________ __________________ 

(D. Henning)   Date   

 

14 August 2020
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Project: Proposed uMkhomazi Water Project Phase 1 - Raw Water Component 
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No. 
Representative Name  

and Surname 
Name of Organisation Email Address 

1.  Masina Litsoane Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF) MLitsoane@environment.gov.za 

2.  Stanley Tshitwamulomoni DEFF StanleyT@environment.gov.za 

3.  Portia Makitla DEFF PMakitla@environment.gov.za 

4.  Kim van Heerden 
KZN Department of Economic Development, Tourism and 
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Kim.vanheerden@kznedtea.gov.za 

5.  Ian Felton KZN EDTEA ian.felton@kznedtea.gov.za 

6.  Dr Andrew Blackmore Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife andy.blackmore@kznwildlife.com 

7.  Nerissa Pillay Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Nerissa.Pillay@kznwildlife.com 

8.  Brent Coverdale Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Brent.Coverdale@kznwildlife.com 

9.  Kobus Bester Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS) besterk@dws.gov.za 

10.  Kevin Meier Umgeni Water kevin.meier@umgeni.co.za 

11.  Gavin Subramanian Umgeni Water gavin.subramanian@umgeni.co.za 

12.  Ntokozo Sosibo Umgeni Water ntokozo.sosibo@umgeni.co.za 

13.  Kogi Naidoo TCTA Knaidoo@tcta.co.za 

14.  James Nyakale TCTA jnyakale@tcta.co.za 

15.  Melissa Lewis BirdLife South Africa Melissa.Lewis@birdlife.org.za 

16.  Donavan Henning Nemai Consulting donavanh@nemai.co.za 
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WELCOME & INTRODUCTION
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❖To present the Second Addendum to Final 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report.

❖To provide a platform for environmental authorities 

to raise questions and to provide comments.

PURPOSE OF THE MEETING
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

❖ Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 

November 2016
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information related to:
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

❖ Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

❖ A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the 

Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested additional 

information related to:

❑ The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation significance –

➢ Hirundo atrocaerulea (Blue Swallows);

➢ Capys penningtoni (Pennington's Protea Butterfly); and

➢ Gnomeskelus fluvialis (Riverine Keeled Millipede).

❑ The proposed encroachment of the realigned Provincial Road R617 into the Impendle 

Nature Reserve

❑ An analysis of the alternatives of the proposed balancing dam, tunnel and road 

alignments alternatives

❑ The need for an Offset Feasibility Assessment
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

❖ Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

❖ A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information

❖ The first Addendum was compiled and lodged for public review from 26 

July to 27 August 2018

❑ First Addendum –

➢ Assessed the potential detrimental impacts to Blue Swallows related to noise and vibration 

from construction activities, as well as from the proposed realignment of the R617

➢ Assessed the potential detrimental impacts to the Pennington’s Protea Butterfly and the 

Riverine Keeled Millipede along suitable habitat within the FSL of the proposed Smithfield 

Dam and along the route options for the proposed realignment of the R617

➢ Identified route options for the proposed realignment of the R617 to avoid the Impendle 

Nature Reserve
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

First Addendum Preferred Layout:
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❖ A site visit was held with environmental authorities (DEA, KZN EDTEA and 

EKZNW) on 23 August 2018

❖ An authorities meeting was held with DEA, KZN EDTEA and EKZNW on 15 

November 2018 to discuss the way forward following the receipt on the 

authorities’ comments on the draft of the first Addendum 
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

❖ Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

❖ A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information

❖ The first Addendum was compiled and lodged for public review from 26 July to 27 August 2018

❖ A site visit was held with environmental authorities (DEA, KZN EDTEA and EKZNW) on 23 August 2018

❖ Authorities meeting held with DEA, KZN EDTEA and EKZNW on 15 November 2018 to discuss the way forward following the receipt on 

the authorities’ comments on the draft of the first Addendum 

❖ Based on the comments received on the draft first Addendum and 

findings of the Avifauna Bridging Study an alternative project layout (i.e. 

Layout Alternative B) was identified and assessed. A second Addendum 

was compiled, which includes an assessment of the new layout

❑ Second Addendum –

➢ Assessed the potential detrimental impacts to Blue Swallows related to the changes to the 

project footprint, related to the possible discarding of the balancing dam (Layout 

Alternative B)

➢ Determining the associated biodiversity offset requirements
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

❖ Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

❖ A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information

❖ The first Addendum was compiled and lodged for public review from 26 July to 27 August 2018

❖ A site visit was held with environmental authorities (DEA, KZN EDTEA and EKZNW) on 23 August 2018

❖ Authorities meeting held with DEA, KZN EDTEA and EKZNW on 15 November 2018 to discuss the way forward following the receipt on 

the authorities’ comments on the draft of the first Addendum 

❖ Based on the comments received on the draft of the first Addendum, an alternative project layout (i.e. Layout Alternative B) was

identified and assessed. A second Addendum was compiled, which includes an assessment of the new layout

❖ The draft second Addendum (March 2020) was compiled and lodged for 

public review from 1 July to 3 August 2020
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ A major change that occurred to the configuration of the proposed 

scheme that was presented in the first Addendum (July 2018), due to 

significant risks posed to Blue Swallows in the eastern part of the 

project area, was the option of discarding the balancing dam. This 

resulted in two alternative layouts, namely Layout Alternative A 

(including balancing dam) and Layout Alternative B (excluding 

balancing dam) 

❖ Identical components = Smithfield Dam and its appurtenant 

infrastructure in the western part of the project area 

Layout Changes:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

❑ Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck (± 950 

000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise, which 

can no longer be used in the construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

❑ Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck (± 950 

000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise, which 

can no longer be used in the construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam

❑ Changes to the corridors of the transfer tunnel and raw water pipeline

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

❑ Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck (± 950 

000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise, which 

can no longer be used in the construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam

❑ Changes to the corridors of the transfer tunnel and raw water pipeline

❑ Identification of access roads to the above new project components 

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

❖ Factors considered in identifying Spoil Sites:

❑ Locations of spoil sites in relation to sensitive environmental features, such as Blue 

Swallow habitat and nesting sites, watercourses (including wetlands), cultivated 

land, recreational facilities, existing structures and infrastructure

❑ Distances from tunnel outlet to spoil sites to minimize hauling distances

❑ Concerns and preferences of the affected landowner (i.e. Baynesfield Estate)

❑ Gradient of recipient sites

❑ Maximum available space
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Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

❖ Option A Spoil Sites:

❑ Aquatic Ecologist raised various concerns

❑ Impacts to recreational facility at Baynesfield Estate 
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Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

❖ Option B Spoil Sites:

1

6

5

7
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

❖ Option B Spoil Sites:

❑ Spoil Site 9 discarded - sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity)

Site 9

9
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

❖ Option B Spoil Sites:
❑ Spoil Site 9 discarded - sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity)

❑ Spoil Site 2 discarded - proximity to the Mbangweni Dam’s educational and recreational 

facilities, the sensitivity of the area and the site’s steep slopes

Site 2

2
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

❖ Option B Spoil Sites:
❑ Spoil Site 9 discarded - sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity)

❑ Spoil Site 2 discarded - proximity to the Mbangweni Dam’s educational and recreational facilities, the sensitivity of the area and the site’s steep slopes

❑ Footprints of spoil sites reduced (minimise impacts to sensitive areas) - Sites 1, 3, 4 and 6
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Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

❖ Options:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

❖ Options:

❑ Corridor

❑ Option A preferred

Corridor
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

❖ Options:

❑ Corridor

❑ Option A preferred 

Option A – Eastern Side
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

❖ Options:

❑ Corridor

❑ Option A preferred

Option A – Eastern Side (Sensitivity)
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ The Engineering Technical Report (AECOM, 2020) assessed inter alia 

the risk of non-supply to the Mgeni WSS via the uMWP-1 during 

maintenance periods or emergency conditions of the transfer tunnel

Risk Analysis:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ The Engineering Technical Report (AECOM, 2020) assessed inter alia 

the risk of non-supply to the Mgeni WSS via the uMWP-1 during 

maintenance periods or emergency conditions of the transfer tunnel

❖ It was concluded that the uMWP-1 can be implemented without a 

balancing dam on the downstream end of the transfer tunnel when the 

relevant interventions are implemented, water is supplied via the 

existing Mgeni WSS and tunnel inspections and maintenance are 

performed during off-peak or average demand periods

Risk Analysis:



35

OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ Defined the ecology of each of the proposed spoil sites in terms of watercourse 

characteristics, to assess the impacts and to recommend suitable mitigation measures, 

and to ultimately provide a reasoned opinion with regards to the proposed spoil sites

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ Defined the ecology of each of the proposed spoil sites in terms of watercourse characteristics, to assess the impacts and to

recommend suitable mitigation measures, and to ultimately provide a reasoned opinion with regards to the proposed spoil sites

❖ The proposed spoil sites are a preferred alternative to the proposed Balancing Dam

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 

Spoil Site Order of preference (1 = most preferred; 4 = least preferred)

1 Partly preferred; with conditions: 2

2 Strongly preferred: 1

3 Preferred: 2

4 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

5 Strongly preferred: 1

6 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

7 Strongly preferred: 1

8 Strongly preferred: 1

9 Not supported: high biodiversity importance and sensitivity
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ Defined the ecology of each of the proposed spoil sites in terms of watercourse characteristics, to assess the impacts and to

recommend suitable mitigation measures, and to ultimately provide a reasoned opinion with regards to the proposed spoil sites

❖ The proposed spoil sites are a preferred alternative to the proposed Balancing Dam

