
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Director-General of the Department of Energy 
Matimba House 
192 Corner Visagie and Paul Kruger Street 
Pretoria 
 

Per email: IRP.Queries@energy.gov.za 

25 October 2018 

Dear Sirs/Madams, 

SUBMISSION TO THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY REGARDING THE DRAFT INTEGRATED 
RESOURCE PLAN 2018 

Project 90 by 2030 is an environmental organisation that aims to inspire and mobilise a low carbon 
generation. We work with individuals, organisations, and decision makers to identify actions that can 
reduce their impact on the environment. Our specific focus in pushing for low-carbon actions in South 
Africa is centred on developing environmental leadership in youth, enhancing energy and water 
security in communities and advocating for a transition to an equitable, low-carbon energy system.1 

The African Climate Reality Project (ACRP) is the African chapter of former Vice President Al Gore’s 
Climate Reality Project and is hosted on the continent by Food & Trees for Africa. Through a network 
of Climate Leaders representing diverse constituencies (government, NGOs, youth, media and 
scientists), ACRP’s aim is to spread awareness and action and mobilise communities to find solutions 
to climate change.2 

Both Project 90 by 2030 and the African Climate Reality Project welcome the opportunity to comment 
on the draft Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) 2018. Our outlook is focused on the intersection of 
environmental and social justice issues. We believe that the IRP 2018 directly impacts on both these 
issues. Both organisations have been actively involved in energy governance issues in South Africa: 
through the Energy Governance South Africa (EGSA) network3, convened by Project 90 by 2030, and 
through our activism efforts over the past years.  

Furthermore, both organisations are firm believers and supporters of the Just Transition and its 
offshoot, the Just Energy Transition (JET) movement. A movement growing in stature and support. A 
globally recognized and accepted movement. A movement that is beginning to permeate policy and 
legislation in South Africa4. A movement seeking ‘energy democracy’, ‘accessibility and affordability 

                                                      
1 https://90by2030.org.za/ 
2 www.climatereality.co.za 
3 https://www.egsa.org.za/ 
4 The Climate Change Bill, Carbon Tax Bill and the National Development Plan are examples. 
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of supply’, ‘a fundamental shift in the ownership structure of energy generation technologies’ and the 
empowerment and compensation of workers who are likely to lose their jobs during the transition5. 

It is through this lens that we approached the proposed IRP 2018 and it is, again, through this lens, 
that we tender these comments. 

1. General Comments, Overarching Concerns 
 

1.1. We applaud the Minister’s aim to balance a number of objectives, aiming to align the IRP 2018 
with the National Development Plan (NDP), namely to ensure security of supply, minimize the 
cost of electricity, make electricity supply socially equitable, minimize negative environmental 
impact (reduced pollution and emissions) and minimize water usage. 

 
1.2. We find that, in some respects, the draft IRP 2018 is better than the draft IRP 2016 with a greater 

focus on evidence-based planning.  
 

1.3. However, we still feel that this plan is inconsistent with a low-carbon development plan for South 
Africa and it should be updated to reflect higher and faster levels of decarbonisation.  This is 
particularly relevant in light of the recent report6 of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), which emphatically highlights the urgency needed to limit global warming to 1.5 
degrees Celsius.  The report reinforces the urgent need to reduce carbon emissions, and that 
decisive leadership is needed over the next 12 years to prevent a dangerous shift in the Earth’s 
climate.  

South Africa needs to find a pathway to develop in harmony with nature while improving the living 
standards of our citizens. The official term for this is ‘decarbonised development’. A decarbonised 
economy refers to an economy based on low carbon or carbon neutral power sources that have 
a minimal output of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions into the biosphere, specifically referring to 
reducing the net emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) to zero. Thus, decarbonised development is 
about increasing human development levels within countries while having a carbon neural impact 
on the environment. 

Possible pathways to reach carbon neutrality by the end of the 21st century for all countries are 
a combination of the following four actions: 

 Using only electricity from renewable sources such as wind, sun, water and waves (wind, solar, 
hydro and tidal). 

 Sector coupling, i.e. electrification of vehicles, buildings and industrial processes – using the 
electricity generated from renewable energy (RE). 

