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RHINO OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION 

MINUTES OF EIR FEEDBACK MEETING 

 

DATE  30 November 2016 09:30 

VENUE: Bothaville Golf Club 

PROJECT: Rhino Oil and Gas Free State and North West 

SLR COMPANY: South Africa 

PROJECT NUMBER: 723.18034.00007 

PURPOSE: Environmental Impact Report Feedback Meeting 

ATTENDANCE: An attendance register is presented in Appendix 2. 

 

No meeting was held due to a lack of attendance. The comments and queries raised by the interested 

and affected parties during the open day are recorded in Appendix 1. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECORD OF ISSUES RAISED AND RESPONSES GIVEN 

Issue raised (during open day) By whom Response  

In your correspondence I think the only thing that is unclear is the 
new project size. 

Bully Bothma Noted. The new project boundaries and the change in the works 
programme was discussed in detail and illustrated on the maps.  

Is coal and gas not associated with each other? Not necessarily. Coal bed methane is found within the coal seams, 
but where the coal is at shallow depths below the surface and in 
some instances the coal outcrops, it is our belief that the coal bed 
methane in these areas have already escaped. The only coal beds 
that we are looking for will be significantly deeper underground. 

As regional chairperson of the agricultural union I would like an 
update of the process and the changes envisaged 

Faan Nel The EIA process and the changes to the application area and works 
programme was discussed in detail and illustrated with available 
imagery. Confirmation was given of the inclusion of Mr Nel’s farms in 
the retained application area. 

 

Issue raised (during meeting) By whom Response  

No meeting was held.   
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APPENDIX 2: ATTENDANCE REGISTER 

Name Interest/Village Postal address Contact details 
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RHINO OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION 

MINUTES OF EIR FEEDBACK MEETING 

 

DATE  28 November 2016 15:00 

VENUE: Bultfontein Hotel 

PROJECT: Rhino Oil and Gas Free State and North West 

SLR COMPANY: South Africa 

PROJECT NUMBER: 723.18034.00007 

PURPOSE: Environmental Impact Report Feedback Meeting 

ATTENDANCE: An attendance register is presented in Appendix 2. 

 

No meeting was held due to a lack of attendance. No comments were recorded since there were no 

attendees at the meeting or the open day. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECORD OF ISSUES RAISED AND RESPONSES GIVEN 

Issue raised (during open day) By whom Response  

No comments were received during the open day.   

 

Issue raised (during meeting) By whom Response  

No meeting was held.   
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APPENDIX 2: ATTENDANCE REGISTER 

Name Interest/Village Postal address Contact details 
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RHINO OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION 

MINUTES OF EIR FEEDBACK MEETING 

 

DATE  1 December 2016 09:30 

VENUE: Friesland Hotel 

PROJECT: Rhino Oil and Gas Free State and North West 

SLR COMPANY: South Africa 

PROJECT NUMBER: 723.18034.00007 

PURPOSE: Environmental Impact Report Feedback Meeting 

ATTENDANCE: An attendance register is presented in Appendix 2. 

 

No meeting was held due to a lack of attendance. No comments were recorded since there were no 

attendees at the meeting or the open day. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECORD OF ISSUES RAISED AND RESPONSES GIVEN 

Issue raised (during open day) By whom Response  

No comments were received during the open day.   

 

Issue raised (during meeting) By whom Response  

No meeting was held.   
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APPENDIX 2: ATTENDANCE REGISTER 

Name Interest/Village Postal address Contact details 
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RHINO OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION 

MINUTES OF EIR FEEDBACK MEETING 

 

DATE  30 November 2016 15:00 

VENUE: Kroonstad Golf Club 

PROJECT: Rhino Oil and Gas Free State and North West 

SLR COMPANY: South Africa 

PROJECT NUMBER: 723.18034.00007 

PURPOSE: Environmental Impact Report Feedback Meeting 

ATTENDANCE: An attendance register is presented in Appendix 2. 

 

No meeting was held due to a lack of attendance. The comments and queries raised by the interested 

and affected parties during the open day are recorded in Appendix 1. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECORD OF ISSUES RAISED AND RESPONSES GIVEN 

Issue raised (during open day) By whom Response  

We know rehabilitation will take place on the land, but our biggest 
concern as farmers is water. 

J. Olivier Noted. It is in Rhino’s best interest from a business perspective to 
prevent contact between the potential resource and water. 
Additionally, it is not Rhino’s intention to damage the natural 
resources the farmers in the area are reliant on. For these reasons 
the utmost care will be taken if further activities take place.  

The FTG study isn’t much of a problem for us. The real concern 
will only come when ground based exploration takes place. 

Noted. Unfortunately the impacts of the ground based exploration 
cannot be assessed currently since there are too many variables.  

What will the oil and gas be used for if you find any? It depends on the size of the resource. A smaller resource will 
probably allow for something like a gas to power plant, and bigger 
resources will probably be transported to refineries for further 
processing. 

How deep do you drill? P.B. Marais Between 500m and 1.5km. 

If you find a strong water aquifer, will you allow the landowner to 
utilise it? 