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 

Spoil Site Order of preference (1 = most preferred; 4 = least preferred)

1 Partly preferred; with conditions: 2

2 Strongly preferred: 1

3 Preferred: 2

4 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

5 Strongly preferred: 1

6 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

7 Strongly preferred: 1

8 Strongly preferred: 1

9 Not supported: high biodiversity importance and sensitivity

Footprint reduced

Footprint reduced

Footprint reduced

Footprint reduced

Discarded

Discarded
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Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

(Photo: D. Allan)
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

❖ Spoil Site 1 and Spoil Site 2 (discarded) lie within 1.5 km Blue Swallow habitat buffer

1
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

❖ Spoil Site 1 and Spoil Site 2 (discarded) lie within 1.5 km Blue Swallow habitat buffer

❖ Tunnel corridor acceptable if mitigation measures are implemented. The preferred tunnel 

outlet is situated within the 1.5 km Blue Swallow breeding habitat buffer and the 4 km Blue 

Swallow nesting buffer (but not the 1.5 km nesting buffer)

Tunnel Outlet1
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Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

❖ Spoil Site 1 and Spoil Site 2 (discarded) lie within 1.5 km Blue Swallow habitat buffer

❖ Tunnel corridor acceptable if mitigation measures are implemented. The preferred tunnel outlet is situated within the 1.5 km Blue Swallow 

breeding habitat buffer and the 4 km Blue Swallow nesting buffer (but not the 1.5 km nesting buffer)

❖ Undesirable if tunnel route and outlet situated further south - Lower Zinti Blue Swallow block 

Zinty
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Faunal and Floral Assessment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Faunal and Floral Assessment

Habitat Sensitivity Applicable Habitat Unit

High Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Preserve and enhance the biodiversity of the 

habitat unit; a no-go alternative must be 

considered

• Watercourse Habitat

• Spoil Site 9

Moderately High Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Preserve and enhance the biodiversity of the 

habitat unit, limit development and disturbance

• Natural woody communities 

(forest habitat)

• Grassland Habitat

• Spoil Site 1 to 3, and Site 9

Intermediate Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Preserve and enhance biodiversity of the habitat 

unit and surrounds while optimising development 

potential

• Natural woody communities 

(thicket habitat)

• Grassland Habitat

• Watercourse Habitat

• Spoil Sites 2 to 6

Moderately Low Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Optimise development potential while improving 

biodiversity integrity of surrounding natural 

habitat and managing edge effects

• Transformed Habitat

• Degraded Watercourse Habitat

• Degraded Grassland habitat

• All spoil sites
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Specialist Studies: Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study
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Specialist Studies: Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study

Layout Alternative A

Habitat loss (Hectares)

Offset target (Ecosystem 

Conservation Hectare 

Equivalents) 

Smithfield Dam 55 538.30

Langa Balancing Dam 44 382.80

Mbangweni Balancing Dam 59 513.30

Layout Alternative B 

Habitat loss (Hectares)

Offset target (Ecosystem 

Conservation Hectare 

Equivalents) 

Smithfield Dam 55 538.30

Proposed Spoil Sites 4.35 16.8

Wetland habitat (Offset Ratio 11:1)

❖ Offset Quantum Requirements:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study

❖ Offset Locations and Interventions:

❑ The wetland offset target of 16.8 wetland ecosystem conservation hectare equivalents required 

should the balancing dam be discarded and the spoil sites utilised (Layout Alternative B) can be 

realistically achieved within the Baynesfield Estate

❑ Offset targets for CBAs for the proposed spoil sites (Layout Alternative B) can potentially be 

significantly exceeded
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment

❖ Describes ambient sound levels in the area, potential worst-case noise rating levels 

and the potential noise impacts that the uMWP-1 may have on the surrounding 

sound environment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment

❖ Describes ambient sound levels in the area, potential worst-case noise rating levels and the potential noise impacts that the 

uMWP-1 may have on the surrounding sound environment

❖ Daytime Construction Activities - the potential zone of influence for Blue Swallows 

is less than 3.5% of the available habitat area and the potential of noise levels 

impacting on the foraging activities of the Blue Swallow is considered improbable 

for the larger area.  The significance of the noise impact is therefore considered to 

be low.
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Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment

❖ Describes ambient sound levels in the area, potential worst-case noise rating levels and the potential noise impacts that the 

uMWP-1 may have on the surrounding sound environment

❖ Daytime Construction Activities - the potential zone of influence for Blue Swallows is less than 3.5% of the available habitat area 

and the potential of noise levels impacting on the foraging activities of the Blue Swallow is considered improbable for the larger 

area.  The significance of the noise impact is therefore considered to be low

❖ Night-time Construction Activities - recommended that no night-time construction 

activities are permitted within 1,500m from any active Blue Swallow nesting site. 

Available Blue Swallow nest sites within the 1,500 m, as well as the accessibility of 

these nest (e.g. overgrown or unusable), need to be taken into consideration
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

❖ Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to 

vibration
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

❖ Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to vibration

❖ The effects of vibration due to activities of construction equipment or the dumping 

of spoils will not have any meaningful impact beyond about 100 m away from the 

construction equipment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

❖ Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to vibration

❖ The effects of vibration due to activities of construction equipment or the dumping of spoils will not have any meaningful impact 

beyond about 100 m away from the construction equipment

❖ One of the major sources of blasting would have been the blasting for the borrow 

pit for the balancing dam. This is now longer relevant to the Layout Alternative B, 

and therefore reduces the overall potential impact due to blasting
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Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

❖ Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to vibration

❖ The effects of vibration due to activities of construction equipment or the dumping of spoils will not have any meaningful impact 

beyond about 100 m away from the construction equipment

❖ One of the major sources of blasting would have been the blasting for the borrow pit for the balancing dam. This is now longer 

relevant to the Layout Alternative B, and therefore reduces the overall potential impact due to blasting

❖ Undertake tunneling and blasting activities during the migration period of the Blue 

Swallows (TBM vibration radius of influence = tunnel outlet portal) 
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Specialist Studies: Preferred Alternative

Specialist Study
Preferred Layout

Motivation
Alternative A Alternative B

Watercourse Assessment ✓

The overall anticipated loss of watercourse habitat associated with the proposed spoil 
sites is significantly less than the direct loss of wetland habitat as a result of the first 
filling of the proposed balancing dam options.

Faunal and Floral 
Assessment

✓

• From a floral resource management perspective, the spoil sites will have a 
significantly lower impact than the proposed balancing dam options.

• From a faunal perspective, the spoil sites will have a significantly lower impact on 
Blue Swallows and other faunal SCC due to the decreased footprint, already 
degraded state of habitat of several spoil sites and the lower overall loss of habitat.

Biodiversity Offset and 
Compensation Study

✓
The overall loss of biodiversity associated with Layout Alternative B is significantly less 
than for Layout Alternative A.

Noise Impact Assessment ✓
Layout Alternative A will be associated with increased noise levels with related risks to 
Blue Swallows.

Vibration Impact 
Assessment

✓
Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to 
vibration.

Avifaunal Impact 
Assessment

✓

Layout Alternative B excludes the need for a balancing dam due to a high level of 
avifaunal concern related to habitat loss from such a dam relevant to the critically 
endangered Blue Swallow.

Agricultural Impact 
Assessment

✓
Layout Alternative A will result in a significantly higher loss of arable and high potential 
land, as well as overall agricultural production. 

Heritage Impact 
Assessment

- -
The balancing dam will inundate a large area, however, the positive aspect would have 
been the use of spoil material from the tunnel to build the dam wall.

Social Impact Assessment ✓

From a social perspective, Layout Alternative B is preferred based on the findings of 
Avifauna and Agricultural Specialists’ studies, as these findings are likely to result in 
secondary negative social consequences.
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Best Practicable Environmental Option: 

BPEO – Western Side
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Best Practicable Environmental Option: 

BPEO – Eastern Side
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End

http://www.dwa.gov.za/Projects/uMkhomazi/default.aspx 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
Public Meeting 

Queries: 

Donavan Henning 

 011 781 1730 
 011 781 1731 
 donavanh@nemai.co.za 

Applicant:  

 

Project 
Name: 

Proposed uMkhomazi Water Project 
Phase 1 - Raw Water Component 

Date:  22 July 2020 Time: 10:00 AM - 12:30 PM 

Facilitator: D Henning Venue: Microsoft Teams Meeting 

 

Note: These minutes are not intended as a verbatim transcript of the meeting, but rather as a summary of the 

salient discussions which took place. 
 

Attendance 

Due to the restrictions associated with public gatherings as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the meeting 

was held on a virtual platform. The participants of the virtual meeting are listed in Appendix A. 

 

Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

1. WELCOME & INTRODUCTION 

1.1 

The meeting commenced at approximately 10:00 AM.  

 

D Henning welcomed everyone and requested a round of introductions. 

- - 

2. PURPOSE OF THE MEETING 

2.1 

D Henning indicated that the aims of the Public Meeting included the 

following: 
 

1. To present the Second Addendum to the Final Environmental 

Impact Assessment (EIA) Report for the proposed uMkhomazi 

Water Project Phase 1 (uMWP-1) Raw Water Component; and 

2. To provide a platform for Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) to 

raise questions and to provide comments. 

- - 

3. OVERVIEW OF uMWP-1 

3.1 
D Henning provided an overview of the uMWP-1 (refer to Appendix B 

for a copy of the presentation). 
- - 

4. STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS 

4.1 

D Henning presented the status of the EIA Process and he noted the 

following key points (refer to Appendix B for a copy of the presentation): 
 

• The Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) were 

submitted to the former Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) 

on 10 November 2016. 