 Reducing energy demand by creating more energy efficient (and less wasteful) building 
designs, improved public transport systems and industrial processes and very importantly, 
improved agricultural practices that have no net carbon emissions. 

 Shifting from deforestation and land degradation to net reforestation and land rehabilitation, to 
create net carbon sinks rather than sources. 

Furthermore, a report by the World Bank7 highlights three broad principles to guide South Africa’s 
shift to decarbonised development. These are: 

                                                      
5 https://90by2030.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Just-Energy-Transition-low-res.pdf 
6 Global Warming of 1.5 °C, http://www.ipcc.ch/report/sr15/ 
7 Fay, Marianne; Hallegatte, Stephane; Vogt-Schilb, Adrien; Rozenberg, Julie; Narloch, Ulf; Kerr, Tom. 2015. 
Decarbonizing Development : Three Steps to a Zero-Carbon Future. Climate Change and Development;. 
Washington, DC: World Bank. © World Bank. 
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/148661468191348755/pdf/96410-v2-PUB-Box391498B-
PUBLIC.pdf 
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 Plan for the future and define a long-term greenhouse gas emissions target that is consistent 
with decarbonisation. By doing so, countries will avoid expensive investments that are not 
consistent with decarbonised development when building short-term, sector-specific plans. 
Moreover, research indicates that acting will reduce costs in the long-term. 

 Countries should develop policy packages that trigger changes in investment patterns, 
technologies and behaviours. While carbon pricing and taxes may help to shift towards 
decarbonisation, it is not the only way to solve the climate change problem. Policy makers 
should adopt measures such as targeted investment subsidies, performance standards and 
mandates, or communication campaigns that trigger the required changes in investment 
patterns, behaviours and technologies. 

 Protect those most vulnerable to climate change and develop political will to decarbonise 
development. A climate policy package must be attractive to a majority of voters and avoid 
impacts that appear unfair. Carbon pricing and getting rid of environmentally harmful subsidies 
may provide additional resources to improve equity, to protect those affected, and, when 
needed, to appease opponents. 

Based on this research as well as two new studies, we argue that we urgently need to and can 
decarbonise the electricity sector. In particular, this means early decommissioning of fossil fuel-
powered plants; and no further fossil fuel developments that result in higher carbon emissions in 
South Africa. The IRP 2018 should reflect the plan on how we will technically implement this, 
without political delays. The two recent studies that support this position are:   

- New Climate Economy report8  

- Just and In Time Transition9  

1.4. Planning horizon 
It is noted that the scenarios run to 2050, but the recommended plan only goes to 2030. The 
plan to 2030 acknowledges that we are moving into an uncertain future and having fixed plans 
to 2050 is unrealistic and we need flexibility.  
However, we need a long-term view of where the electricity sector is heading. One reason for 
this is that there is broad consensus that we need to reach net zero emissions by 2050. It is not 
possible to see if we are on track for that if the IRP plan only goes to 2030. 
This long-term view should be based on fundamental principles that will not change, such as 
the need to address the affordability and access to electricity while also addressing 
environmental concerns including climate change, pollution and land degradation. 
 
Therefore, we ask that there should be:  
i) A fixed plan for the short to medium-term to give policy certainty. 
ii) A proposed plan to 2050 based on the best information available now, that it will be updated 
in 2-year increments.  

 
 

1.5. Restricting RE prior to 2030 is a concern. This is addressed in more details in section 4 below 
“Comments on Chapter 4”.  
 

1.6. We are concerned about policy inconsistencies and a lack of alignment between various 
government departments and policies e.g. the Climate Change Bill and the draft IRP 2018.  

 

 

                                                      
8 https://newclimateeconomy.report/ 
9 https://www.wbgu.de/en/pp9/ 
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2. Comments on Chapter 2: The IRP Update Process 

 
2.1. A major concern with the IRP 2016 update process was the indication that the public would 

only have input on the base case and that the scenario development and finalisation of the 
plan would happen behind closed doors. We are pleased that there is further allowance for 
public input in the IRP 2018 update process. So far, it seems more transparent than for the 
draft IRP 2016.  

2.2. However, at this stage, we find that there has been insufficient public consultation, 
particularly with affected communities. They are the most affected by electricity prices 
along with the environmental and health impacts of electricity generation, but currently 
have the least access to involvement in in the IRP process. 