The borehole diameter itself is too small to fit a pump, but as part of 
the land access agreement the arrangement can be made that in the 
case that such a discovery is made, Rhino can inform the landowner 
who can then take steps to drill a borehole. 

 

Issue raised (during meeting) By whom Response  

No meeting was held.   
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APPENDIX 2: ATTENDANCE REGISTER 

Name Interest/Village Postal address Contact details 
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RHINO OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION 

MINUTES OF EIR FEEDBACK MEETING 

 

DATE  29 November 2016 15:00 

VENUE: Welkom Inn 

PROJECT: Rhino Oil and Gas Free State and North West 

SLR COMPANY: South Africa 

PROJECT NUMBER: 723.18034.00007 

PURPOSE: Environmental Impact Report Feedback Meeting 

ATTENDANCE: An attendance register is presented in Appendix 2. 

 

No meeting was held due to a lack of attendance. The comments and queries raised by the interested 

and affected parties during the open day are recorded in Appendix 1. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECORD OF ISSUES RAISED AND RESPONSES GIVEN 

Issue raised (during open day) By whom Response  

What resources are applied for? Hanine Swart For any gaseous or fluid hydrocarbons, as well as helium. Rhino is 
also restricted to looking for those 5 resources in the Exploration 
Right application. 

What permission do you need? Rhino needs environmental approval from PASA who is the 
competent authority. 

Do you need feedback from all of the farms in the project area? We have received a lot of feedback in the scoping phase, but 
challenges have been faced with regards to getting the correct 
contact information for the landowners. 

Has the initial information been updated with the new activities? Yes. 

The only assessment that you did is with regards to the plane? 
You can’t give us any information regarding the following steps 
and their impacts? 

Yes, only the FTG activity was studied. Unfortunately it is not possible 
to assess the impacts of the other activities not included in the scope 
of the EIA because there are too many variables. It is helpful to 
conduct the FTG however, since the FTG will assist in narrowing 
down the project size and will lead to personal interactions and 
negotiations with specific land owners on where further activities 
could take place. 

We can only oppose the project in the next phase. You can object now as well, but you will also be able to object in the 
following phases. 

How long is the process? Issabel van 
Jaarsveld 

The final report will be submitted in February, so around the end of 
May the decision will be made. If there are grounds for appeal, any 
interested party can submit an appeal to PASA. 

Where can we comment? You can submit comments via email. 

When will you fly? Thys Pottas Only after the decision has been made. Between May and 3 years 
after the right is potentially granted will Rhino be allowed to do the 
FGT study. 

Who approves the application? PASA. 

 

Issue raised (during meeting) By whom Response  

No meeting was held.   
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APPENDIX 2: ATTENDANCE REGISTER 

Name Interest/Village Postal address Contact details 
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RHINO OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION 

MINUTES OF EIR FEEDBACK MEETING 

 

DATE  29 November 2016 09:30 

VENUE: Wesselsbron Golf Club 

PROJECT: Rhino Oil and Gas Free State and North West 

SLR COMPANY: South Africa 

PROJECT NUMBER: 723.18034.00007 

PURPOSE: Environmental Impact Report Feedback Meeting 

ATTENDANCE: An attendance register is presented in Appendix 2. 

 

No meeting was held due to a lack of attendance. No comments were recorded since there were no 

attendees at the meeting or the open day. 
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APPENDIX 1: RECORD OF ISSUES RAISED AND RESPONSES GIVEN 

Issue raised (during open day) By whom Response  

No comments were received during the open day.   

 

Issue raised (during meeting) By whom Response  

No meeting was held.   
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APPENDIX 2: ATTENDANCE REGISTER 

Name Interest/Village Postal address Contact details 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

 









 

The Environmental Assessment Practitioner 

SLR Consulting (South Africa) (Pty) Ltd. 

P.O. Box 1596 

Cramerview 

2060 

15 December 2016 

Attention: Mr. Matthew Hemming 

Tel: 011 467 0945 

 

Dear Mr. Hemming 

 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIROMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 

EXPLORATION RIGHT FOR PETROLEUM ON VARIOUS FARMS IN THE MAGISTERIAL DISTRICTS OF 

BULTFONTEIN, WESSELSBRON, WELKOM, ODENDAALSRUS, WOLMARANSSTAD, BOTHAVILLE, 

VILJOENSKROON, KROONSTAD, KOPPIES & HEILBRON, FREE STATE & NORTHWEST. PASA FILE 

REFERENCE NUMBER: (12/3/318 ER) 

 

Enviroworks, an independent environmental consultancy, has been appointed by Northern Free 

State Mineral Resources Stakeholders Forum (the “Forum”) and all its stakeholders and members as 

well as Free State Agriculture, to comment on the Environmental Impact Report for the above 

mentioned project on their behalf. 