• A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that 

rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information related to - 

o The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation 

significance, including Blue Swallows, Pennington's Protea 

Butterfly and Riverine Keeled Millipede; 

- - 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

o The proposed encroachment of the realigned Provincial Road 

R617 into the Impendle Nature Reserve as a result of 

Smithfield Dam;  

o An analysis of the alternatives of the proposed balancing dam, 

tunnel and road alignments alternatives; and 

o The need for an Offset Feasibility Assessment. 

• The First Addendum to the Final EIA Report was compiled and was 

lodged for public review from 26 July until 27 August 2018. 

• Based on the comments received on the draft First Addendum to 

the Final EIA Report and the findings of the Avifauna Bridging Study, 

an alternative project layout (i.e. Layout Alternative B) was identified 

and assessed. A Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report was 

compiled, which includes an assessment of this new layout. 

• The draft Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report was compiled 

and lodged for public review from 1 July to 3 August 2020. 

5. OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIA REPORT 

5.1 

D Henning presented an overview of the Second Addendum to the Final 

EIA Report (refer to Appendix B for a copy of the presentation). He noted 

that a major change that occurred to the configuration of the proposed 

scheme that was presented in the First Addendum (July 2018), due to 

significant risks posed to Blue Swallows in the eastern part of the project 

area, was the option of discarding the balancing dam. This resulted in 

two alternative layouts, namely Layout Alternative A (including balancing 

dam) and Layout Alternative B (excluding balancing dam). Identical 

components between these alternative layouts include Smithfield Dam 

and its appurtenant infrastructure in the western part of the project area. 

- - 

5.2 

D. Henning indicated that the change in the layout caused by the 

possible discarding of the balancing dam necessitated the following 

additional changes to the proposed project: 
 

• Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel 

muck (± 950 000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed 

tunnel boring exercise, which can no longer be used in the 

construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam; 

• Changes to the corridors of the transfer tunnel and raw water 

pipeline; and 

• Identification of access roads to the above new project components. 

 

He presented the factors that were considered in identifying potential 

spoil sites and showed the Option A and Option B Spoil Sites that were 

identified, where the latter were taken forward. He mentioned that the 

following changes were made to the Option B Spoil Sites: 
 

• Spoil Site 9 was discarded due to sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic 

biodiversity); 

• Spoil Site 2 was discarded due to its proximity to the Mbangweni 

Dam’s educational and recreational facilities, the sensitivity of the 

area and the site’s steep slopes; and 

• The footprints of Spoil Sites 1, 3, 4 and 6 were reduced to minimise 

impacts to sensitive areas. 

- - 

5.3 
D. Henning presented the options for the Transfer Tunnel and Raw 

Water Pipeline associated with Layout Alternative B. He mentioned that 
- - 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

corridors were identified for these linear components of the project, with 

preferred alignments within these corridors.  

5.4 

D. Henning stated that a Risk Analysis was undertaken for the 

discarding of the balancing dam associated with Layout Alternative B. 

He indicated that an Engineering Technical Report (AECOM, 2020) was 

compiled which assessed inter alia the risk of non-supply to the Mgeni 

Water Supply System (WSS) via the uMWP-1 during maintenance 

periods or emergency conditions of the transfer tunnel. He noted that it 

was concluded that the uMWP-1 can be implemented without a 

balancing dam on the downstream end of the transfer tunnel when the 

relevant interventions are implemented, water is supplied via the 

existing Mgeni WSS and tunnel inspections and maintenance are 

performed during off-peak or average demand periods. 

- - 

5.5 

D. Henning presented key findings from the following Specialist Studies 

that were undertaken for Layout Alternative B: 
 

• Watercourse Assessment; 

• Avifaunal Impact Assessment; 

• Faunal and Floral Assessment; 

• Biodiversity Offset and Compensation Study; 

• Noise Impact Assessment; and 

• Vibration Impact Assessment. 

 

He indicated that almost all the Specialists identified Layout Alternative 

B as the preferred option. 

- - 

5.6 

D. Henning presented the Best Practicable Environmental Option 

(BPEO), which was identified in the Second Addendum to the Final EIA 

Report. 

- - 

6. DISCUSSION 

6.1 

S. McKean indicated that Layout Alternative B was more preferred. He 

indicated that his comments on the Second Addendum will be submitted 

together with the comments from BirdLife South Africa. He further noted 

that a meeting with the Biodiversity Offset Specialist has been requested 

by Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife. 

- - 

6.2 

M. van Deventer asked which spoil sites had been identified as the 

preferred sites. He also enquired about the possible additional spoil site 

at the timber block on Baynesfield Estate near the piggery.  

 

D. Henning presented a map of the BPEO, which showed the preferred 

spoil sites. He noted that the possible spoil site at the piggery would be 

considered if one of the other sites were found to be undesirable.  

- - 

6.3 

M. van Deventer sought confirmation that there is no loss of arable land 

at any of the spoil sites. 

 

D. Henning indicated that it was attempted to avoid areas under 

cultivation and of high agricultural potential when the spoil sites were 

investigated. 

- - 

6.4 

D. Henning mentioned that the spoil sites would be rehabilitated, as per 

the Environmental Management Programme, and certain spoil sites 

could be used for future productive use.  

- - 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

6.5 

M. Zondi enquired about the benefits of the project to the community, as 

well as the community’s involvement, at Smithfield Dam. 

 

D. Henning mentioned that various meetings were held with the 

Traditional Authorities and the Department of Rural Development and 

Land Reform (DRDLR) during the course of the EIA and for the First 

Addendum. He noted that the Second Addendum focuses more on the 

eastern side of the project area, which is associated with the discarding 

of the balancing dam for Layout Alternative B. He also indicated that 

mitigation measures had been identified to address impacts to the 

community. He further mentioned that benefits to the community could 

accrue during the construction and operational phases of the project. In 

the case of the latter, a Resource Management Plan (RMP) could be 

compiled for Smithfield Dam that could consider socio-economic 

benefits and the environmental management of the dam. 

- - 

6.6 

S. McKean stated that there is a good opportunity for promoting 

catchment management upstream of Smithfield Dam, which would offer 

job opportunities to the community. 

 

D. Henning mentioned that the RMP could also be the means through 

which catchment management could be pursued. 

- - 

6.7 

B. Seele noted that her emails to D. Henning had been bouncing. She 

also asked how she could access the First Addendum. 

 

D. Henning responded that he would look into the matter of the 

undelivered emails from B. Seele. He also indicated that he would check 

whether the initial link to the First Addendum on the project website was 

still active, otherwise he would forward this report directly to her. 

Nemai  22/07/20 

6.8 

B. Seele indicated that she had reviewed the Second Addendum and 

she requested that the following be indicated in the Executive Summary 

and the Conclusions: 
 

• Indicate that Layout Alternative B still has impacts on Blue 

Swallows; and 

• Highlight the key risks of the Biodiversity Offset and Compensation 

Initiative, as reflected in Section 9.4.9, and particularly the following 

statement: “Very little is known about the three (3) key faunal 

species of concern (Blue Swallow, Penningtons Protea Butterfly, 

Keeled Riverine Millipede). Thus, the compensation initiatives 

around them have a significant possibility of being unsuccessful and 

therefore the Biodiversity Offset and Compensation Initiative could 

be regarded as a failure”. 

- - 

6.9 

K. Bester mentioned that the project website was probably affected by 

the cyber-attack on the Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS).  

 

D. Henning noted that the Second Addendum was fortunately uploaded 

to Nemai Consulting’s website.  

- - 

6.10 

M. van Deventer requested confirmation of the preferred sites for the 

spoil sites.  

 

M. van 

Deventer  
22/07/20 
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D. Henning referred to Section 11.2 of the Second Addendum, which 

presents the BPEO, including the preferred spoil sites (Spoil Sites 1, 3, 

4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). 

 

M. van Deventer stated that there are concerns with regards to Spoil 

Sites 3, 7 and 8. He noted that Spoil Sites 7 and 8 would cause visual 

impacts to the tourism section of the Baynesfield Estate, and the areas 

affected by these spoil sites were identified as future arable lands once 

the timber is removed. He also noted the cold damage caused to 

avocados to the south. He indicated that if the existing quarry at Spoil 

Site 3 is filled then the Estate would no longer be able to use this quarry 

for their own purposes. He thus preferred the spoil site at the timber 

block, as discussed earlier on in the meeting. 

 

D. Henning requested M. van Deventer to forward these concerns in 

writing for the project team to consider further. He mentioned that the 

spoil site at the timber block was investigated further and was regarded 

as a possible site that could be used if any of the other sites failed. 

6.11 

R. Thompson asked whether the pipeline route option for the Potable 

Water component on his property, downstream of the water treatment 

plant and Mapstone Dam, was considered further. 

 

D. Henning needed to confirm the preferred route for the potable water 

pipeline. He indicated that he would send through a map of a preferred 

layout for R. Thompson’s property. 

Nemai  27/07/20 

6.12 

B. Seele asked whether a servitude would be required over the land 

above the tunnel, with specific implications for a Nature Reserve. 

 

D. Henning indicated that a servitude would need to be registered for 

the tunnel, as written up in the EIA Report. He acknowledged receipt of 

the gazetted Declaration of Nature Reserves, which included B. Seele’s 

property. He noted that there is a dedicated unit within DWS that 

registers servitudes, and they would have experience similar scenarios. 

 

S. McKean mentioned that he has experience with Stewardship 

Declarations throughout the country. He indicated that a servitude will 

not affect a declaration and that a register of the servitudes on the 

property would need to be kept by the management authority as part of 

the management plan, which in this case of Trewirgie is the landowner. 

