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	1.
	Welcome & Introduction

Ms Muthialu (NMA) welcomed everybody (see attendance register) and opened the meeting. All present introduced themselves.

Ms Muthialu explained that during the 8 week comment period on the Draft Scoping Report (DSR) a number of alternative alignment proposals other than those assessed in the DSR had been submitted by Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs). She said that Dr Cooper of WESSA had requested an opportunity to present his alignment to SANRAL and the independent environmental consultant. In meeting his request it had been felt that the same opportunity should be given to the other I&APs who had submitted alternative alignments for consideration. The purpose of the workshop was therefore to allow these I&APs to present their alignments and their motivations for putting them forward. As the alternative alignments were motivated by a desire to avoid the Pondoland Centre of Endemism (PCE) the key authorities with an interest in the PCE and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) had also been invited to attend. 

Ms Muthialu stressed that the workshop was not a decision making forum and that it was merely an opportunity for all present to understand one another’s viewpoint.  



	2.

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5


	Agenda

Ms Muthialu went through the proposed agenda and asked if there were any changes or additions.

Dr Sigwela (SANParks) said it was difficult to comment on the validity of the Quantm programme to assess the various alignments as he did not know the programme. He said it was possible that it was not the best programme to use and queried how it chose one route over another.

Bishop Davies (Save the Wild Coast) said it would be preferable to say that Quantm was a tool to be used in looking at the various alignments.

Dr King (EWT) said he would also like a different model to be used to provide independent verification of whatever Quantm came up with.  

Mr Harmse (SANRAL) said that Quantm was a new programme and that SANRAL did not use it as a design tool. He said that SANRAL had decided to use it to independently verify possible alignments through the Pondoland area.

Ms Muthialu said that as a way forward those present should allow SANRAL to show what the programme could do and then make comments on it. 

Dr King asked why these alternatives were only being looked at now and not during the scoping study.

Mr Fredericks (CCA Environmental) responded that Chapter 5 of the DSR dealt comprehensively with alternatives and Section 5.2 dealt specifically with alternative route alignments. He indicated that the DSR addressed various alignment options, including upgrading the existing N2 and R61 between Mthatha and Port Shepstone, and a number of greenfields alignments between Lusikisiki and the Mthamvuna River. He said this workshop was being held, as indicated by Ms Muthialu, to allow the presentation of other alignments that were deemed appropriate by I&APs for consideration by SANRAL and CCA Environmental.

Dr King said he was aware of what was in the DSR and expressed the opinion that it was inadequate in terms of the assessment of alternatives.

Mr Clarke (Save the Wild Coast) asked why the meeting was in Pretoria and not in the area of concern.

Mr Harmse responded that it was necessary to have access to fast servers and ADSL in order to run the Quantm analysis which is undertaken by the owners of the programme in Australia using information sent through from South Africa. He said SANRAL’s Pietermaritzburg office had been considered but it did not have a big enough venue to accommodate everybody.  

Bishop Davies said that while he was delighted that this consultation was taking place he was amazed that SANRAL could not cover the costs of those I&APs who had proposed alternatives but could not afford to cover the travel and accommodation costs.

Mr Harmse responded that an offer had been made to the I&APs to allow them to have input into the process of assessing their alternatives. He said that when the request had been made for assistance the I&APs had been told to keep all receipts for expenses incurred and SANRAL management was approached regarding the provision of financial assistance.  However, SANRAL management stated that such assistance was not in accordance with its policy nor was it deemed appropriate in terms of the Public Finance Management Act. SANRAL would therefore meet with the I&APs that could not attend the workshop in Pretoria at an agreed venue and time. 

Mr Clarke expressed the opinion that in terms of making a decision on the alignment this workshop was not sufficient in terms of public consultation.

Ms Muthialu responded that this was one meeting in the overall public consultation process and should be treated as such. She emphasised once more that the workshop did not constitute a decision making forum. She said that if Mr Clarke wished to put forward an objection in writing he was welcome to do so.

Mr Clarke expressed the opinion that there may have been more than 130 meetings during the public consultation for the DSR but some of them had been disastrous.

Mr Drew (NMA) responded that with a controversial project of this nature it could not be expected that all meetings would run as planned but that overall the public consultation had more than met the requirements. 

Dr King said he totally disagreed with this perspective.