 

3. Comments on Chapter 3: Input Parameter Assumptions 
 

3.1. Electricity Demand 
One factor which is not sufficiently considered, and which can bring in additional revenue 
and job creation in South Africa, is the potential for increasing regional electricity supply to 
Southern African Development Community (SADC). A severe shortage of essential 
electricity infrastructure is undermining efforts to achieve more rapid social and economic 
development in the SADC region as less than half of all Africans have access to energy. 
In sub-Saharan Africa, only 290 million out of 915 million people have access to electricity. 
The total number without access is rising as populations continue to grow10.  
 
Furthermore, has electricity demand been modelled to include the impact of an increasing 
shift to electric vehicles or any other sector coupling efforts? It seems this has been 
overlooked. 

 
3.2. Technology overnight capital costs 

Nuclear costs are likely to be underestimated as international experience has shown that 
nuclear builds tend to take substantially longer and are more expensive than originally 
estimated. For example, Hinkley Point C which is still under construction in the United 
Kingdom is estimated at three times over budget and has been delayed by years11.   

 
3.3. Decommissioning of coal fired power stations (CFPs) 

The decommissioning schedule of CFPs is important for planning from an energy security, 
social justice and environmental perspective and contributes to policy certainty. However, 
the decommissioning schedule has not changed since the draft IRP 2016, whereas there 
are strong economic and environmental drivers to bring forward the decommissioning 
timelines: 
i. Eskom is again trying to postpone meeting minimal emission standards; 
ii. Eskom could save money12 by earlier decommissioning (over R12Bn for 3 of the older 

power stations); 
iii. Need to fast-track transition to a low carbon electricity sector to achieve carbon 

neutrality by 2050. 

                                                      
10 https://www.iea.org/publications/freepublications/publication/AEO_ES_English.pdf 
11 https://www.theguardian.com/news/2017/dec/21/hinkley-point-c-dreadful-deal-behind-worlds-most-
expensive-power-plant 
12 Steyn G., Burton J., Steenkamp M., Eskom’s financial crisis and the viability of coal-fired power in South 
Africa, Meridian Economics, November 2017. http://meridianeconomics.co.za/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/CoalGen-Report_FinalDoc_ForUpload-1.pdf 
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Therefore, we ask that: 

i. The 50-year life span of the CFPs is not immovable and must not dictate the 
decommissioning schedule.  

ii. In conjunction with a Just Energy Transition Plan, the decommissioning schedule for 
CFPs must be bought forward as much as possible.  

 
3.4. Kusile 

We are concerned about the continued investment in the Kusile Power Station, despite the 
evidence that this infrastructure will essentially become a stranded asset, and that halting 
further construction at Kusile would save South Africa a substantial sum of money13.  

Therefore, we ask for curtailing the construction of Kusile, and forgoing the completion of units 
5 and 6. 

 
3.5. Externalities 

We are concerned that in section 3.2.3 only externality costs for a few emissions gases are 
included, while water, ecosystems and climate change impacts are ignored.  
 

i) In the objectives, the externality costs of water was mentioned, however there is no 
detail in the input parameters regarding water. As South Africa is a water-scarce 
country, this is crucial. See this infographic for more details: 
http://climatereality.co.za/infographic-improving-water-resource-management-in-
africa-with-renewable-energy/ 

ii) The externality costs of health have not been included in these calculations and these 
have important impacts on both social justice as well as on the fiscus through the health 
costs carried by the Department of Health.  

iii) There is no consideration given to the effect on land and soil from process in the 
electricity generation value chain, such as coal mining. 