He noted that access to the property would need to be managed and 

needed to be arranged with the landowner. 

- - 

6.13 

B. Seele noted that it seems like previous concerns raised as part of the 

review of the EIA Report have fallen away in the Second Addendum. 

 

D. Henning acknowledged the previous efforts made by parties to 

provide written comments during the course of the EIA. He indicated that 

a Comments and Reponses Report was maintained during the EIA, 

which was appended to the Final EIA Report that was submitted to DEA. 

 

B. Seele requested that the Comments and Reponses Report for the 

EIA be uploaded to Nemai Consulting’s website for ease of access. 

Nemai TBC 
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D. Henning noted that any new comments received after the EIA Report 

are captured in the Comments and Reponses Report that accompanies 

the Addendum. 

6.14 

B. Seele mentioned that it is indicated in the Second Addendum that the 

Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) only works at the tunnel outlet outside of 

the breeding season of the Blue Swallows. She noted that it was 

previously indicated that once the TBM starts working, it needs to run 

continuously. She questioned the viability of this mitigation measure. 

 

K. Bester explained that based on the findings of the Noise and Vibration 

Specialists, there will be a negligible effect once the TBM has moved a 

certain distance into the tunnel. He noted that the timing of the 

commencement of the tunnelling in the area of influence could take 

place outside of the breeding season of the Blue Swallows. 

 

D. Henning noted that the Vibration Specialist had identified thresholds 

for impulsive (e.g. blasting) and steady state (e.g. tunnelling) vibrations. 

He indicated that for steady state vibrations an area of influence was 

determined, which included the area near the outlet where the tunnel is 

at its shallowest.  

- - 

6.15 

B. Seele indicated that the 1.5km buffer zone mentioned in the Second 

Addendum is prescribed in literature as the absolute minimum, where a 

4km radius is recommended. 

 

D. Henning presented a map showing Blue Swallow habitat, nest sites, 

and buffer zones compiled by the Avifauna Specialist. He explained that 

the 1.5km and 4km buffers for active nest sites were applied, however, 

the Avifauna Specialist determined that a 4km buffer for Blue Swallow 

habitat rather be used as a conservative approach. He noted that this 

same 4km buffer was used by the Avifauna Specialist for the Second 

Addendum. 

 

B. Seele stated that her question related to the 1.5km buffer at the tunnel 

outlet, and that this needed to be explained better. 

 

D. Henning noted that the Avifauna Specialist had found that the 

preferred tunnel outlet is situated within the 1.5km Blue Swallow 

breeding habitat buffer and the 4km Blue Swallow nesting buffer. He 

indicated that due to the encroachment of the tunnel outlet into these 

buffer zones, certain mitigation measures were identified, which 

included undertaking work in the area of influence outside of the 

breeding season of the Blue Swallows. 

- - 

6.16 

D. Henning requested that all participants send through their comments 

in writing, which will be incorporated into the Comments and Responses 

Report. He noted that the final Comments and Responses Report will 

be uploaded to Nemai Consulting’s website for I&APs to access. He also 

explained the appeal process. 

- - 

7. CLOSURE AND WAY FORWARD 

7.1 D Henning thanked all parties for their attendance and participation.  - - 
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The meeting was concluded at approximately 11:40 PM. 

 

 

Minutes compiled by: Nemai Consulting 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________ __________________ 

(D. Henning)   Date   

 

7 August 2020
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 
Public Meeting 

Project: Proposed uMkhomazi Water Project Phase 1 - Raw Water Component 

Applicant: 

 

Date:  22 July 2020  

Time: 10:00 AM - 12:30 PM 

Venue: Microsoft Teams Meeting 

 

No. 
Representative Name  

and Surname 
Name of Organisation Email Address 

1.  Barbara Seele Private Landowner barbaraseele@gmail.com 

2.  Steve McKean Conservation Outcomes steve@conservation-outcomes.org 

3.  Colin Simpkins  Canoeing South Africa sg@canoesa.org.za 

4.  Roger Thompson Private Landowner 360farming@gmail.com 

5.  Craig Daniel SAPPI craig.daniel@sappi.com 

6.  Peter Odell  NCT Tree Farming (Pty) Ltd pete@nctforest.com 

7.  Corinne Thompson Upper Mlazi Water User Association thompsons@edelnet.co.za 

8.  Myles van Deventer Baynesfield Estate md@baynesfield.co.za 

9.  Dale Bratley Baynesfield Estate maintenance@baynesfield.co.za 

10.  Wynne Smith Beaumont Eston Farmers Association wynne@evangrass.co.za 

11.  Mdu Zondi Private zanokwakhe@gmail.com 

12.  Kobus Bester Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS) besterk@dws.gov.za 

13.  Kevin Meier Umgeni Water kevin.meier@umgeni.co.za 

14.  Gavin Subramanian Umgeni Water gavin.subramanian@umgeni.co.za 

15.  Ntokozo Sosibo Umgeni Water ntokozo.sosibo@umgeni.co.za 

16.  Kogi Naidoo TCTA Knaidoo@tcta.co.za 

17.  James Nyakale TCTA jnyakale@tcta.co.za 

18.  Donavan Henning Nemai Consulting donavanh@nemai.co.za 
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WELCOME & INTRODUCTION
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To present the Second Addendum to the Final 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report.

To provide a platform for Interested & Affected 

Parties to raise questions and to provide comments.

PURPOSE OF THE MEETING
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OVERVIEW OF uMWP-1

The long-term water requirements of eThekwini 

MM, Msunduzi LM (Pietermaritzburg), iLembe DM, 

Ugu DM and surrounding areas exceed the yield of 

the water resources of the integrated Mgeni WSS 

(Midmar, Albert Falls, Nagle, Inanda and Spring 

Grove dams)



Bulwer

Richmond

Ixopo

Umkomaas

MGENI WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM

OVERVIEW OF uMWP-1
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OVERVIEW OF uMWP-1

uMWP-1 Components

Layout: EIA Phase
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OVERVIEW OF uMWP-1

uMWP-1 Components

Focus of Second 

Addendum

Layout: EIA Phase
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 

November 2016
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the 

Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested additional 

information related to:
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the 

Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested additional 

information related to:

 The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation significance –

 Hirundo atrocaerulea (Blue Swallows);

 Capys penningtoni (Pennington's Protea Butterfly); and

 Gnomeskelus fluvialis (Riverine Keeled Millipede).
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the 

Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested additional 

information related to:
 The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation significance 

 The proposed encroachment of the realigned Provincial Road R617 into the Impendle 

Nature Reserve
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the 

Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested additional 

information related to:
 The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation significance 

 The proposed encroachment of the realigned Provincial Road R617 into the Impendle Nature Reserve

 An analysis of the alternatives of the proposed balancing dam, tunnel and road 

alignments alternatives

Tunnel

Balancing 

Dam

Roads
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the 

Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested additional 

information related to:
 The potential detrimental impacts on species of conservation significance –

 The proposed encroachment of the realigned Provincial Road R617 into the Impendle Nature Reserve

 An analysis of the alternatives of the proposed balancing dam, tunnel and road alignments alternatives

 The need for an Offset Feasibility Assessment

Biodiversity Offset Study investigated the offsets required (including ratios, recipient 

sites and budgets) for the loss of riparian zones, wetlands, Critical Biodiversity Areas 

and habitat for faunal Species of Conservation Concern associated with the proposed 

Smithfield Dam and balancing dam options. 
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information

 The first Addendum was compiled and lodged for public review from 26 

July to 27 August 2018

 First Addendum –

 Assessed the potential detrimental impacts to Blue Swallows related to noise and vibration 

from construction activities, as well as from the proposed realignment of the R617

 Assessed the potential detrimental impacts to the Pennington’s Protea Butterfly and the 

Riverine Keeled Millipede along suitable habitat within the FSL of the proposed Smithfield 

Dam and along the route options for the proposed realignment of the R617

 Identified route options for the proposed realignment of the R617 to avoid the Impendle 

Nature Reserve
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

First Addendum Preferred Layout:
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information

 The first Addendum was compiled and lodged for public review from 26 July to 27 August 2018

 Based on the comments received on the draft first Addendum and 

findings of the Avifauna Bridging Study an alternative project layout (i.e. 