	3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5


	SANRAL INTRODUCTION

Mr Harmse gave a presentation on SANRAL’s mandate and vision and outlined the general criteria used for route selection (See Appendix I). 
He then gave an explanation of the Quantm programme. He confirmed that the digital terrain model (DTM) used in the programme covered an area roughly 260 km by 270 km on the eastern seaboard of SA north of East London. The DTM was generated using the contour and topographical information at a 1:50 000 scale as generally available from the Surveyor General’s offices (as were the topographical maps as displayed). He said that information that must be supplied to Quantm includes the selected start and end points of a proposed route and selected no go areas and areas that could incur penalties should a route go through them. Quantm then produces 50 possible alignments and the most practicable, shortest and cheapest ones are then chosen and analysed. He confirmed that SANRAL had tested Quantm quite extensively and he was gratified and surprised that it produced practical solutions that correlated very well with some of the alternatives that had been investigated. SANRAL had entered into an agreement with Quantm to use it for 12 months, specifically to test and demonstrate the implications of various alternative alignments. He said that different alignments had been put through Quantm and SANRAL’s preferred alignment had come out as one of the best. He stressed, however, that Quantm is not a detailed design tool, but is rather used to find possible alternatives. He confirmed that SANRAL’s detailed designs are carried out by consulting engineering firms.        

Mr Clarke asked whether the software could cope with non-linearities. He said that as a social worker he was concerned that linear models maximised rather than optimised outcomes when finding a solution to a problem. He said it was important that the process should be beyond being a slave to technology as it was human beings who ultimately made decisions.  

He read out some of the marketing information for the programme contained on the Quantm website and said he did not believe a lot of what was claimed.

Mr Harmse said that he too was sceptical at first but after using it he had seen that it was a useful tool. He said it was possible to create zones that were no go zones and others that had a premium in terms of cost if the alignment went through them. He said that like any programme it could produce rubbish and it was important to ensure good information was input into the programme and to be selective in interpreting results.

Dr Sigwela said he was concerned that SANRAL had based its analysis of alternatives on Quantm which used variables such as cost rather than environmental considerations. He said there were other GIS software packages that had a built in sensitivity to the environment and asked whether Quantm could avoid environmentally sensitive areas.

Mr Harmse said that such areas had to be screened and if they were input as no go areas or areas with a premium then it would avoid them and this was what had been done. He said that Quantm was only being used to look at the proposals and give an understanding of the alignments but it was not used for design. 

Dr Cooper said that in the past a series of overlays were used to look at a range of values such as economic, environmental and social values and he had yet to come across a better planning tool. He said that the PCE was not just the Mkambati Nature Reserve but the whole of the Msikaba Sandstone Formation. He said he had not seen a map that shows precisely where the PCE and sandstone formation are. He asked what value had been given to the PCE and social considerations because all he could see coming through was the shortest and cheapest route.  

Mr Harmse said that Quantm did the same thing as a map overlay process only much faster. He said that it was a large area that was being investigated and the hatched areas (no-go and premium areas) were like overlays and could be activated, or not, on any particular analysis. He said the programme offered a lot of flexibility. 

Dr King said that Mr Harmse had indicated that the analysis had been done with an independent programme (Quantm). However, he expressed the opinion that the information input into the programme was not independent and was not therefore acceptable. He said he wanted to see the general criteria for the route selection so that a balance could be ensured between economic, social and environmental criteria.

Ms Muthialu said that Mr Harmse had presented SANRAL’s general criteria for route selection.

Dr King said that social and environmental issues were not covered.

Ms Ntene (DEAT) asked whether weights had been allocated to variables and if so what weightings were used.

Mr Harmse said that the weighting for the red areas was infinite as they were no go areas and other areas had a penalty attached to them if the road went through them and this was the weighting. 

Dr Sigwela said that whatever software was used the main issue was the use of environmental, social and economic criteria in determining which alignment to choose.

Ms Makoa (SANRAL) said that even if a GIS system was used the criteria were predetermined.

Ms Muthialu said that as a way forward the use of Quantm as a tool for analysis of the alignments and the environmental, social and economic criteria used for route selection should be flagged as concerns.   



	4.
4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9
	PRESENTATION OF ALIGNMENT BY KEITH COOPER - WESSA

Dr Cooper said that the main issues in Pondoland relate to the biophysical environment because of the Msikaba Sandstone Formation and the PCE. He said there are hundreds of endemic species in the area and new species are still being found. He said that WESSA would like to see the area survive and had therefore investigated a more suitable alignment that also addressed social issues. He said one major social issue was the impact of the road on stock movements. He said the existing N2 was fenced but very little fencing is left because people remove it so they can get their stock across the road. He said the people also use the roads as footpaths, quoting the R61 close to the casino as an example where school children and pedestrians are killed every month from walking on the road. 
He said he had looked at an alignment inland of the PCE and had passed it before some of the civil engineers at the University of KZN. The alignment followed the R61 from Port Shepstone to Port Edward and then towards Bizana as far as Siyaphambile Store. It then followed the “Inland Mzamba Route” to cross the Ntlakwe and Mzamba rivers, then via Makwanteni to Zangotsha along the watershed. From Zangotsha it crossed the Mtentshwana and Mtentu rivers into the Kanyayo area, meeting the Holy Cross road near Lundini. 