  



 

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report 

1. The extent and magnitude of socio-economic impacts associated with the intended project 

warrants the appointment of a separate specialist entity to adequately manage the public 

participation processes. The fact that the EAP company conducting the Environmental Impact 

Assessment process is also responsible for public participation processes could most likely 

result in the inadequate addressing, feedback and resolution of the high volumes of public and 

I & AP concerns and objections received on the proposed project. We recommend that an 

additional external entity be appointed to ensure the public participation process is 

adequately managed.  

 

2. We are constrained to express reservation regarding the competent authority’s (PASA) ability 

to objectively assess and adjudicate the application moreover inasmuch as its mandate it 

stated to be: 

 

“To promote exploration for onshore and offshore oil and gas resources and the optimal 

development on behalf of the Government.” 

 

3. The Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) of the project confirmed the following: 

 

No possible future amendment or request to increase the size of the reduced proposed project 

area (which has been decreased in size) will be submitted or permitted. The proposed exploration 

area will therefore not be enlarged at any stage. 

 

4. The following statements have been extracted from the report: 

 

Page 1-3: “Thereafter, should Rhino Oil and Gas propose to conduct ground-based exploration 

activities this would need to be informed by a further application to PASA and a separate 

environmental assessment and authorisation process.” 

 



 

Page 2-2: “Any change to the scope of the ER, further exploration or future production activities 

would need to be subject to additional authorisation / approval in terms of the MPRDA and NEMA. 

Each of these would require a separate environmental assessment (or Environmental Authorisation 

amendment) process, which would include a further public participation process and an 

environmental assessment (potentially including specialist studies) of all project-related activities / 

issues.” 

 

Page 4-20: “If the revised application is approved, Rhino Oil and Gas would only be in a position to 

conduct remote exploration techniques and to develop a more detailed understanding of the 

potential oil and gas resources in the application area. Thereafter, should Rhino Oil and Gas propose 

to conduct ground-based exploration activities this would need to be informed by a further 

application to PASA and a separate environmental assessment and authorisation process.” 

 

Page 4-26: “If the early-phase exploration were to confirm the presence of a potential resource, then 

Rhino Oil and Gas would need to seek further authorisation / approval from PASA for any additional 

exploration work required to appraise the resource. Any further approval would be subject to an 

additional environmental assessment (or environmental authorisation amendment) process with 

further public consultation and specialist input.” 

 

We are strongly opposed to the possible amendment of the environmental authorisation (EA) to 

include the ground based exploration activities at a later stage. We require that a completely new 

environmental authorisation (EA) application and subsequent Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) process be conducted if the applicant wishes to conduct any subsequent ground based 

exploration activities.  

 

The reason for this requirement is that the severity and extent of impacts associated with the 

activities which are now initially being applied for to be authorised in the EA will differ 

significantly from the subsequent proposed activities and far greater impacts associated with the 

next phase of the ground based exploration. A simple amendment to an existing EA will therefore 

not justify the significant change in scope and increase in impacts. We therefore require that new 



 

separate EA applications and subsequent EIA processes be conducted for any further future 

activities of the project rather than existing EA amendments. 

 

The report also confirms the fact that no EA amendments to include ground based exploration will 

occur during the initial 3 year early exploration phase. Only once the 3 year exploration phase has 

been completed can amendments or additional EA applications be submitted. 

  

5. The following statement has been extracted from section 2.3 of the report; National 

Environmental Management Act, 1998 

 

“Section 2 of NEMA sets out a range of environmental principles that are to be applied by all organs 

of state when taking decisions that significantly affect the environment.” 

 

The ultimate objective of the current proposed exploration processes and project is essentially the 

commercial extraction of hydrocarbons which will have an impact on water sources and the 

environment. The impacts of subsequent ground based exploration activities and final impacts of the 

ultimate project objectives must logically/realistically be taken into account from initiation of the 

proposed project. This must be done in order to advise on the ultimate viability of the project from 

the start. The extremely important ‘precautionary principle’ and ‘duty of care principle’ embedded 

in the framework of the National Environmental Management Act (No 107 of 1998) (NEMA) must be 

applied to the project. This must be done to acknowledge and address anticipated future risks and 

impacts associated with subsequent phases and ultimate final objectives of the project. This has 

however not been done. 

 

The logical and environmentally responsible approach would be to investigate and consider the 

realistic future impacts and risks of the ultimate final project objective activities on the environment 

and relevant water sources. The applicant would be firmly aware of such potential future issues and 

impacts of the ultimate objectives of the proposed project. By not considering this and casting a (in 

our opinion deliberate) ‘blind eye’ towards the future project risks and impacts, the environmental 

ignorance of the applicant and unwillingness to apply environmentally responsible and sustainable 



 

development principles is undeniably exposed. The current approach being followed by the 

applicant is therefore not in accordance with the principles of environmental sustainability as set out 

in the National Environmental Management Act (No 107 of 1998). 

 

The final ultimate project objective is commercial hydrocarbon extraction so the potential 

environmental risks and impacts must therefore be adequately investigated and reported upon right 

from the start. This must be done in order to objectively determine and inform on the viability of the 

proposed project with regards to environmental sustainability and the basic principles of NEMA. 