 
3.6. CO2 emissions constraints 

We acknowledge that the CO2 emission constraints used for the draft IRP 2018 are within 
what has been committed to internationally in South Africa’s Nationally Determined 
Contribution. While we are glad that these have been included in the IRP 2018, we are 
concerned that they are insufficient.  

i) South Africa’s policy is inconsistent with the global mitigation objective that we have 
signed on to, under the Paris Agreement14. Simply put, this means that we are using 
carbon emissions targets that are too high as a constraint for our future planning and 
investment decisions. In order to avoid catastrophic climate change, South Africa’s 
GHG emission trajectory must be modelled according to the best available science and 
with the target of limiting global warming to 1.5 degree Celsius. This implies that the 
GHG emission reduction trajectory for South Africa’s energy sector must be much 
steeper and faster than envisaged in this draft IRP 2018. 
We have made submissions to other Government Departments regarding South 
Africa’s CO2 emission reduction commitments. 

ii) There is no explanation as to how the carbon budget for the energy sector used in the 
carbon budget targets approach was calculated, considering that no carbon budgets 
have been allocated as yet.  

                                                      
13 Steyn G., Burton J., Steenkamp M., Eskom’s financial crisis and the viability of coal-fired power in South 
Africa, Meridian Economics, November 2017. http://meridianeconomics.co.za/wp-
content/uploads/2017/11/CoalGen-Report_FinalDoc_ForUpload-1.pdf 
14 http://climatereality.co.za/setting-meaningful-targets-for-climate-change-mitigation-in-south-africa/ 

http://climatereality.co.za/infographic-improving-water-resource-management-in-africa-with-renewable-energy/
http://climatereality.co.za/infographic-improving-water-resource-management-in-africa-with-renewable-energy/
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The draft IRP 2018 claims that the carbon budget does not make a difference to the 
energy mix by 2030. However, the carbon budget should be significantly reduced and 
in that case it is likely to effect the energy mix. 
In addition, a more holistic view needs to be taken in this modelling so that the carbon 
budgets are fairly distributed between other sectors e.g. Transport, Agriculture, waste 
management, etc. 
   

iii) The impacts of natural gas on climate change are a concern as discussed in section 
4.5 below. 

 
3.7. Transmission Network Costs  

We are pleased that these been included, particularly as there have been recommendations 
for Eskom’s transmission and generation businesses to split in order to make Eskom more 
efficient (argument simplified here) and for maintenance and upgrading of the grid.  

 

4. Comments on Chapter 4: Scenario Analysis Results 
 

4.1. The scenario conclusions around the renewables build limits are unclear. Is Department of 
Energy (DoE) saying that while the scenario without RE annual build limits provides the least-
cost electricity path to 2050; we should still apply build limits to RE?  

 
4.2. Regarding the timeframe which seems to only go to 2030, it is important to provide policy and 

planning certainty for a longer time period, while making provision for more frequent reviews. 
One way to manage this is through adaptive management: for example, to take a long-term 
broad view but then have decision tree and use set timelines to make these decisions (Eskom 
did this in IRP 2013).  

 
4.3. The least-cost scenario should remove the completion of Kusile to truly be a least-cost 

scenario. 
 
 

4.4. Renewable Energy Build limits 
The most important concern to us is the limiting of new RE builds. There is insufficient 
justification with regard to how and why this conclusion was reached. Research by other 
organisations in South Africa15, as well as the World Bank recommendations16, are that there 
should be no limit to RE investment in comparison to other energy investment. There is no 
mention regarding the grid connections which may be a problem or how grid deflection will 
impact on South Africa. This needs greater focus.  
 
In addition, there is no explanation given at all as to how the build limits of 1000MW for PV 
and 1600MW for wind were determined. If there are any built limits at all then it must be clearly 
explained how the figures were determined and the modelling to show their benefit provided. 
In absence of this, there cannot be build limits on RE.  

 

                                                      
15 Obert M., Poller M., Assessing the impact of increasing shares of variable generation on system operations 
in SA: Flexibility Study, Eskom / GIZ, 2017. http://www.ee.co.za/wp-
content/uploads/2017/09/GIZ_M_P_E_2017_Flexibility_Study_Report.pdf;  
Least Cost Electricity Mix for South Africa – Optimisation of the South African Power sector until 20150, CSIR. 
http://www.crses.sun.ac.za/files/news/RSA%20Re-Optimisation%20-%20CSIR%20-%2016Jan2017.pdf 
16 Fay, Marianne; Hallegatte, Stephane; Vogt-Schilb, Adrien; Rozenberg, Julie; Narloch, Ulf; Kerr, Tom. 2015. 
Decarbonizing Development : Three Steps to a Zero-Carbon Future. Climate Change and Development;. 
Washington, DC: World Bank. © World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/21842 
License: CC BY 3.0 IGO https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/21842  