The first option would then follow the Holy Cross road from Lundini until just past Holy Cross and then turn left at Hlwahlwazi and follow the existing road past the Qaukeni Great Place to join the R61 in Lusikisiki.     

The second option would follow the existing road from Lundini to Mkamela and then cross the Msikaba river to join the existing road at Mawotsheni / Njombela, joining the Lusikisiki to Msikaba road at Lingeni and then proceeding to join the R61 just outside Lusikisiki, following the alignment of the existing concrete road.

Dr Cooper said he could understand the rationale behind the route from Lusikisiki to the Wild Coast Casino but said such a route should not be at the expense of the environment and local people. He said he agreed that upgrading the R61 was not a viable option and said there was also a need to get tourists to the proposed national park.  He said he had discussed his alignment with many people from the area and they agreed it would serve the local people well and it is only slightly longer than SANRAL’s preferred alignment. He said King Sigcau was not in favour of a fast road cutting through his area as he did not see how it would benefit his people and said he had to agree with the king.

He said it was important to go to the area and drive and walk around and talk to the people and get feedback from them. He said he had had many meetings in the area (not about the road) and when he asked the people if they knew about the road he said they did not know. He told them they must engage with the process but was told that the consultants never came to their area. He said it was crucial that when consultation took place a 3D model of the area be built showing the road and all the local landmarks so that people could understand better as most of them cannot understand maps.

He said a toll road was totally inappropriate for the area and would only benefit the construction companies and the road freight industry but would not bring socio-economic development to the area. 

He said that while the preferred alignment avoided Mkamabati it is in the river valleys where most of the endemic species are found and the preferred alignment cuts right across these valleys.   

Discussion
Mr van der Merwe (DWAF) said that DWAF would be more in favour of an alignment further inland to keep the proposed national park intact. He said studies had shown that the forests closer to the coast were ecologically more important. He said that the Pondoland scarp forest was likely to be classified as critically endangered when the classification of forests was undertaken later in the year.

Dr King said he endorsed Dr Cooper’s proposal as it presented a balance between economic, social and environmental considerations whereas SANRAL’s preferred alignment considered only the economic factors and then tried to mitigate the social and environmental impacts. He said any alignment that went through the PCE should be rejected.  He said that a number of options should be investigated to create a potential corridor that could also include elements of Mark Gallagher’s proposed alignment. 

Mr Harmse said that Quantm had been used to assess the implications of such an alignment inland of the PCE. He said that of the 50 alignments generated by Quantm the least costly was chosen for further analysis and the details were included in the DSR. He said this route was nearly double the cost of SANRAL’s preferred alignment and it also had a less energy efficient horizontal and vertical alignment.

Dr Cooper said he hadn’t seen it in the DSR.

Mr Fredericks said it was included in Section 5.2.3 of the DSR and was called the route immediately north-west of the Msikaba Sandstone Formation. He added that this route was shown in Figure 5.2 of the DSR.

Mr Clarke said it was necessary to apply a bit of lateral thinking to the problem at hand and ask whether in fact a road was actually needed in view of the rising fuel cost. He asked whether people should not think about using bicycles or airships as alternative modes of transport.  

Dr Sigwela said that he supported Dr Cooper’s proposal but was concerned that it still cut through sensitive areas in the northern extremes of the PCE. He said there should be a buffer zone between the PCE and the road as there would be impacts created alongside the road.

Dr King expressed the opinion that WESSA’s proposal was more acceptable than SANRAL’s preferred alignment. He disagreed that it had been looked at in the DSR as that was a computer generated alignment whereas the proposal by WESSA was based on Dr Cooper’s on the ground knowledge of the area.

Mr Harmse agreed that it was not identical to Dr Cooper’s route but very similar. He said the Quantm route had needed something like 5 km of bridges to cross the various gorges and drainage channels and was twice as costly as the preferred alignment as a result. He said it was important to realise that there was a point at which a road would or would not get built in terms of cost efficiency, practicability and technical acceptability.

Mr van Aardt (SANRAL) asked Mr Mgcotyelwa to elaborate on what the local people had said about the road based on the public consultation process because Dr Cooper had said that they did not know about the road.

Mr Mgcotyelwa (NMA) said that 21 meetings had been held with affected communities along the greenfields section as well as meetings with the local municipalities and the Wild Coast Consultative Forum and public meetings at the main towns in the area like Flagstaff, Bizana, Lusikisiki and Port St Johns. He said the communities fully understood that the road would have limited access and that it would be fenced and that it would create negative impacts such as severance of communities and reduced access to grazing land. He said that these issues had been discussed at length with the communities at the meetings and yet everyone had said they wanted the road regardless of any negative impacts it might create. 