Layout Alternative B) was identified and assessed. A second Addendum 

was compiled, which includes an assessment of the new layout

 Second Addendum –

 Assessed the potential detrimental impacts to Blue Swallows related to the changes to the 

project footprint, related to the possible discarding of the balancing dam (Layout 

Alternative B)

 Determining the associated biodiversity offset requirements
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STATUS OF THE EIA PROCESS

 Final EIA Reports (Raw Water and Potable Water) submitted to DEA on 10 November 2016

 A letter (dated 13 February 2017) was received from DEA that rejected the Final EIA Report for uMWP-1 Raw Water and requested 

additional information

 The first Addendum was compiled and lodged for public review from 26 July to 27 August 2018

 Based on the comments received on the draft of the first Addendum, an alternative project layout (i.e. Layout Alternative B) was

identified and assessed. A second Addendum was compiled, which includes an assessment of the new layout

 The draft second Addendum (March 2020) was compiled and lodged for 

public review from 1 July to 3 August 2020
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM



20

OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 A major change that occurred to the configuration of the proposed 

scheme that was presented in the first Addendum (July 2018), due to 

significant risks posed to Blue Swallows in the eastern part of the 

project area, was the option of discarding the balancing dam. This 

resulted in two alternative layouts, namely Layout Alternative A 

(including balancing dam) and Layout Alternative B (excluding 

balancing dam) 

 Identical components = Smithfield Dam and its appurtenant 

infrastructure in the western part of the project area 

Layout Changes:



Layout Alternative ALayout Alternative B



Layout Alternative ALayout Alternative B
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

 Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck (± 950 

000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise, which 

can no longer be used in the construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

 Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck (± 950 

000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise, which 

can no longer be used in the construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam

 Changes to the corridors of the transfer tunnel and raw water pipeline

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 The change in the layout caused by the possible discarding of the 

balancing dam necessitated the following additional changes:

 Inclusion of new spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck (± 950 

000 m3) that will be produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise, which 

can no longer be used in the construction of the dam wall of the balancing dam

 Changes to the corridors of the transfer tunnel and raw water pipeline

 Identification of access roads to the above new project components 

Layout Alternative B:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

 Factors considered in identifying Spoil Sites:

 Locations of spoil sites in relation to sensitive environmental features, such as Blue 

Swallow habitat and nesting sites, watercourses (including wetlands), cultivated 

land, recreational facilities, existing structures and infrastructure

 Distances from tunnel outlet to spoil sites to minimize hauling distances

 Concerns and preferences of the affected landowner (i.e. Baynesfield Estate)

 Gradient of recipient sites

 Maximum available space
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

 Option A Spoil Sites:

 Aquatic Ecologist raised various concerns

 Impacts to recreational facility at Baynesfield Estate 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

 Option B Spoil Sites:

1

6

5

7
98

4

3

2
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

 Option B Spoil Sites:

 Spoil Site 9 discarded - sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity)

Site 9

9
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

 Option B Spoil Sites:

 Spoil Site 9 discarded - sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity)

 Spoil Site 2 discarded - proximity to the Mbangweni Dam’s educational and recreational 

facilities, the sensitivity of the area and the site’s steep slopes

Site 2

2
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Spoil Sites

 Option B Spoil Sites:
 Spoil Site 9 discarded - sensitivity (terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity)

 Spoil Site 2 discarded - proximity to the Mbangweni Dam’s educational and recreational facilities, the sensitivity of the area and the site’s steep slopes

 Footprints of spoil sites reduced (minimise impacts to sensitive areas) - Sites 1, 3, 4 and 6
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

 Options:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

 Options:

 Corridor

 Option A preferred

Corridor
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

 Options:

 Corridor

 Option A preferred 

Option A – Eastern Side
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Layout Alternative B: Transfer Tunnel & Raw Water Pipeline 

 Options:
 Corridor

 Option A preferred

 Sensitivity & Environmental Conditions

Option A – Eastern Side (Sensitivity)



37

OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 The Engineering Technical Report (AECOM, 2020) assessed inter alia 

the risk of non-supply to the Mgeni WSS via the uMWP-1 during 

maintenance periods or emergency conditions of the transfer tunnel

Risk Analysis:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 The Engineering Technical Report (AECOM, 2020) assessed inter alia 

the risk of non-supply to the Mgeni WSS via the uMWP-1 during 

maintenance periods or emergency conditions of the transfer tunnel

 It was concluded that the uMWP-1 can be implemented without a 

balancing dam on the downstream end of the transfer tunnel when the 

relevant interventions are implemented, water is supplied via the 

existing Mgeni WSS and tunnel inspections and maintenance are 

performed during off-peak or average demand periods

Risk Analysis:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 Defined the ecology of each of the proposed spoil sites in terms of watercourse 

characteristics, to assess the impacts and to recommend suitable mitigation measures, 

and to ultimately provide a reasoned opinion with regards to the proposed spoil sites

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 Defined the ecology of each of the proposed spoil sites in terms of watercourse characteristics, to assess the impacts and to

recommend suitable mitigation measures, and to ultimately provide a reasoned opinion with regards to the proposed spoil sites

 The proposed spoil sites are a preferred alternative to the proposed Balancing Dam

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 

Spoil Site Order of preference (1 = most preferred; 4 = least preferred)

1 Partly preferred; with conditions: 2

2 Strongly preferred: 1

3 Preferred: 2

4 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

5 Strongly preferred: 1

6 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

7 Strongly preferred: 1

8 Strongly preferred: 1

9 Not supported: high biodiversity importance and sensitivity
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

 Defined the ecology of each of the proposed spoil sites in terms of watercourse characteristics, to assess the impacts and to

recommend suitable mitigation measures, and to ultimately provide a reasoned opinion with regards to the proposed spoil sites

 The proposed spoil sites are a preferred alternative to the proposed Balancing Dam

Specialist Studies: Watercourse Assessment 

Spoil Site Order of preference (1 = most preferred; 4 = least preferred)

1 Partly preferred; with conditions: 2

2 Strongly preferred: 1

3 Preferred: 2

4 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

5 Strongly preferred: 1

6 Partly preferred; with conditions: 3

7 Strongly preferred: 1

8 Strongly preferred: 1

9 Not supported: high biodiversity importance and sensitivity

Footprint reduced

Footprint reduced

Footprint reduced

Footprint reduced

Discarded

Discarded
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

(Photo: D. Allan)
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

 Spoil Site 1 and Spoil Site 2 (discarded) lie within 1.5 km Blue Swallow habitat buffer

1



45

OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

 Spoil Site 1 and Spoil Site 2 (discarded) lie within 1.5 km Blue Swallow habitat buffer

 Tunnel corridor acceptable if mitigation measures are implemented. The preferred tunnel 

outlet is situated within the 1.5 km Blue Swallow breeding habitat buffer and the 4 km Blue 

Swallow nesting buffer

Tunnel Outlet1
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Avifaunal Impact Assessment

 Spoil Site 1 and Spoil Site 2 (discarded) lie within 1.5 km Blue Swallow habitat buffer

 Tunnel corridor acceptable if mitigation measures are implemented. The preferred tunnel outlet is situated within the 1.5 km Blue Swallow 

breeding habitat buffer and the 4 km Blue Swallow nesting buffer (but not the 1.5 km nesting buffer)

 Undesirable if tunnel route and outlet situated further south - Lower Zinti Blue Swallow block 

Zinty
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Faunal and Floral Assessment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Faunal and Floral Assessment

Habitat Sensitivity Applicable Habitat Unit

High Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Preserve and enhance the biodiversity of the 

habitat unit; a no-go alternative must be 

considered

• Watercourse Habitat

• Spoil Site 9

Moderately High Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Preserve and enhance the biodiversity of the 

habitat unit, limit development and disturbance

• Natural woody communities 

(forest habitat)

• Grassland Habitat

• Spoil Site 1 to 3, and Site 9

Intermediate Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Preserve and enhance biodiversity of the habitat 

unit and surrounds while optimising development 

potential

• Natural woody communities 

(thicket habitat)

• Grassland Habitat

• Watercourse Habitat

• Spoil Sites 2 to 6

Moderately Low Sensitivity

Conservation Objective:

Optimise development potential while improving 

biodiversity integrity of surrounding natural 

habitat and managing edge effects

• Transformed Habitat

• Degraded Watercourse Habitat

• Degraded Grassland habitat

• All spoil sites
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study

Layout Alternative A

Habitat loss (Hectares)

Offset target (Ecosystem 

Conservation Hectare 

Equivalents) 

Smithfield Dam 55 538.30

Langa Balancing Dam 44 382.80

Mbangweni Balancing Dam 59 513.30

Layout Alternative B 

Habitat loss (Hectares)

Offset target (Ecosystem 

Conservation Hectare 

Equivalents) 

Smithfield Dam 55 538.30

Proposed Spoil Sites 4.35 16.8

Wetland habitat (Offset Ratio 11:1)

 Offset Quantum Requirements:
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Biodiversity Offset & Compensation Study

 Offset Locations and Interventions:

 The wetland offset target of 16.8 wetland ecosystem conservation hectare equivalents required 

should the balancing dam be discarded and the spoil sites utilised (Layout Alternative B) can be 

realistically achieved within the Baynesfield Estate

 Offset targets for CBAs for the proposed spoil sites (Layout Alternative B) can potentially be 

significantly exceeded
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment

 Describes ambient sound levels in the area, potential worst-case noise rating levels 

and the potential noise impacts that the uMWP-1 may have on the surrounding 

sound environment



54

OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment

 Describes ambient sound levels in the area, potential worst-case noise rating levels and the potential noise impacts that the 

uMWP-1 may have on the surrounding sound environment

 Daytime Construction Activities - the potential zone of influence for Blue Swallows 

is less than 3.5% of the available habitat area and the potential of noise levels 

impacting on the foraging activities of the Blue Swallow is considered improbable 

for the larger area.  The significance of the noise impact is therefore considered to 

be low.
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Noise Impact Assessment

 Describes ambient sound levels in the area, potential worst-case noise rating levels and the potential noise impacts that the 

uMWP-1 may have on the surrounding sound environment

 Daytime Construction Activities - the potential zone of influence for Blue Swallows is less than 3.5% of the available habitat area 

and the potential of noise levels impacting on the foraging activities of the Blue Swallow is considered improbable for the larger 

area.  The significance of the noise impact is therefore considered to be low

 Night-time Construction Activities - recommended that no night-time construction 

activities are permitted within 1,500m from any active Blue Swallow nesting site. 