http://www.ee.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/GIZ_M_P_E_2017_Flexibility_Study_Report.pdf
http://www.ee.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/GIZ_M_P_E_2017_Flexibility_Study_Report.pdf
http://www.crses.sun.ac.za/files/news/RSA%20Re-Optimisation%20-%20CSIR%20-%2016Jan2017.pdf
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/21842
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Concentrated Solar Power (CSP)  
It seems to have been excluded in the least-cost plan, however CSP provides both generation 
and storage and this may need to be modelled differently to take storage into account. It is 
unclear how the modelling for CSP was done and these details must be provided. Has a 
comparison been made using other electricity generation technologies coupled with various 
storage options and compared to CSP? 

 
4.5. Gas  

We are concerned gas has not been adequately researched, and there is not enough 
information in the draft IRP 2018 about the envisaged gas supply. Consider the following 
observations from the report “Can the climate afford Europe's gas addiction?”17 

 
‘As Climate Action Tracker, an independent scientific analysis produced by three 
research organisations, has recently noted “emissions for power from unabated natural 
gas are incompatible with power sector decarbonisation: lifecycle emissions, i.e. taking 
into account the emissions in the fuel chain and the manufacturing of the energy 
conversion technology, are estimated at 410–650 gCO2eq/kWh for natural gas 
combined-cycle plants [which are] much higher than for most renewable technologies 
(2–180 gCO2eq/kWh). ”While the combustion of gas may “produce about half of the 
CO2 produced by burning coal”, it is only by looking at the entire life-cycle of the gas 
supply chain (and not only at the final combustion stage) that climate and environmental 
impact can truly be measured. When taken as a whole, the greenhouse gas emissions 
at every stage from gas exploration to gas consumption, combined with the 
environmental, social and health impacts associated with gas extraction, make gas a 
source of energy that is anything but clean and safe. [pg3] 

CO2 is not the only problem for the climate that arises from the use of gas as a fuel. In 
addition to CO2 emissions from combustion, the production of natural gas is also 
responsible for large amounts of methane emissions, in the form of leaks. Methane, the 
main component of what we call gas, is a potent greenhouse gas. Though more short-
lived in the atmosphere than CO2, Anderson and Broderick note that methane 
emissions “currently contribute approximately 20% of the anthropogenic warming 
impact on the climate”. [pg 4] 

Methane is a potent greenhouse gas, with a global warming potential 34 times higher 
than CO2 on a 100-year time horizon, and 86 times higher on a 20-year timeframe 
(IPCC AR5). Though relatively short lived in the atmosphere, as it degrades, or is “lost”, 
over a period of approximately 12 years, “[p]ersistently high emissions of methane will 
replenish this loss and maintain this initial warming effect”, leading to a continuous wave 
of additional short-term temperature increase…’ [pg 5] 

Although in the long run CO2 emissions remain the main driver of global warming – due 
to CO2’s much longer lifespan once in the atmosphere – the reduction of methane 
emissions can have a significant short-term impact on climate change. As Stefan 
Schwietzke, lead author of a recent peer reviewed study on the matter published in 
Nature24 concludes, “reducing methane emissions now will reduce climate forcing in 
only a few years – it takes much longer for CO2. And since fossil fuel methane emissions 
are higher than previously thought, the potential to reduce climate forcing from this 
specific source is also greater”. Moreover, as shown by the Shindell et al peer-reviewed 
NASA study published in Science, in 2012, a combined effort to reduce CO2 and 

                                                      
17 
https://www.foeeurope.org/sites/default/files/extractive_industries/2017/can_the_climate_afford_europes_gas_
addiction_report_november2017.pdf 
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methane emissions offers the only pathway compatible with limiting warming to well 
below 2°C . [pg5] 

Furthermore, our additional concerns regarding gas are where and how we will procure or 
generate gas from. The IRP 2018 does not provide these details. Importantly for South Africa 
– a greater focus on gas could require additional investment in infrastructure, creating more 
stranded assets (based on the information above about the impact of gas on climate change). 
What are the other environmental impacts of gas? Fracking has been shown to be devastating 
to water sources and offshore gas exploration has caused extensive damage to sea life – these 
impact on people’s livelihoods and are social justice concerns to us.  