Dr Cooper said that the people do want a road but the difference was in where the road should go. He said they did not know where the proposed toll road would go because the route had not yet been finalised.

Ms Mzazi (DEAET) said she agreed that the people wanted development and a proper road but they did not want a toll road.

Dr King said that the response would depend on what the people were told. He said if they were told that the road would bring economic development and access to social facilities then of course they would say they wanted the road. If, on the other hand, they were told that it would be a high speed road that would be fenced off and have very little access and would bring problems like prostitutes and HIV / AIDS then the answer would be very different.

Mr Drew said that the people were told all of these things, both the negative and the positive impacts, and they all said they wanted the road as soon as possible.

Mr van der Merwe asked why Dr Cooper’s alignment was so much more expensive.

Mr Standish (Independent Economist) said the alignment that Quantm came up with for the alternative inland of the sandstone formation required 2 major tunnels and 5 very long bridges. He said that a sensible approach would be to take Dr Cooper’s alignment and put a cost to it.

Mr Clarke said that another factor that should be included in the economic analysis was the use of a labour intensive construction approach as opposed to a highly technical, mechanical approach.   

Dr Sigwela said that Mr Harmse had mentioned penalties associated with Dr Cooper’s alignment.

Mr Harmse said he meant that it was longer, there were more bridge crossings and it was less energy efficient.

Bishop Davies said that Dr Cooper’s alignment ran along the watershed which was crucial for cost efficiency. 

Mr Standish said that when looking at the cost of a route one looked at the capital cost to build the road as well as the cost to the road user. He said that on the greenfields section the overall net present value of SANRAL’s preferred alignment was minus R2 billion while that of the route just inland of the sandstone formation was minus R5 billion.    

Dr King asked whether the cost to the road user was measured between two specific points.

Mr Standish said that for the greenfields section it was measured between two points.

Dr King said that as most of the people in the area don’t live along the greenfields section then it was inappropriate to measure that cost. He said it was more important to calculate the cost / benefit of the road for the local people.

Mr Harmse presented some Google Earth images of the terrain in the area that clearly showed the broken nature of the terrain inland of the Msikaba Sandstone Formation. He said this rugged terrain was why it was very expensive to build a road in that area and why access was so difficult. 

Ms Mzazi said she was concerned about the bridges across the Msikaba and Mtentu rivers and said it would be better to upgrade the existing R61.

Mr van der Merwe said that the cost of the alignment inland of the sandstone formation could be reduced by reducing the design criteria.

Mr Harmse said the Quantm alignment was based on a design speed of 120 km/hr as were all new alignments, including the preferred alignment.  

Mr Crowther (CCA Environmental) said that costs could be reduced by reducing the design speed and building a winding road up and down steep inclines such as that at the Kei cuttings rather than a tunnel or long bridge.

Dr Cooper said he was concerned about how SANRAL would address the problem of fencing along the road being broken or removed. 

Mr Harmse said it was a big problem along national roads throughout the country and fences were replaced as soon as possible if they were broken or removed. He said that where there was a good relationship with the local community the fences were generally not damaged. He said that the design had allowed for around 80 crossing points between Lusikisiki and the Wild Coast Casino and if the over / under passes were located in consultation with local communities then there should not be a big problem in terms of access to and across the road. 



	5.

5.1


	PRESENTATION OF ALIGNMENT BY BISHOP DAVIES – SAVE THE WILD COAST
Bishop Davies said that he first wanted to make a few comments about the workshop. Firstly, he said that it was not a public meeting and that he had been invited to attend. He said he would not tell everyone what a Bishop gets paid but it certainly wasn’t enough to allow him to fly around the country.  He said there were several people who were not at the meeting because they couldn’t afford to attend. Secondly, he said that it was important to look at the purpose of the road and what the motives were for building it. He said that SANRAL wanted to complete the missing link in its national road network and, as was stated in the previous ROD, the road would be a limited access, high speed through link. He said that SANRAL should therefore refrain from making propaganda claims that the road was for the people of Pondoland and their socio-economic upliftment.

He said the reason he was here today was to look at the social, economic and environmental impacts of the road such as the impact of moving the N2 on towns along the existing N2 such as Mount Frere, and what would be the benefit to these towns of upgrading the existing N2. He said it was important to promote sustainable development that would benefit the local communities rather than just looking for the cheapest route. He said that during the first EIA he was told by a member of the Wild Coast Consortium that what he was requesting was a provincial road whereas the consortium was proposing to build a national road. He asked whether it was not possible to have a compromise that would create a win-win situation. He said the existing N2 between Kokstad and Mount Frere was used by 70% local traffic and it was in a shocking condition and needed to be upgraded urgently.       