 

6. The following statement has been extracted from page 2-5: 

 

“Financial Provision Regulations, 2015 (GN R No 1147) 

These regulations set the requirements for financial provision as contemplated in the Act for the 

costs associated with the undertaking of management, rehabilitation and remediation of 

environmental impacts of prospecting, exploration, mining or production operations through the 

lifespan of such operations and latent or residual environmental impacts that may become known in 

the future.” 

 

“Page 4-3 section 4.1.2.3 Insurance Policy 

Rhino Oil and Gas abides by all government requirements. Rhino Oil and Gas would provide proof of 

all required guarantees and insurances to the Regulator prior to any form of exploration work being 

conducted.” 

 

“Page 3-3: The potential environmental liabilities associated with the proposed activity must be 

quantified by a specialist and the method of provision must be indicated, in line with the Financial 

Provision Regulations, 2015 (GN R No 1147).” 

 

No specialist quantification has been conducted in this regard. How will the potential liability of 

risks associated with the flying of the aeroplane be addressed and covered. What funds and 

insurance is in place to compensate in the event that the aeroplane potentially crashes and results 



 

in the burning down of agricultural farm land or infrastructure. How will the applicant take 

responsibility in such an event and what funds and resources are available for such an emergency 

event. An emergency plan and specialist quantification needs to be included in the Final EIA 

Report to adequately address this concern. 

 

NEMA principle chapter 1; 4 (p) with regards to remedial cost provision is not adhered to. The risk 

aversion approach and responsibility of compensation associated with potential damage which 

could occur through aeroplane accidents is not addressed. We require clarification of 

responsibilities, insurance plans and emergency plans which will be put in place.  

 

7. The following statement has been extracted from section 2.5.6 Mining and Biodiversity 

Guideline (2013) 

 

“The South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) and partners produced a Mining and 

Biodiversity Guideline (2013) to provide practical guidance to the mining sector on how to address 

biodiversity issues in the South African context. This guideline provides a tool to facilitate the 

sustainable development of South Africa’s mineral resources in a way that enables regulators, 

industry and practitioners to minimise the impact of mining on the country’s biodiversity and 

ecosystem services. 

 

The Guideline distinguishes between four categories of biodiversity priority areas in relation to their 

importance from a biodiversity and ecosystem service point of view as well as the implications for 

mining in these areas. These include areas designated as: 1) Legally Protected, 2) Highest 

Biodiversity Importance, 3) High Biodiversity Importance, and 4) Moderate Biodiversity Importance. 

The ‘Highest Biodiversity Importance’ category is based on the mapped extent of Critically 

Endangered and Endangered ecosystems, Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs), river and wetland 

Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (FEPAs) with a 1 km buffer and Ramsar sites. 

 

The Guidelines indicates that if the presence of biodiversity features, leading to the categorisation as 

a ‘Highest Biodiversity Importance’ area, are confirmed then this could be a fatal flaw or pose 



 

significant limitations for new mining projects. An environmental assessment should inform whether 

or not mining is acceptable, including potentially limiting specific types of prospecting or mining 

which may be deemed not acceptable due to the impact on biodiversity and associated ecosystem 

services found in the priority area. Mining in such areas may be considered out of place and 

authorisations may well not be granted. If granted, the authorisation may set limits on allowed 

activities and methods, the extent thereof and impacts.” 

In accordance with the Free State Biodiversity Plan (2014) various significant Critical Biodiversity 

Areas (CBA) are present within the proposed project area. These areas should be excluded from 

the EA application as has been done with the formally protected areas. 

 

The value and conservation of CBA’s are crucial in the context of achieving minimum 

environmental conservation biodiversity targets for ecosystem types, species or ecological 

processes in the province. Therefore although not formally conserved as is the case with protected 

areas, the importance of CBA’s in efficient environmental conservation is on the same if not higher 

level as protected areas. 

 

For this reason we insist that all CBA’s falling inside the proposed exploration area as identified in 

the newest Provincial Biodiversity Plan (2014) also be excluded from the proposed exploration 

area in the same manner as has been done with formally protected areas. 

 

8. Comments on section 3.3.6 

 

Why are all the comments received during the Scoping Phase PPP and responses of the EAP not 

included in the Environmental Impact Report. All the comments and responses received during the 

application lifespan including the Scoping phase must be included in the Final Environmental 

Impact Report in order to ensure competent authority can make an informed decision.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

9. The following statement has been extracted from section 4.1.2: 

 

“Rhino Oil and Gas Exploration South Africa (Pty) Ltd is a South African registered subsidiary of Rhino 

Resources Ltd. Rhino Resources is an independent oil and gas exploration and development 

company focused on Africa.” 

 

The main and ultimate benefactor of the rights over the exploration and subsequent future 

extraction and utilisation of the natural resources being applied for will therefore be an American 

based corporation. The rights over our own local natural resources are being lost to outside the 

country. 