Available Blue Swallow nest sites within the 1,500 m, as well as the accessibility of 

these nest (e.g. overgrown or unusable), need to be taken into consideration
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

 Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to 

vibration
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

 Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to vibration

 The effects of vibration due to activities of construction equipment or the dumping 

of spoils will not have any meaningful impact beyond about 100 m away from the 

construction equipment
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

 Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to vibration

 The effects of vibration due to activities of construction equipment or the dumping of spoils will not have any meaningful impact 

beyond about 100 m away from the construction equipment

 One of the major sources of blasting would have been the blasting for the borrow 

pit for the balancing dam. This is now longer relevant to the Layout Alternative B, 

and therefore reduces the overall potential impact due to blasting
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Vibration Impact Assessment

 Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to vibration

 The effects of vibration due to activities of construction equipment or the dumping of spoils will not have any meaningful impact 

beyond about 100 m away from the construction equipment

 One of the major sources of blasting would have been the blasting for the borrow pit for the balancing dam. This is now longer 

relevant to the Layout Alternative B, and therefore reduces the overall potential impact due to blasting

 Undertake tunneling and blasting activities during the migration period of the Blue 

Swallows (TBM vibration radius of influence = tunnel outlet portal) 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Specialist Studies: Preferred Alternative

Specialist Study
Preferred Layout

Motivation
Alternative A Alternative B

Watercourse Assessment 

The overall anticipated loss of watercourse habitat associated with the proposed spoil 

sites is significantly less than the direct loss of wetland habitat as a result of the first 

filling of the proposed balancing dam options.

Faunal and Floral 

Assessment


• From a floral resource management perspective, the spoil sites will have a 

significantly lower impact than the proposed balancing dam options.

• From a faunal perspective, the spoil sites will have a significantly lower impact on 

Blue Swallows and other faunal SCC due to the decreased footprint, already 

degraded state of habitat of several spoil sites and the lower overall loss of habitat.

Biodiversity Offset and 

Compensation Study


The overall loss of biodiversity associated with Layout Alternative B is significantly less 

than for Layout Alternative A.

Noise Impact Assessment 
Layout Alternative A will be associated with increased noise levels with related risks to 

Blue Swallows.

Vibration Impact 

Assessment


Layout Alternative B does not lead to increased exposure of Blue Swallow habitat to 

vibration.

Avifaunal Impact 

Assessment


Layout Alternative B excludes the need for a balancing dam due to a high level of 

avifaunal concern related to habitat loss from such a dam relevant to the critically 

endangered Blue Swallow.

Agricultural Impact 

Assessment


Layout Alternative A will result in a significantly higher loss of arable and high potential 

land, as well as overall agricultural production. 

Heritage Impact 

Assessment
- -

The balancing dam will inundate a large area, however, the positive aspect would have 

been the use of spoil material from the tunnel to build the dam wall.

Social Impact Assessment 

From a social perspective, Layout Alternative B is preferred based on the findings of 

Avifauna and Agricultural Specialists’ studies, as these findings are likely to result in 

secondary negative social consequences.
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Best Practicable Environmental Option: 

BPEO – Western Side
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

Best Practicable Environmental Option: 

BPEO – Eastern Side
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End

http://www.dwa.gov.za/Projects/uMkhomazi/default.aspx 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
Biodiversity Offsets Meeting 

Queries: 

Donavan Henning 

 011 781 1730 
 011 781 1731 
 donavanh@nemai.co.za 

Applicant:  

 

Project 
Name: 

Proposed uMkhomazi Water Project 
Phase 1 - Raw Water Component 

Date:  30 July 2020 Time: 11:00 AM - 13:00 PM 

Facilitator: D Henning Venue: Microsoft Teams Meeting 

 

Note: These minutes are not intended as a verbatim transcript of the meeting, but rather as a summary of the 

salient discussions which took place. 
 

Attendance 

Due to the restrictions associated with public gatherings as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the meeting 

was held on a virtual platform. The participants of the virtual meeting are listed in Appendix A. 

 

Apologies: 

1. Ian Felton (KZN Department of Economic Development, Tourism and Environmental Affairs); and 

2. Steve McKean (Conservation Outcomes). 

 

Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

1. WELCOME & INTRODUCTION 

1.1 

The meeting, which forms part of the Second Addendum to the Final 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report for the proposed 

uMkhomazi Water Project Phase 1 (uMWP-1) Raw Water Component, 

commenced at approximately 11:00 AM.  

 

D Henning welcomed everyone and requested a round of introductions. 

- - 

2. PURPOSE OF THE MEETING 

2.1 

D Henning indicated that the aim of the meeting was to provide a 

platform for those parties that expressed an interest in engaging with the 

Biodiversity Offset Specialist. He mentioned that the intention was for 

the discussions to assist the parties in compiling their comments on the 

Second Addendum to the Final EIA Report. 

- - 

3. OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM TO FINAL EIA REPORT 

3.1 

D Henning presented an overview of the Second Addendum to the Final 

EIA Report (refer to Appendix B for a copy of the presentation). He noted 

that a major change that occurred to the configuration of the proposed 

scheme that was presented in the First Addendum (July 2018), due to 

significant risks posed to Blue Swallows in the eastern part of the project 

area, was the option of discarding the balancing dam. This resulted in 

two alternative layouts, namely Layout Alternative A (including a 

balancing dam) and Layout Alternative B (excluding a balancing dam). 

He mentioned that Layout Alternative B was determined to be the Best 

Practicable Environmental Option (BPEO). 

- - 

3.2 
D. Henning indicated that the change in the layout caused by the 

possible discarding of the balancing dam necessitated additional 
- - 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

changes to the proposed project, which included the identification of new 

spoil sites to dispose of the large volumes of tunnel muck that will be 

produced during the proposed tunnel boring exercise. He noted that the 

focus of the meeting was the Biodiversity Offset and Compensation 

Study that was undertaken for Layout Alternative B. 

4. BIODIVERSITY OFFSETS 

4.1 

S. van Staden presented the Biodiversity Offset Initiative for the 

proposed uMWP-1 Raw Water Component, which included an overview 

of the following key points (refer to Appendix B for a copy of the 

presentation): 
 

• Problem Statement; 

• Key Aspects at Risk; 

• Objectives; 

• Approach, Guidelines and Methods Used; 

• Application of the Mitigation Hierarchy; 

• Biodiversity Offset Components; and 

• Compensation Approach. 

- - 

4.2 

A. Blackmore raised the following points: 
 

1. His impression was that only the Biodiversity Offset Guidelines that 

were deemed to be more appropriate or easier to apply were used. 

He stated that the principle that needs to be applied when various 

overlapping guidelines need to be used, is that all of the guidelines’ 

requirements need to be met. 

2. He asked how the financial compensation was calculated and he 

indicated that the basis of “0.05% of CAPEX” seemed arbitrary.  

3. He noted that there is confusion between what constitutes an offset 

and what is mitigation, which results in the residual impacts not 

being considered.  

4. He raised a concern about the species that were deemed not to be 

impacted or which were not found, such as the millipede. These 

present indicator species of broader habitats and other species that 

are less known, and if they are not considered then the purpose of 

listing these species of concern would be missed out. 

5. He asked about the relevance of “research” in terms of serving as 

an offset. He stated that it cannot be considered as offsetting.  

6. He indicated that the principle of offsetting is that there needs to be 

a nett gain to biodiversity, whereas with compensation the impact 

cannot be offset by the compensation thereof and it needs to be 

overwhelmingly in favour of the biodiversity in the landscape.   

- - 

4.3 

In response to point no. 1 above, S. van Staden indicated that the tools 

that were found to be most appropriate to the biodiversity aspects were 

applied, based on discussions held with environmental authorities and 

the prior application of these tools.  

 

A. Blackmore asked where these tools had been used before. 

 

S. van Staden noted that an example was at Spring Grove Dam and in 

Richards Bay.  

 

SAS TBC 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

A. Blackmore expressed concern about using a methodology as a 

precedent in different systems, which cannot be done unless it can be 

shown that the systems are predominantly the same. He noted that 

there has been progress with regards to offsets since the approach used 

for Spring Grove Dam. 

 

D. Henning asked whether feedback to this question could be provided 

in detail in the Comments and Responses Report (CRR). 

4.4 

In response to point no. 2 above, D. Henning noted that the 

compensation amount was based what was deemed to be sufficient in 

terms of addressing the residual impacts. 

 

A. Blackmore reiterated that it needs to be demonstrated that 

compensation is overwhelmingly in favour of that which is being 

compensated for. He noted that it is irrelevant if the Applicant sees any 

value in compensation, as the Applicant is not a biodiversity specialist 

and is also not judicially responsible for biodiversity in the province.  

 

S. van Staden noted that in terms of the current economic conditions in 

the country, the government needs to justify expenditure. He indicated 

that the amount determined for offsetting and compensation for the 

project needed to be justifiable. 

 

A. Blackmore emphasised that it is not for the Applicant to determine the 

amount. He referred to government’s obligation under Section 24 of the 

Bill of Rights. He stated that the Biodiversity Offset Specialist cannot be 

influenced by what the Applicant can afford. He indicated that the 

Applicant, as part of government, needs to apply the law. 

 

D. Henning stated that it needed to be shown how the compensation 

amount was determined, based on the Biodiversity Offset Guidelines 

and engagements with environmental authorities. 

 

S. van Staden indicated the difficulty with providing detailed answers 

under the constraints of a virtual meeting. There are no guidelines on 

what compensation should entail and what “overwhelmingly in favour of 

biodiversity conservation” equates to in terms of a financial quantum.  

 

A. Blackmore cautioned S. van Staden about this statement.  

 

D. Henning noted that an attempt would be made to provide a detailed 

response to this question in the CRR. 

SAS TBC 

4.5 

A. Blackmore suggested that other meeting participants be allowed to 

raise their questions. 