He asked why a toll road was being proposed when the public do not want toll roads. He said the fuel levy generated R37 billion a year and a political decision was needed to divert some of this money into a dedicated roads fund so that toll roads were not necessary. He said that then it would be possible to move away from a 120 km/hr freeway and build the kind of road that was needed by the people of Pondoland.

He said he liked both Dr Cooper’s and Mr Gallagher’s alignments and conceded that his alignments were less attractive proposals. 

He said his first proposal could probably be discounted but he was merely trying to show a way of getting the Johannesburg traffic through to Mthatha. He said the challenge with this route would be upgrading the bridge across the Mkomazi River.  

He said his second proposal would require a ring road around Mthatha and Mount Frere. Traffic would continue along the N2 until Pakadi where it would turn right and join up with the R61 at Magusheni and follow the R61 to Bizana. A ring road should be provided around Bizana and the road would then follow the R61 through Port Edward to Port Shepstone.

He said his third proposal was a variation on Dr Cooper’s but had not been put forward in such detail. 

Discussion
Mr Harmse said that the points Bishop Davies had raised about access to local communities would be covered later when he gave a presentation on how the location of the preferred alignment had been determined. He said that in terms of the alignments that were assessed the existing N2 and R61 routes were included but the R56 via Ixopo was not considered. He said the R56 was an undulating alignment (worse than the existing N2) that was appropriate for its current function as a regional access road but would add no improvement or benefit to the current road network. He said it was important when considering alignments to look at where the traffic needed and wanted to go in terms of origins and destinations. Traffic would go where it needed to go (in the same way as water tended to find its path) rather than where one tried to force it to go.

Dr King said that it was all well and good presenting alternative alignments at this workshop but the question was what would happen next because they believed that all the alternative alignments must be assessed to the same level as SANRAL’s preferred alignment.  

Mr Crowther said that CCA would need to look at them and decide what the way forward would be. He said that one problem was that SANRAL had certain criteria that feasible alternatives had to meet and people like Dr King had a different interpretation. He said he didn’t believe that it was necessary to look at all alternatives at the same level. He said that in terms of moving forwards there had to be efficiency in terms of the cost of assessing alternatives and it would be pointless taking an alternative forward for detailed assessment if there was no chance of it ever being built. He said CCA would look at all the alternatives put forward and provide a response in terms of what would be taken forward and why. He said that CCA would have its own heated debates with SANRAL and then make a decision and include it in the Final Scoping Report. He said that the purpose of scoping was to identify issues, to look at alternatives and to screen the alternatives to determine which should go forward for detailed assessment in the EIA. He said it was not a requirement that all alternatives should be assessed in detail.

Bishop Davies said he understood that not all alternatives should be assessed in detail but he said it was important to state what price was being put on biodiversity and sustainability. He said that sometimes it was necessary to pay more to preserve biodiversity.

Mr Clarke said that there were bigger ethical issues at stake than could be resolved in this room such as where did this road originate from and whose interests was it serving. He said it might be necessary to do a forensic investigation to determine if public money was being used to serve private interests. He asked how civil society could help the consultants to do the good job he was sure they wanted to do.

Dr King said it was perhaps unfair to ask CCA whether they would assess all the alternatives. He said that SANRAL should rather be asked whether it was prepared to extend the brief to allow CCA to assess all the alternatives properly. He said that legally, all feasible alternatives must be explored, including the no go option, and all the proposals put forward were feasible in terms of an approach that gave equal consideration to social, economic and environmental criteria and they should thus all be assessed to the same level. 



	6.

6.1
6.2


	PRESENTATION OF MARK GALLAGHER’S ALIGNMENT BY NICK KING – EWT
Dr King gave a brief presentation on Mr Gallagher’s alignment, stating that he could not provide as much detail as Mr Gallagher as he was not as familiar with the area and the terrain. He said that the route would follow the existing N2 from Port Shepstone to iZingolweni and then turn left to follow the existing local road across the Mthamvuna river at Mpunzi Drift and join the R61 at Redoubt. This section would cut out the kink in the R61 through Port Edward and would shorten the distance. The route would then follow the R61 through Bizana and Flagstaff, thus serving the local people where they are currently located. At a point between Bukazi and Zalu, before the R61 reaches Lusikisiki, the route would turn right and cut across a a greenfields section to join up with the existing, very poor, gravel road from Macibini, through Valley View, to Ludonga overlooking the Mzimvubu gorge. A bridge would cross the Mzimvubu to the spur in the river on the southern side at Kulukini and then follow existing gravel roads through Nkanga and Nxotsheni, past the Nyandeni Great Place, to join with the R61 at Misty Mount just west of Libode.

He said the advantages of the route were that it provided a substantial distance saving, traversed fairly flat terrain, required only two major bridges (across the Mthamvuna and Mzimvubu rivers), did not go through the PCE and provided access to areas where people currently live. It therefore was well balanced in terms of social, economic and environmental criteria. He said it could also be linked with one of Dr Cooper’s options and this should be investigated in more detail.