Our final comment regarding gas is whether biogas has been included within these input 
parameters and how much research has been conducted on biogas implications for South 
Africa?  

4.6 Nuclear 

We note that nuclear appears post 2030 in scenarios 6 and 7. However these are scenarios 
with a carbon budget and a limit on RE.  

Least-cost scenarios with credible assumptions must be run with a carbon budget and no cap 
on RE. All the modelling data made public. Assuming nuclear is not recommended post 2030 
in this case, due to the high costs, then financial and other resources currently allocated to the 
new nuclear build programme envisioned in the IRP 2010 must be redirected to nuclear waste 
management, set aside for decommissioning of Koeberg or for JET work.   

 
5. Chapter 5: Recommended Plan 

 
5.1. We would not like to see funding being preferentially spent on a detailed analysis of gas 

supply options at this stage, but rather on determining: 
 
i) GHG and global warming impacts of natural and non-conventional gas 
ii) The merits of gas as a dispatchable source of electricity to compliment RE should 

be compared to other options such as storage, demand management and energy 
efficiency. 

Exploration for (and the funding of) oil and gas offshore should be immediately halted. 

 
5.2. We object to the characterization of coal and nuclear as “other clean energy supply 

options”, as it is false and misleading. Furthermore, we disagree with the recommendation 
that ‘cleaner energy options’ especially coal technologies should be supported through 
research and development. South Africa must shift away from coal-based energy 
generation, and not be distracted by uncertain and expensive technologies that would 
perpetuate the country’s dependency on fossil fuels. 

  
5.3. Nor should research be undertaken to support the nuclear industry (unless it is for 

decommissioning and waste management) as this technology is not part of a least cost 
energy plan, and RE can provide low carbon electricity. Funding should rather focus on 
supporting the Just Transition, energy storage technology and alternative grid systems.   

 
5.4. We applaud the call for a detailed socio-economic impact analysis of the towns and 

workers impacted by the decommissioning of coal-fired power plants be undertaken. This 
should not just be an impact analysis but rather the development of a full and 
comprehensive Just Transition Plan. This should include analysis of job potential through 
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rehabilitation, re-educating some workers for other fields as well as the retirement costs 
for some of the workers as part of the holistic solution required to shift South Africa away 
from fossil fuels. 

  
5.5. While it is admirable that DoE would like to sustain the RE industry, constraining RE cannot 

be justified, particularly in light of the need to rapidly decarbonise, decommission our coal-
fired power plants and for a greater regional approach to the IRP 2018. 

 
Furthermore, the proposed annual built limit on PV and wind for the period up to 2030 
contradicts the conclusions of the scenarios analysed, which indicate that “the scenario of 
RE without annual build limits provides the least-cost path up to 2050”. 
 
Then there are 2 to 3 years 2022 to 2024 where there is no RE built. This makes no sense 
at all for the continuity of RE rollout is will not encourage local manufacturing of RE 
components. A sustainable RE sector in SA needs continuity, and these years with no 
capacity additions provide exactly the opposite. This must be fixed in the promulgated IRP.  

 
5.6. New coal 

We ask that the IRP 2018 should not include the 1,000MW of coal-to-power based on the 
two already announced projects, as these projects will have devastating effects on South 
Africa’s carbon emissions levels as well as on the environment and health of the 
surrounding communities.   
 
In addition, a recent report indicates that the two proposed coal IPPs will cost South Africa 
and extra R20Bn18. 
 
These two projects are not finalised as there are outstanding licences, environmental 
authorisations are being challenged and there is no financial closure. 
We do not believe these two projects will minimise job losses as envisioned and once again 
highlights the importance of Just Transition Plan for workers to gains skills for employment 
in other sectors.  

 
5.7. Hydro 

We are highly opposed to the inclusion of 2,500MW of hydro power in 2030 to facilitate the 
RSA-DRC treaty on the Inga Hydro Power Project signed in 2013. This was a political 
exercise and there is no modelling evidence to supports its inclusion. 
 