 

10. Comments on section 4.3 Needs and Desirability 

 

The needs and desirability of the proposed project is insufficiently and biasedly discussed in favour 

of gas utilisation as a form of alternative energy generation source. Available coal reserves for 

which rights are possessed in South Africa will adequately sustain fossil fuel power generation into 

the significant future. South Africa also possesses more than enough clean renewable energy 

resources and opportunities such as sunlight and wind which should rather be investigated and 

considered as replacement options for fossil fuel usage for electricity generation. The 

environmental impacts associated with such clean renewable energy alternatives are significantly 

less and therefore more favourable when compared to the potential environmental impacts which 

hydrocarbon extraction and ultimate utilisation for energy generation would have on the 

environment and valuable agricultural sector in the area. If the applicant therefore motivates the 

needs, desirability and objectives of the project as a potential electricity generating resource for 

the future, they should rather investigate cleaner renewable alternatives to satisfy the indicated 

electricity needs in a more environmentally sustainable and responsible manner. 

 

 

 



 

 

The Gaborone Declaration for Sustainability in Africa 

The overall objective of the Declaration is “To ensure that the contributions of natural capital to 

sustainable economic growth, maintenance and improvement of social capital and human well-

being are quantified and integrated into development and business practice.” 

 

How was the objective of this declaration, of which South Africa is a signatory, addressed during 

the needs and desirability of the EIA process of the proposed project? No cost benefit 

analyses/comparisons were included in order to quantify and indicate the socio-economic 

advantages of proposed hydrocarbon extraction vs the potential disadvantages towards the 

sustainability of the agricultural sector. This is required in order to inform on the socio-economic 

viability of the proposed project towards the greater GDP and subsequent human well-being in 

the country. 

 

Page 4-8, section 4.3.2.2 White Paper on Renewable Energy Policy 

“The position of the paper is based on the integrated resource planning criterion of “ensuring that 

an equitable level of national resources is invested in renewable technologies, given their potential 

and compared to investments in other energy supply options”. The White Paper affirms 

Government’s commitment to develop a framework within which the renewable energy industry 

can operate, grow, and contribute positively to the South African economy and to the global 

environment.” 

 

This reaffirms the statement above that clean renewable energy solutions should rather be 

investigated and pursued instead of promoting hydrocarbon extraction. The need and desirability 

of this project therefore does not provide sufficient motivation towards the objective of future 

cleaner electricity supply demands.   

 

 

 

 



 

11. Comments on section 4.3.5 Consistency with NEMA principles 

 

4(a)(vii), 4(a)(viii) & 4(i) under this heading again discuss the ‘precautionary principle’ and 

anticipated negative environmental impacts of the project. These crucial NEMA principles are 

however applied in a biased manner with regards to the benefits vs risks and impacts of this 

project in the following manner: 

 

When the desirability and advantages of the project is discussed, the apparent significant future 

anticipated project benefits of the hydrocarbon extraction and energy generation and assistance 

towards climate change prevention are highlighted along with all the various other envisaged 

advantages. However, once the project discussion is directed towards the potential future 

anticipated environmental impacts and negatives, the report conveniently reverts back to the 

argument that only the current exploration activities (FTG) applied for in the authorisation are 

applicable and only those potential impacts have therefore been investigated; not the future 

impact associated with ultimate extraction processes. This approach is inconsequent and (in our 

opinion) deliberately provides a skewed and biased image of the potential benefits vs risks of the 

ultimate project objectives which is essentially commercial hydrocarbon extraction.  

 

So if the benefits of this final objective is continually highlighted and motivated in the report, the 

final potential environmental risks and impacts must also be adequately investigated and reported 

upon right from the start. This must be done in order to objectively determine and inform on the 

viability of the proposed project with regards to environmental sustainability and the basic 

principles of NEMA right from the start. 

 

12. Comments on section 4.3.5 Consistency with NEMA principles 

 

4 (p) under this heading discusses remedial cost provision. Once again refer back to comment 6 

above. No specialist quantification has been conducted in this regard. How will the potential 

liability of risks associated with the flying of the aeroplane be addressed and covered. What funds 

and insurance is in place to compensate in the event that the aeroplane crashes and results in the 



 

burning down of agricultural farm land or infrastructure. How will the applicant take responsibility 

in such an event and what funds and resources are available for such an emergency event. An 

emergency plan and specialist quantification needs to be included in the Final EIA Report to 

adequately address this concern.  

 

13. Comments on section 4.3.5 Consistency with NEMA principles 

 

4 (r) under this heading discusses the exclusion of sensitive or vulnerable areas. As per comment 7 

above; In accordance with the Free State Biodiversity Plan (2014) various significant Critical 

Biodiversity Areas (CBA) are present within the proposed project area. These should also be 

excluded from the EA application as has been done with the formally protected areas. The value 

and conservation of CBA’s are crucial in the context of achieving minimum environmental 

conservation biodiversity targets for ecosystem types, species or ecological processes in the 

province. Therefore although not formally conserved as is the case with protected areas, the 

importance of CBA’s in efficient environmental conservation is on the same if not higher level as 

protected areas. 

 

14. Comments on section 4.5.3: Evaluation of Geological Data 

 

Various techniques and processes to be utilised during the evaluation process are listed but no 

description of what these processes entail and how they will be performed are provided. These 

proposed processes need to be described in detail in order to fully understand them and their 

potential impacts. 