Discussion
Mr Harmse said he had requested Quantm to generate independent alignments as proposed by Mr Gallagher. He confirmed that 50 alignments each had been generated between iZingolweni and the R61 (Phunzi Drift alignment) and between a point on the R61 north of Lusikisiki and Misty Mount on the R61. One of the least costly alignments at Phunzi Drift was 22.4 km long, required several bridges measuring about 1.9km in total and was estimated to cost about R991 million. He said the Mzimvubu gorge was one of the deepest gorges in Southern Africa and was around 700m deep at the proposed crossing point. He said the least costly alignment was about 67 km long, required a tunnel of about 15 km and a bridge across the Mzimvubu River of about 3 km and was estimated to cost about R10.6 billion. He said this was perhaps the reason why there were no crossings and why nobody had ever attempted to cross the Mzimvubu River gorge at this point. He said the route may look good on paper because there are existing tracks and roads on the ridges either side of the Mzimvubu River gorge following the watersheds, but actually crossing the Mzimvubu would be extremely problematic. He said this section of Mr Gallagher’s alignment appears to be 2.75 times more expensive than the cost of the entire 560 km of the proposed project between East London and Durban (See Appendix II). 
Dr Sigwela said the high cost was influenced by the design parameters which dictated that a tunnel was required. He asked why it was necessary to have a tunnel.

Mr Harmse said it was not practicable, or perhaps even possible, to build a bridge 700m high and many kilometres wide.

Dr King said SANRAL’s preferred alignment required 6 or 7 bridges and if the costs of those were added up it would probably be comparable.

Dr Cooper said that if a slightly more circuitous route was followed than the straight line created by Quantm then the cost could be a lot less.

Mr Harmse pointed out that Quantm did choose a circuitous route and not a straight line. Mr Harmse further pointed out that the preferred alignment actually required eight major bridges and the cost of all of those had been taken into account. He said he suspected that Mr Gallagher’s and Dr Cooper’s alignments would require even more bridges and that was why Quantm indicated that they were so expensive.
Bishop Davies said that his understanding was that Mr Gallagher knew the area well and walked it as a boy and that his route would be more feasible than something generated by a computer. He said that the present R61 between Libode and Port St Johns does not have a 120 km/hr design speed and therefore this criterion should not be imposed on other alternatives. He said this alignment saved a considerable distance even compared to SANRAL’s preferred alignment.

Ms Mzazi said that the biodiversity hotspots should be clearly indicated on all the maps so that it was possible to see what impact these alternatives would have on the biodiversity. 



	7.
7.1
	PRESENTATION ON PIPPA LA COCK’S ALIGNMENT BY JULIAN DREW - NMA
Mr Drew said that Pippa La Cock’s alignment followed the “Inland Mzamba” alignment as presented in the DSR but when it reached the R61 at Siyaphambile Store it turned left to Bizana instead of right towards Port Edward. The route followed the R61 through Bizana towards Magusheni and then turned right to take the existing road crossing the Mthamvuna River at Gun Drift and then joined the existing N2 at Harding.   

Discussion
Dr Cooper said it did not seem to present any advantages as it was longer and the Gun Drift road was an extremely poor road. It was generally agreed by those present that there was no real merit in considering this alignment any further.  



	8.
8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5


	PRESENTATION ON SANPARKS’ ALIGNMENT BY AYANDA SIGWELA – SANPARKS
Dr Sigwela said that the SANParks alternative cut out the high environmental costs of the proposed route through the PCE which would remove an irreplaceable environmental resource.  The alignment was the same as Mr Gallagher’s from Port Shepstone through iZingolweni, Mpunzi Drift, Redoubt, Bizana and Flagstaff. It continued along the R61 to just before Lusikisiki and then turned right and headed towards a crossing of the Mzimvubu River somewhere between Goqwana and Mbokazi and then joined the R61 at Mgwenyana. An even shorter route was one that followed roughly the alignment of Mr Gallagher’s, leaving the R61 between Flagstaff and Lusikisiki and crossing the Mzimvubu River. He said, however, that this was not considered to be the most favourable because it cut out the local towns. He said the proposed sections from the R61 across the Mzimvubu to rejoin the R61 between Port St Johns and Mthatha were terrain dependent but the overall alignment was considered to be less expensive financially as it would be shorter and also less expensive in terms of environmental costs.     

Discussion
Mr Crowther asked whether this was the official submission from SANParks.

Dr Sigwela replied that it was.