 

D. Henning asked S. van Staden whether there were any further 

responses that he wanted to provide to A. Blackmore’s questions before 

further questions could be posed. 

 

In response to point no. 4 above, S. van Staden indicated that the three 

species that were identified in previous studies to be of conservation 

- - 
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Item 
No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

concern included Blue Swallows, Pennington's Protea Butterfly and 

Riverine Keeled Millipede, and thus they were focused on during the 

Biodiversity Offset and Compensation Study. He indicated that as part 

of the offsetting component, there will be significant habitat offsetting in 

terms of grasslands and wetlands, which will benefit other species. He 

further noted that as part of the compensation initiative for Blue 

Swallows, other avifauna species could also benefit.  

4.6 

M. Lewis requested clarity from the Biodiversity Offset Specialist on 

offsets versus mitigation, and the overlap between offsets and 

rehabilitation. She further asked about the comment in the report which 

states that the loss of approximately 8.4ha of foraging habitat for Blue 

Swallows will not necessarily need to be offset. 

 

S. van Staden indicated that mitigation, offsets, and compensation form 

part of the mitigation hierarchy. He noted that the offsets that were 

identified aimed to address the residual impacts that remained after 

avoidance, minimisation and rehabilitation measures had been applied. 

He indicated that thereafter, compensation initiatives were identified for 

those aspects that could not be offset. 

 

D. Henning mentioned that upfront discussions were held with P. Lukey 

from the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), which lead to the 

identification of compensation measures. 

 

S. van Staden indicated that they will respond to the question about the 

8.4ha foraging habitat in the CRR, after they have had a chance to 

review the relevant section in their report where this is mentioned. 

SAS TBC 

4.7 

K. van Heerden asked whether the risks associated with the biodiversity 

offset sites had been considered in regard to landownership.  

 

S. van Staden indicated that the risks had been considered. 

- - 

4.8 

I. Little expressed concern over the use of monitoring and research as 

means of offsetting. He noted that although monitoring and research are 

essential in assessing the performance of offsets, they cannot be 

regarded as forms of offset. 

 

S. van Staden indicated that separate provision had been for monitoring 

and managing offsets. He noted that the monitoring and research 

referred to on the last slide of his presentation were included as 

precautionary measures, as it needed to be confirmed whether the 

Riverine Keeled Millipede still occurs in the area and if the Pennington's 

Protea Butterfly utilises the trees that will be inundated by the proposed 

dam. He mentioned that these measures formed part of adaptive 

management.  

- - 

4.9 

D. Henning requested the participants of the meeting to send through 

written suggestions of what forms of offsets could work for the project. 

He noted that the work required for offsets needed to take into 

consideration what needed to be done during the EIA as well as post-

EIA during the phases of the project lifecycle. 

- - 

4.10 
S. Tshitwamulomoni cautioned against comparing the “few numbers of 

birds” to the economy. He stated that they have the responsibility as the 
- - 
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No. 

Description Action 
Target 
Date 

Conservation Authority to conserve these birds just as another sphere 

of government has the responsibility to look at the economy. He 

indicated that the one aspect should not be regarded as more important 

that the other.  

4.11 

A. Blackmore indicated that his understanding was that the meeting was 

to allow experts in offsets, and other parties with insights into this matter, 

to engage with the project’s Biodiversity Offset Specialist to improve this 

component of the EIA. He was concerned that that the meeting had 

become polarised.  

 

D. Henning acknowledged the challenging nature of the meeting and the 

topic under discussion. He had hoped that the meeting would afford the 

parties the opportunity to ask questions for clarity, which would assist 

them in compiling their written comments. 

 

A. Blackmore stated that he did not want the concerns raised during the 

meeting to be “fobbed off” by means of the CRR. He indicated that the 

root of the concern needed to be dealt with. He also noted that the 

intention of the participation was to provide positive input into the matter 

at hand.  

 

S. van Staden noted that limited guidance was received with regards to 

compensation, apart from the input given by P. Lukey. Their aim, as the 

team undertaking the Biodiversity Offset and Compensation Study, was 

to propose compensation measures that are acceptable, appropriate 

and achievable. He also welcomed further recommendations with 

regards to compensation from the participants. He further asked that the 

participants suggest a compensation amount that they deem to be 

sufficient. 

 

D. Henning noted that a number of engagements were held with various 

environmental authorities about biodiversity offsets. He mentioned that 

the commenting period for the draft Second Addendum was ending on 

3 August 2020. 

- - 

4.12 

N. Pillay highlighted the complexity of the project and its impacts on 

biodiversity. She emphasised the need for cooperation between the 

various parties. She noted that some concerns had been identified by 

Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife (EKZNW) with regards to the Biodiversity Offset 

and Compensation Study, which would be sent through as written 

comments. She further requested one week’s extension from the 

Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF) for the 

submission of comments on the draft Second Addendum. 

 

D. Henning acknowledged the contributions made by the environmental 

authorities during the course of the EIA. 

 

M. Litsoane indicated that the request for an extension of time to provide 

comments could be emailed through to her.  

 

EKZNW, 

EDTEA 
TBC 
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No. 
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Target 
Date 

K. van Heerden indicated that the KZN Department of Economic 

Development, Tourism and Environmental Affairs (EDTEA) would also 

send through a request for an extension of time. 

4.13 
D. Henning requested that the meeting be extended by thirty minutes to 

allow for additional comments to raised. 
- - 

4.14 

N. Pillay raised the following points: 
 

1. She asked about the like-for-like offset in terms of the 17km stretch 

of the uMkhomazi River that will be affected, as her understanding 

is that the impacts will be far greater and thus the offset initiative 

also needed to be greater.  

2. She asked why Spring Grove Dam was used as an example or case 

study.  

3. She noted that from a biodiversity and conservation perspective, 

and in accordance with their mandate, they need to protect all 

biodiversity in the project area especially because of its sensitivity. 

She noted that according to EKZNW’s Dr A. Armstrong the entire 

river section at Smithfield Dam is ancient and provides refuge, and 

that it is highly likely that the Riverine Keeled Millipede and other 

species could move back into that system. 

4. She requested clarity on the statement made of “replanting trees”. 

She noted that if this referred to protea trees, they had previously 

commented that these trees are difficult to propagate and to replant 

and that assistance would be required from a Plant Biologist. 

5. She asked whether all four of the offsets receiving areas captured 

in the report will be pursued. She noted that the offset receiving area 

in Baynesfield was identified to have a high risk as a result of 

agricultural and economic developments expanding into the offset 

sites. 

- - 

4.15 

In response to points no. 1 and 2 above, S. van Staden indicated that 

they had held discussions with P. Ackerman from the Department of 

Water and Sanitation (DWS), Sub Directorate Instream Water Use who 

had indicated that it would be preferred to improve the longevity of the 

dam through catchment management. Taking this into consideration, 

the offset initiative included the management of an upstream section of 

the river from a catchment management perspective, as well as a 

downstream section of the river to address the dam’s impacts. He noted 

that the ratio was based on Spring Grove Dam, which is a similar type 

of development in KZN. 

- - 

4.16 

In response to point no. 3 above, S. van Staden noted that their scope 

of work was to consider particular species of concern and specific 

habitats. 

 

D. Henning mentioned that the scope was based on DEA’s comments 

on the Final EIA Report, which included the three particular species of 

conservation concern and the loss of habitat. 

- - 

4.17 

In response to point no. 4 above, S. van Staden acknowledged that the 

protea trees could be difficult to plant, but it was not deemed to be 

impossible based on research undertaken. He noted that options 

included cuttings, seed or sourcing trees from commercial sources. 

 

- - 
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Date 

D. Henning noted that input on this matter had also been provided by 

the Entomologist that had undertaken the specialist study. 

4.18 

In response to point no. 5 above, S. van Staden stated that they had 

identified four broad offset areas that contain potentially suitable areas 

to ensure that the necessary coverage is achieved, based on the 

determined ratios. He mentioned that the farm at Baynesfield Estate is 

in a state of equilibrium, based on their understanding and feedback 

received from the farm’s managers, and that further intensified 

agricultural development may be unlikely. 

- - 

4.19 

D. Henning repeated S. van Staden’s previous request for suggestions 

to be provided with regards to what would be deemed suitable by the 

environmental authorities in terms of offsets or compensation for further 

consideration. 

- - 

4.20 

I. Felton stated that compensation needed to be distinguished from 

offsets, as this will have implications on a policy level going forward, 

particularly when the decision is made at the end of the EIA process. He 

further noted that the risks associated with the various land use types 

where the offsets are proposed needed to be considered, as this will 

affect the feasibility of the offsets being achieved. He indicated that a lot 

more planning and detailed work in terms of the offsets will be required 

during the detailed design phase, for which the necessary financing will 

need to be available. He noted that we cannot have the same situation 

that was experienced with Spring Grove Dam, where the detailed offset 

planning was only undertaken after the dam was built. He mentioned 

that the offset projects need to be implemented concurrently with the 

construction of the dam and that they need to be in place once the 

impoundment of the dam commences. 

- - 

4.21 

M. Lewis explained the collaboration between BirdLife South Africa and 

EKZNW, and their involvement with the project, which is specifically 

linked to their Blue Swallow work. 

- - 

4.22 

A. Blackmore stated that it is premature to consider offset sites 

becoming stewardship sites or protected areas, as they are distinct 

entities. He noted that an offset site is effectively a protected area, but it 

is not catered for in the National Environmental Management: Protected 

Areas Act (Act No. 57 of 2003). He stated that the offset site will need to 

persist into perpetuity. He suggested that all references to stewardship 

sites be removed, as such sites will need to go through a separate 

process that might thwart the project. He indicated that an offset area is 

recorded on a Title Deed and it is then protected through that means. 