  

15. The following statement has been extracted from section 4.5.4: 

 
SOURCE ROCK GEOCHEMISTRY DATABASE  
Also in the 1st and 2nd years, Rhino Oil and Gas would acquire data on source-rock geochemistry. 

This may include the acquisition of rock samples from surface outcrops for laboratory analysis. A 

database on geochemistry of the region would be compiled. 



 

We are opposed to the potential acquisition of rock samples from surface outcrops and the 

processes/methodology to be followed for sampling, areas intended for sampling and associated 

impacts are not discussed at all. The report is misleading as it indicates from the start that no 

ground based activities are applied for in this initial exploration authorisation and activities are 

restricted to Aerial Full Tensor Gradiometry Gravity Survey. 

 

We therefore object to the acquisition of rock samples as the process and methodology to be 

followed to obtain these samples is grossly insufficiently discussed. The areas intended for such 

acquisition as well as the potential environmental impacts and mitigations of this intended 

processes are not discussed in the report at all. No impact assessment and rating has been done 

on this proposed activity. 

 

Section 4.5.4 must therefore be removed from the EIA project scope.    

 

16. Comment on section 4.5.5 Full Tensor Gradiometry Gravity Survey 

 

The working of the FTG process is not adequately explained in order for the reader to understand 

the process in detail and potential impacts it could cause. The only description provided under 

heading 4.5.5 for the FTG process is as follows: 

 

“The fundamental component of a gravity gradiometer is the gravity gradient instrument (“GGI’), 

which consists of a slowly rotating disk on which four very precise accelerometers are mounted 

(termed a ‘complement’). The arrangement of the accelerometers together with their rotation 

allows a GGI to measure gravity gradients (i.e. is the spatial rate of change of gravitational 

acceleration). These variations in the earth's gravitational field help image subsurface structures.” 

 

This does not provide any indication of how the “GGI” functions and how exactly it obtains its 

data. Are signals sent to the surface and “bounced back” to enable the measurements or are 

signals only received. Significantly more detail on the working of this FTG process is required in 

order to make an informed decision.   



 

17. Comment on section 4.5.5 Full Tensor Gradiometry Gravity Survey 

 

During the planning regarding the timing and duration of the FTG surveys, the presence of game 

farms in the area needs to be considered. No flying may take place over or in the vicinity of game 

farms during the hunting or animal breeding/mating seasons. Permission must first be obtained 

from relevant game farm land owners prior to conducting FTG surveys in relevant areas.  

 

18. Comments on section 5.1.6 & 5.1.7: 

 

The proposed project area is a water stressed region with regards to surface and groundwater 

resources. The impacts of the future project activities on water resources must be investigated 

from the start. As indicated in comment 5: 

 

The ultimate objective of the current proposed exploration processes and project is essentially the 

commercial extraction of hydrocarbons which will have an impact on water sources. The impacts 

of subsequent ground based exploration activities and final impacts of the ultimate project 

objectives must logically/realistically be taken into account from initiation of the proposed 

project. This must be done in order to advise on the ultimate viability of the project from the start. 

The extremely important ‘precautionary principle’ and ‘duty of care principle’ embedded in the 

framework of the National Environmental Management Act (No 107 of 1998) (NEMA) must be 

applied to the project. This must be done to acknowledge and address anticipated future risks and 

impacts associated with subsequent phases and ultimate final objectives of the project. This has 

however not been done. 

 

The logical and environmentally responsible approach would be to investigate and consider the 

realistic future impacts and risks of the ultimate final project objective activities on relevant water 

sources. The applicant would be firmly aware of such potential issues and impacts of the proposed 

project. By not considering this and casting a (in our opinion deliberate) ‘blind eye’ towards the 

future project risks and impacts, the environmental ignorance of the applicant and unwillingness 

to apply environmentally responsible and sustainable development principles is undeniably 



 

exposed. The current approach being followed by the applicant is therefore not in accordance with 

the principles of environmental sustainability as set out in the National Environmental 

Management Act (No 107 of 1998). 

 

The final ultimate project objectives is commercial hydrocarbon extraction so the potential 

environmental risks and impacts on water sources must be adequately investigated and reported 

upon right from the start. This must be done in order to objectively determine and inform on the 

viability of the proposed project with regards to environmental sustainability and the basic 

principles of NEMA.    

 

19. Comments regarding heading 5.1.8: 

 

Two of the vegetation types within which the proposed project area falls are classified as 

vulnerable while a further two are classified as endangered. The majority of the proposed area 

falls inside the Vaal-Vet Sandy Grassland vegetation type which is classified as endangered. The 

potential future exploration and ultimate production/extraction activities will place significant 

additional strain on these already stressed vegetation types. 

 

20. Comments regarding heading 5.1.8.3: 

 

The exclusion of only the properties of protected areas within the proposed project site will not be 

sufficient. National Protected Areas Expansion Strategy focus areas must also be excluded from 

the project area. Sufficient buffer zones also need to be implemented around the outer 

boundaries of the protected areas in order to prevent any potential external edge impacts from 

occurring. The required sizes of such adequate buffer zones need to be determined by a suitably 

qualified and experienced ecologist familiar with the specific areas.  