Mr Yssel (SANParks) said that from a conservation point of view SANParks would like to keep the main transportation routes outside the proposed footprint for the Wild Coast National Park (WCNP). He said the model for the proposed WCNP was more along the lines of the Cape Peninsula or Richtersveld national parks than say the Kruger Park. He said that while SANParks did not have road engineers it believed the main roads should be outside the conservation area.

Dr Sigwela said that while SANRAL claimed its preferred alignment avoided sensitive areas it would actually cut right through the PCE. 

Mr Harmse said that this proposal was very similar to Mr Gallagher’s except that the section crossing the Mzimvubu between Lusikisiki and Mgwenyana was not as long. He said there was a very good reason why a road had never been built across the Mzimvubu along this section of the river and that was because of the depth and width of the gorge. He said the alignment did not improve access to the Wild Coast and therefore the people in the area would remain with the same poor access.

Dr Sigwela said there are many areas in South Africa where people are isolated and cut off from the nearest towns because of the rugged terrain. He said that better connecting the people of Pondoland to the local towns was not sufficient motivation to build a road that would have such a heavy impact on the environment. He said it was far better to upgrade the existing road network.

Dr King said that he objected to SANRAL claiming that these people were suffering because they didn’t have access to hospitals and social services. He said there were very few people living in the area where the preferred alignment would go as most of the people lived further inland. He said that if SANRAL was really sincere about helping the local people it would build Dr Cooper’s or Mr Gallagher’s alignment.

Ms Olivier (DEAT) said that the biodiversity study had identified the sensitive areas and these should be put on the maps together with the alternative road alignments (or overlaid on the maps) so that there could be a logical discussion about where the road should or should not go.

Dr King said that the Wild Coast Project and the EU Project had done all the planning work and the information was mapped to a level of detail that could be used for conservation planning but it was not being utilised in this process.

Mr Crowther said that just before the DSR was completed CCA was given the map showing the footprint of the proposed WCNP and this had been included in the report.

Dr Sigwela said that the information Dr King was referring to was available and it was the responsibility of the consultant to gather all available relevant information. He said the consultant could not rely on a less informed product if better information was available.       

Dr King said that it was not a matter of whether the map was in the report but rather whether the information from the map and the study had been taken into consideration in the DSR. He said the required level of detail was simply not there.

Mr Crowther said that what was being said was that the road alignment had not taken the sensitive areas into consideration and yet the DSR stated clearly that the preferred alignment would have an impact of high significance. He said it was not possible to give a higher significance rating than that.   

Mr Clarke said that it was more important to determine the purpose of the road and then move forward from there.  He asked how could development in the area be best facilitated and how could a national road be built that had the least possible impact on the environment. He said it was necessary to debate whether SANRAL’s alignment was more friendly to the environment or to the proposed mining activities at Xolobeni.  
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	PRESENTATION ON SANRAL’S PREFERRED ALIGNMENT BY MR HARMSE - SANRAL 

Mr Harmse gave a presentation on how SANRAL arrived at the route alignment for SANRAL’s preferred alignment (See Appendix III).  

Discussion
Dr Sigwela asked if the route would remain on SANRAL’s preferred alignment even after the current debates.

Mr Harmse said that the location of the alignment would need to take a number of things into consideration, one being the proposed national park. He said that in the previous EIA the preferred alignment had been located on what was then considered would be the likely border to the national park. He said, however, that there would have to be a very good reason for SANRAL to choose a different alignment.

Dr King said that to claim there had been no development in the area because of poor access and that the road would address future traffic growth had been raised in the previous EIA as claims that could not be substantiated and he objected to being subjected to the same misinformation once again. He said that the socio-economic benefits it was claimed the road would bring to the local people could not be substantiated for a high speed through route but could be for the upgrading of the R61. 

Mr Harmse said that people like Dr King were continually challenging the benefits the road would bring but never gave any hard facts to substantiate such views. He said he didn’t believe it was acceptable to claim that the access to the area should remain as it is. He said if there wouldn’t be a national road through the area then the access would never be improved because only a national road could justify the construction of the bridges across the gorges in the area. 

Dr King said there were other reasons why there was no development in the area such as the political history of the area and corruption. He said he didn’t provide information regarding the claims made about the road because that was not his job. He said there were consultants employed to provide valid and unbiased information about the need for the road but if SANRAL was willing to pay him then he would happily provide such information. He said he couldn’t understand why SANRAL was so set on a road through the PCE.   

Mr Harmse said that the maps from the Municipal Demarcation Board gave the population densities for the area and showed that there are many people in the area.

Dr King said that this supported what he was saying, that a high speed through route was not the answer for the area, but rather the upgrading of the existing road network.

Bishop Davies said he was concerned that Mr Harmse still thought that the preferred route was the answer, even after all the discussion that had taken place. He said Dr Cooper had proposed an excellent solution and he found it deeply disturbing that it was claimed that there would never be proper access to the area without the toll road. He said there were political ways of getting the money to upgrade roads without having to build toll roads. He said the preferred alignment went through the northern part of the TRACOR land and yet this land had been earmarked for the proposed national park. 