 

D. Henning asked what EKZNW’s preferred mechanism would entail to 

secure offset sites. 

 

A. Blackmore explained that the identified offset sites would be captured 

in the Environmental Authorisation, and that these sites would need to 

assume an equivalent status as that of a protected area. An application 

can then be made to the Minister, who authorised the offset site to have 

an equivalent status to that of a nature reserve, for the offset site to be 

declared as such.   

 

- - 
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S. van Staden noted that a significant area is required to achieve the 

offsets. He indicated that the concept included identifying portions of 

land on farms that are not utilised to be set aside for offset sites, where 

the Title Deeds of the farms can be amended to set aside these portions 

of land as conservation servitudes. 

 

A. Blackmore suggested that this matter be discussed further with 

EKZNW’s legal unit to ensure that the approach followed is workable 

and legally sound. He also offered his assistance if further discussions 

were needed with regards to offsets. 

5. CLOSURE AND WAY FORWARD 

5.1 

D Henning thanked all parties for their attendance and participation. He 

indicated that DEFF will advise whether the extension of time for 

providing comments on the Second Addendum will only be granted to 

those parties that submit such a request, or to all authorities and 

Interested and Affected Parties. 

 

The meeting was concluded at approximately 13:00 PM. 

- - 

 

 

Minutes compiled by: Nemai Consulting 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________ __________________ 

(D. Henning)   Date   

 

11 August 2020
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Biodiversity Offsets Meeting 

Project: Proposed uMkhomazi Water Project Phase 1 - Raw Water Component 

Applicant: 
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Time: 11:00 AM - 13:00 PM 

Venue: Microsoft Teams Meeting 

 

No. 
Representative Name  

and Surname 
Name of Organisation Email Address 

1.  Masina Litsoane Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF) MLitsoane@environment.gov.za 

2.  Stanley Tshitwamulomoni DEFF StanleyT@environment.gov.za 

3.  Portia Makitla DEFF PMakitla@environment.gov.za 

4.  Kim van Heerden 
KZN Department of Economic Development, Tourism and 
Environmental Affairs (EDTEA) 

Kim.vanheerden@kznedtea.gov.za 

5.  Ian Felton KZN EDTEA ian.felton@kznedtea.gov.za 

6.  Dr Andrew Blackmore Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife andy.blackmore@kznwildlife.com 

7.  Nerissa Pillay Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Nerissa.Pillay@kznwildlife.com 

8.  Brent Coverdale Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Brent.Coverdale@kznwildlife.com 

9.  Dr Ian Little Endangered Wildlife Trust ianl@ewt.org.za 

10.  Kobus Bester Department of Water and Sanitation (DWS) besterk@dws.gov.za 

11.  Kevin Meier Umgeni Water kevin.meier@umgeni.co.za 

12.  Kogi Naidoo TCTA Knaidoo@tcta.co.za 

13.  James Nyakale TCTA jnyakale@tcta.co.za 

14.  Melissa Lewis BirdLife South Africa Melissa.Lewis@birdlife.org.za 

15.  Stephen van Staden Scientific Aquatic Services stephen@sasenvgroup.co.za 

16.  Amanda Mileson Scientific Aquatic Services amanda@sasenvgroup.co.za 

17.  Donavan Henning Nemai Consulting donavanh@nemai.co.za 
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM
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OVERVIEW OF SECOND ADDENDUM

❖ A major change that occurred to the configuration of the proposed 

scheme that was presented in the first Addendum (July 2018), due to 

significant risks posed to Blue Swallows in the eastern part of the 

project area, was the option of discarding the balancing dam. This 

resulted in two alternative layouts, namely Layout Alternative A 

(including balancing dam) and Layout Alternative B (excluding 

balancing dam) 

❖ Identical components = Smithfield Dam and its appurtenant 

infrastructure in the western part of the project area 

Layout Changes:
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BIODIVERSITY OFFSET INITIATIVE
uMKHOMAZI WATER PROJECT 

PHASE 1 - RAW WATER 

Stakeholder Engagement Meeting

30 July 2020

Prepared by Scientific Aquatic Services



PROBLEM STATEMENT

• Project was originally considered during EA process as potentially 
“fatally flawed” - significance and irreversibility of anticipated impacts 
on sensitive natural areas and on faunal SCC.

• Considered essential for the continued economic and social 
development of the area supplied by the Integrated Mgeni WSS. 

• Nemai (2016) - ‘no go’ alternative is not supported: 
• Long-term water deficit will exist in Integrated Mgeni WSS; 

• Water supply shortfalls could adversely affect various water user sectors, and 
suppress development with socio-economic implications; and 

• Over-utilisation of Mgeni River system could adversely affect the ecological 
functioning of the system, i.e. the EWR Mgeni River will be compromised. 



KEY ASPECTS AT RISK

• Hirundo atrocaerulea (Blue Swallow) critically endangered species. The 
Balancing Dams poses/d most significant threat in this regard; 

• Capys penningtoni (Pennington’s Protea Butterfly) stands of their food source, 
namely Protea caffra at Smithfield Dam; 

• Inundation of preferred habitat for, and potentially individuals of, 
Gnomeskelus fluvialis (Riverine Keeled Millipede) 

• Inundation of terrestrial Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs), including:
• Irreplaceable CBAs; and

• Optimal CBAs

• Inundation of wetlands, riparian areas and instream habitat  - ecologically 
sensitive and are also often identified as CBA’s. 



Objectives:
• Define wetland and biodiversity offset / compensation requirements - residual negative

impacts on environment and key faunal Species of Conservation Concern (SCC);

• Provide ‘proof of concept’ of the wetland and biodiversity offset;

• Obtain consensus from relevant stakeholders on final offset/compensation ratios utilised;

• Obtain ‘in principle’ agreement from proponent, landowners relevant stakeholders;

• High level risk assessment of likelihood of success;

• High level project prioritization, site-specific plans, objectives and actions/interventions;

• Develop high-level budget estimates for indicative purposes; and

• High-level measurable outcomes and monitoring programme.



APPROACH, GUIDELINES AND METHODS USED
➢Specialist studies undertaken during initial EIA provided basis, including:

• Identification of threatened habitats (e.g. wetlands and mistbelt grasslands);

• Extent and ecostatus of habitat threatened by proposed development;

• Identification of key faunal SCC (Blue Swallow, Riverine Keeled Millipede, Pennington’s Protea
Butterfly);

➢Primary and secondary guiding principles defined;

➢Mitigation hierarchy (as defined by DEA et al, 2013) considered;

➢Offset ratios defined using:

• Draft National Biodiversity Offset Policy (DEA, 2017);

• Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Concise Guideline: Biodiversity Offsets in KwaZulu-Natal (2013);

• Wetland offsets: a best-practice guideline for South Africa (Macfarlane et al, 2016); and

• Mooi-Mgeni Transfer Scheme Phase II: Spring Grove Dam. Preliminary Planning of Wetland
Rehabilitation and Biodiversity Offsets (Cox & Brownlie, 2015).



APPLICATION OF THE MITIGATION HIERARCHY

1. AVOID - Not an option for overriding social and economic reasons

2. MINIMISATION – Extensive effort to minimize impact has occurred:
• Various balancing dam options of varying impact;
• Removal of balancing dams – especially to reduce: 

• impact on blue swallow foraging habitat; and
• wetland impact.

3. REHABILITATION 
• As per EMP

4. OFFSET

5. COMPENSATION (precautionary and addressing indirect small 
residual impacts)



➢ Identification of potential target offset sites:

• Where feasible, “like for like” was prioritised;

• Existing protected areas excluded - although proximity thereto is considered potentially favourable;

• Preference given to land portions containing largest extent of wetland habitat to minimise land transactions;

• Heavily impacted sites excluded; and

• High-level field investigations undertaken to ascertain ecostatus of potential target sites.

➢Consideration given to species-specific compensation alternatives, since “offset” of certain
species cannot be achieved;

➢High-level risk analysis undertaken;

➢High-level budgets developed based on estimates obtained from rehabilitation specialists;

➢High-level implementation plan developed; and

➢High-level landowner engagement undertaken to gauge ‘in principle’ agreement.

APPROACH, GUIDELINES AND METHODS USED (cont)



BIODIVERSITY OFFSET COMPONENTS

➢WETLANDS
• Utilised Wetland offsets: a best-practice guideline for South Africa 

(Macfarlane et al, 2016) to calculate required hectare equivalents

➢RIPARIAN ZONES
• As no official guidelines published, the offset study for Spring Grove Dam 

used

➢GRASSLANDS
• Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Concise Guideline: Biodiversity Offsets in KwaZulu-

Natal (2013); 



Compensation 
Approach 

Discarding of the Balancing Dam altogether results in very significant  
reduction of impact on Blue Swallow habitat. 

No direct loss of Blue Swallow breeding habitat is anticipated from 
spoil sites.

Spoiling and tunnel adit- Result in the loss of approximately 8.4ha of 
foraging habitat for Blue Swallows.

Blue Swallow Mitigation and Compensation 

Monitoring;

Swallow stewards/guides; and

Compensation 0.05% of CAPEX  - Provincial Conservation initiative.

Protea caffra and Penningtons Protea Butterfly Offset/Compensation

Replacing proteas;

30 year monitoring;

Research on M.Sc. And PhD level.

Riverine Keeled Millipede Offset/Compensation

Riparian re-instatement;

Collect and relocate;

30 year monitoring; and

Research on M.Sc. And PhD level.