 

In accordance with the Free State Biodiversity Plan (2014) various significant Critical Biodiversity 

Areas (CBA) are present within the proposed project area. These should also be excluded from the 

EA application as has been done with other protected areas. 



 

The value and conservation of CBA’s are crucial in the context of achieving minimum 

environmental conservation biodiversity targets for ecosystem types, species or ecological 

processes in the province. Therefore although not formally conserved as is the case with protected 

areas, the importance of CBA’s in efficient environmental conservation is on the same if not higher 

level as protected areas. 

 

For this reason we insist that all CBA’s falling inside the proposed exploration area as identified in 

the newest Provincial Biodiversity Plan (2014) also be excluded from the proposed exploration 

area in the same manner as has been done with formally protected areas. 

 

21. Comments on section 5.3.6.2 

 

Page 5-28: “The area is home to significant commercial agriculture.” 

Once again as indicated in comments 4 & 17: 

The ultimate objective of the current proposed exploration processes and project is essentially the 

commercial extraction of hydrocarbons which will have an impact on water sources and agricultural 

activities. The impacts of subsequent ground based exploration activities and final impacts of the 

ultimate project objectives on agriculture in the area must logically/realistically be taken into 

account from initiation of the proposed project. This must be done in order to advise on the ultimate 

viability of the project from the start. The ‘precautionary principle’ and ‘duty of care principle’ 

embedded in the framework of the National Environmental Management Act (No 107 of 1998) 

(NEMA) must be applied to the project. This must be done to acknowledge and address anticipated 

future risks and impacts associated with subsequent phases and ultimate final objectives of the 

project. 

 

A comprehensive quantitative cost benefit analyses is required to quantify and compare the socio-

economic advantages of proposed hydrocarbon extraction vs the potential disadvantages towards 

the sustainability of the agricultural sector. This is required in order to inform on the socio-economic 

viability of the proposed project towards the greater GDP and subsequent and human well-being in 

the country. This has however not been done. 



 

22. Comments on section 6 Impacts 

 

SECTION 4.5.4 SOURCE ROCK GEOCHEMISTRY DATABASE  

Also in the 1st and 2nd years, Rhino Oil and Gas would acquire data on source-rock geochemistry. 

This may include the acquisition of rock samples from surface outcrops for laboratory analysis. A 

database on geochemistry of the region would be compiled. 

 

No impact assessment and rating has been done on this proposed activity and the 

processes/methodology to be followed for sampling, areas intended for sampling and associated 

impacts are not discussed at all. We are therefore opposed to the potential acquisition of rock 

samples from surface outcrops. 

 

Section 4.5.4 must therefore be removed from the EIA project scope.    

 

23. Comments on section 6.5 

 

Various other significant similar exploration applications are in progress in the adjacent and 

greater Free State area. The negative environmental impacts associated with ground based 

exploration activities and subsequent commercial extraction of hydrocarbons will be considerably 

amplified by the cumulative effects of various similar activities in the wider vicinity. Cumulative 

Impact Assessments form a crucial part of assessing a project’s viability and informing the 

competent authority’s decision making process. Cumulative impacts must be adequately 

investigated and reported on right from the start. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Please feel free to contact us in the event of any questions or uncertainties. 

 

Regards 

 

Rikus Lamprecht 

Senior Environmental Specialist  

072 230 9598 

rikus@enviroworks.co.za 

 

mailto:rikus@enviroworks.co.za
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JC Pretorius

From: Conradie, Anneke (A) <anneke.conradie@sasol.com>

Sent: 13 December 2016 09:15 AM

To: JC Pretorius

Subject: Rhino Exploration: 318 ER

Importance: High

 
Good morning JC 

  
On 19 August 2016 Sasol Mining objected against the application for an exploration right by Rhino Oil and Gas Exploration South Africa (Pty) Ltd, in sofar as 
Sasol Mining has interests in various properties included in the application area. 
  
May we assume that Annexure B currently on the web page, have excluded all of the properties Sasol Mining objected to? 

  
Thanks and regards 

  
  

  

 

Uno Building, Paul Kruger Street, Trichardt, 
2300 
PO Box 699, Trichardt, 2300 
www.sasol.com  

  

Anneke Conradie 

Senior Mining Rights Officer 
Mining Rights and Properties, Sasol Mining (Pty) Ltd 

Tel +27 17 614 8004 

Fax +27 11 522 8289 

Mobile +27 82 729 0918 

E-mail anneke.conradie@sasol.com 

 

         

Environmental awareness starts with each of us – think before you print this page 

  

  

 

NOTICE: This eMail message is from Sasol and is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s), and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. 