Dr Sigwela said he wanted to respond to Mr Harmse’s answer to his previous question when he said that there would have to be a very good reason for SANRAL to choose a different alignment. He said this sounded as though Mr Harmse was saying that everything that had been discussed thus far had not provided a good enough reason to reconsider the route. 

Mr Harmse said that if an alternative was not better than the do nothing alternative then SANRAL would not consider it. He said that one of the reasons the local roads were so poor was that it was difficult to get the machinery and materials into the area to maintain the roads and that access across the gorges would help in the upgrading and maintenance of all the roads in the area and would create a spine from which other development such as conservation and ecotourism could take place.

Dr Cooper said that he accepted what Mr Harmse had presented in terms of the need for the road because it had all been said before in the SDI. He said, however, that at the time of the SDI little was known about the PCE and the biodiversity hotspots and now that this information was available, it was important to take it into consideration when determining the alignment for the road.  He said there were other places further inland to cross the Msikaba and Mtentu rivers that would be cheaper to construct than the proposed sites. He said it was necessary to walk the area to see the lie of the land and other possibilities.  He said he had seen many times in Mozambique what the construction of roads could do to pristine areas. He said that once the roads were built shops and houses and development followed. He said that the same would happen if the road was built through the PCE. He said WESSA was not against the road but just the preferred alignment through the PCE. He said the WESSA alignment met all the criteria that Mr Harmse had put forward for the preferred alignment and also offered huge social and environmental benefits. He said that he was not sure how these benefits could be costed so that they could be included in the cost / benefit analysis that SANRAL undertook but he said it would be worth speaking to the CSIR who had done a resource economics report for the area.

Mr van Zyl (Independent Resource Economist) said he would be looking at those issues but said that the CSIR report needed to provide a lot more information.     

Ms Mzazi asked where the material to build the bridges would come from and how many sites there would be.

Mr Harmse said that it would be necessary to look at the area inland of the Msikaba sandstone which was not suitable. He said there was an existing tillite quarry near Lambasi that could be used for the Msikaba bridge.   

Dr King said he wanted to comment on Mr Harmse’s assertion that building the road would contribute towards conservation. He said the exact opposite was in fact true.

He also asked how it was legally possible for SANRAL to now be the proponent for this EIA when the proposal had not changed.  

Mr Harmse said that SANRAL’s legal mandate was spelt out in Act 7 of 1998. He said that SANRAL had received a proposal, not a bid, from the Wild Coast Consortium, and as part of SANRAL’s national strategy it had been decided to award scheme development status to the proposal and the scheme development had been done, which included the first EIA. The Wild Coast Consortium had therefore met its obligations and SANRAL was now applying for environmental authorisation on its own. He said that only if the current EIA was approved would there be a tender process where SANRAL would receive bids, but for the moment it still remained a proposal.  



	10.
	Summary of Proceedings and Way Forward

Ms Muthialu summarised the key points from the workshop as follows:

i. The workshop was not a decision making forum but had merely been an opportunity to understand one another’s view point.
ii. The use of Quantm as a tool for analysis of the alignments and the environmental, social and economic criteria used for route selection had been flagged as concerns.

iii. The biodiversity hotspots and other relevant conservation planning information from the Wild Coast Project and other studies should be included on maps of the alternative alignments to assist in the assessment of the various alignments.

iv. Dr Cooper’s alignment was supported although SANParks had requested that it move further inland so that it completely avoided the PCE. It was felt that this alignment should be costed.

v. Mr Gallagher’s alignment would be further investigated and a meeting would be set up to allow Mr Gallagher to present his alignment.

vi. Bishop Davies’ alignments were upgrades of existing roads and should be looked at in the same way as the upgrade of the R61 and existing N2.

vii. Ms la Cock’s alignment seemed to provide no advantages and should not be considered further.

viii. SANParks alignment was similar to Mr Gallagher’s and should be investigated further.  

Mr Crowther said that in terms of the way forward CCA would look at all the alternatives put forward and determine the level of detail to which they should be assessed and this information would then be included in the FSR. He said that while it would be nice to look at them all in detail it would be necessary to apply some form of screening in determining which alignments should be assessed in the EIA. He said that in terms of timing it was not possible to say when the FSR would be completed because he could not yet say what work was required in terms of looking at the various alignments that had been put forward in the workshop. He said that once the FSR was completed it would be presented to DEAT and they would have to make a decision on the way forward in terms of the EIA.
Bishop Davies said that site inspections should be used for assessing alternatives rather than Quantm.
Ms Muthialu said this would be noted but that a decision on this could not be taken at this moment. 
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