It is not part of a least cost option, as the results of a study by the University of California19 
indicate cost increases to the South African power system could increase by up to R4.3Bn 
annually by 2035. Furthermore, megaprojects such as these are prone to corruption and a 
large hydro scheme could be vulnerable to shifts in rainfall due to climate change. We 
should not be required to transmit electricity from so far away when we have good local 
resources.  

  
 

6. Other Concerns That Should Be Included in The IRP 2018 

We have identified some gaps or areas we feel that should be included in either the IRP 2018 
or in subsequent planning efforts by the DoE, the Department of Public Enterprises and the 
Department of Economic Development.  

                                                      
18 https://cer.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/ERC-Coal-IPP-Study-Report-Finalv2-290518.pdf 
19 Renewable Energy Alternatives to Mega-hydropower: A Case Study of Inga 3 for Southern Africa 
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6.1. A Just Transition Plan needs to be developed urgently. 
 

6.2. Energy storage solutions have not been adequately considered and calculated. We expect 
to see a similar learning curve with battery storage as we have seen with other RE 
technologies, but we should include storage within our future planning parameters.  
 
Employment and jobs have not been modelled and included in this IRP (besides the 
supposed jobs that will be created through the coal IPPs). Preliminary research indicates 
that RE will have a far greater impact on employment in SA plus the jobs that are created 
under RE will improve gender equality in SA. See these infographics for more detail: 
http://climatereality.co.za/infographic-renewable-energy-delivers-more-and-better-jobs-in-
africa/   
 

6.3. The impact of decentralisation and shifts in the energy systems plus a regional approach 
have not been sufficiently researched. 
 

6.4. How would a restructured/transformed Eskom fit into these plans? 
 

6.5. Concerns regarding the announced new coal-fired power plant in Limpopo for the EMSEZ20 

We are highly concerned about the proposed industrial park in Limpopo, especially with 
respect to the intention to build a new 3,000 MW CFP 21. The proposed industrial park is 
not mentioned in the draft IRP 2018. Therefore:  

i) It is uncertain whether the proposed new build has been factored in the modelling of 
electricity demand (low-demand scenario) and supply. The IRP makes no reference to 
the impact of independent micro-grids – which this CFP would be, in effect – on future 
demand and supply. It only includes projections for small-scale embedded generation. 

 
ii) It is uncertain whether the proposed new build has been factored in the CO2 emission 

constraints and in the emissions externality costs for the energy sector.  

We understand that the energy produced on the EMSEZ would only serve the needs of 
the proposed industrial park, i.e. it would not feed into the national grid. This means that 
no South African would receive electricity from this power plant, yet they will suffer the 
adverse environmental impacts directly. .  

For these reasons DoE needs to provide clarity as to how this proposed new CFP is 
factored in the IRP, specifically in the electricity demand and supply modelling, and 
calculations of emissions externality costs and CO2 constraints (carbon budget for the 
energy sector). 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
20 http://emsez.com/en/index.php  
21 http://emsez.com/en/index.php (accessed 4th October 2018), although earlier reports were that the CFP 
would be 4600 MW:  https://www.businessinsider.co.za/the-new-coal-power-station-in-limpopo-will-only-be-
used-by-the-chinese-heres-why-its-an-irrational-project-2018-9.  

http://climatereality.co.za/infographic-renewable-energy-delivers-more-and-better-jobs-in-africa/
http://climatereality.co.za/infographic-renewable-energy-delivers-more-and-better-jobs-in-africa/
http://emsez.com/en/index.php
http://emsez.com/en/index.php
https://www.businessinsider.co.za/the-new-coal-power-station-in-limpopo-will-only-be-used-by-the-chinese-heres-why-its-an-irrational-project-2018-9
https://www.businessinsider.co.za/the-new-coal-power-station-in-limpopo-will-only-be-used-by-the-chinese-heres-why-its-an-irrational-project-2018-9


 
 

11 
 
 

 

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

 

 

Gillian Hamilton 

Branch Manager 

African Climate Reality Project 

gillian.hamilton.za@climatereality.com 

+27 11 656 9802 / +2772 733 5630 

 

 

 

Richard Halsey  

Policy and Research, Project 90 by 2030 

richard@90by2030.org.za  

+27 21 674 5094 
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