If you are not the intended recipient(s), please contact the sender immediately, and destroy all copies of the original message. Any unauthorized review, use, 

copy, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. Please note that this eMail, and the contents thereof, is also subject to the standard Sasol eMail Legal Notice 

which may be found at: http://www.sasol.com/legal-notices. 

disccsa41a3 
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JC Pretorius

From: Priscilla Esterhuyze <wildlife@jenny.co.za>

Sent: 05 January 2017 07:40 AM

To: JC Pretorius

Subject: RE: APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION - EXPLORATION RIGHT APPLICATION FOR PETROLEUM ON VARIOUS FARMS IN 

THE FREE STATE (12/3/318 ER): 30-DAY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND PUBLIC MEETING

Goeiemiddag 

 

As gevolg van die feit dat die area waarin daar geprospekteer word vir vyf jaar deur n droogte geteister is en die aktiwiteite en eksplorasie die grondwater kan 

beinvloed asook bogrondse skade kan aanrig, bv spore in die veld, vernietiging van plantmateriaal, sal die betrokke firma nie toegelaat word om op die 

eiendom te kom alvorens toestemming verkry word vanaf die eienaar nie.  LW.Betreding sal ook met vergoeding gepaard gaan. 

 

Dan is daar nog die kwessie van personeel op die eiendomme agv die diefstal en plaasmoorde op plase. Dus sal die betrokke prospekteerfirma 

sekuriteitsklaring moet verskaf. 

 

Bogenoemde vereistes is redelike  versoeke. Indien daar voortaan nie persoonlik met my in konsultasie opgetree word nie, sal daar n hofbevel verkry word ten 

einde toegang te verhoed. 

 

Hierdie stappe is noodsaaklik ten einde misdaad te  voorkom en misbruik van my eie dom te stop. 

 

Die uwe 

 

 

AN EZTERHUYZE 

DIREKTEUR: DJT EZTERHUYZE BOERDERY 

 

 

 

 

Sent from Samsung tablet 

 

 

 

-------- Original message -------- 

From JC Pretorius <jcpretorius@slrconsulting.com>  

Date: 04/01/2017 2:57 PM (GMT+02:00)  

To DJT Esterhuyze <wildlife@jenny.co.za>  

Subject RE: APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION - EXPLORATION RIGHT APPLICATION FOR PETROLEUM ON VARIOUS 

FARMS IN THE FREE STATE (12/3/318 ER): 30-DAY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND PUBLIC MEETING  

 

Goeie middag, 

  

Baie jammer dat ons nou eers op u versoek reageer.  

  

Soos versoek stuur ek graag vir u ‘n duideliker beeld van die aansoekarea met spesifieke betrekking tot die eiendomme op ons register van Mnr AN 

Esterhuyze en DJT Esterhuyze Boerdery (Edms) Bpk. 

  

Ek merk op dat al die plase steeds binne die aansoekarea val.  

  

Laat weet gerus of daar enige verdere navrae in hierdie verband mag wees. 

  

Groete 

  

JC 
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The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

  

From: DJT Esterhuyze [mailto:wildlife@jenny.co.za]  

Sent: 14 November 2016 06:32 AM 

To: JC Pretorius 
Subject: Re: APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION - EXPLORATION RIGHT APPLICATION FOR PETROLEUM ON VARIOUS FARMS IN THE FREE STATE 

(12/3/318 ER): 30-DAY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND PUBLIC MEETING 

  

Good morning Mr Pretorius 

  

How would a farmer know whether his farm is included in the yellow marked area?  It is not so clear.  Could you please provide information with regards to 

this. 

  

Mr Esterhuyze would provide more details of his farms in the area so that you can provide the necessary information.   

  

Yours faithfully 

  

P Esterhuyze 

On behalf of Mr AN Esterhuyze of DJT Esterhuyze Boerdery Edms Bpk 

  

From: JC Pretorius  

Sent: Friday, November 11, 2016 3:07 PM 

To: JC Pretorius  

Cc: Matthew Hemming  

Subject: APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION - EXPLORATION RIGHT APPLICATION FOR PETROLEUM ON VARIOUS FARMS IN THE FREE STATE 

(12/3/318 ER): 30-DAY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND PUBLIC MEETING 

  

ATTENTION: Interested and Affected party 
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Dear Sir/ Madam 

  

APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION WITH REGARDS TO AN EXPLORATION RIGHT APPLICATION FOR PETROLEUM ON VARIOUS FARMS IN THE FREE STATE (12/3/318 ER): 30-
DAY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND PUBLIC MEETING 

  

Our previous correspondence of the 11th of October 2016 regarding the abovementioned project has reference.  

  

Background: Rhino Oil and Gas Exploration South Africa (Pty) Ltd (Rhino Oil and Gas) lodged an application for an exploration right with the Petroleum Agency South Africa (PASA) in terms of Section 79 of the 

Minerals and Petroleum Resources Development Act, 2002 (MPRDA). Rhino Oil and Gas also lodged an application to PASA for environmental authorisation of exploration activities in terms of Section 24(5) of 

the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (NEMA). The application is subject to a Scoping and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process that is being undertaken in terms of the EIA Regulations 

2014 (GNR 982, 8 December 2014). The Scoping process was previously completed by SLR Consulting (Pty) Ltd (SLR). PASA accepted the Scoping Report on 10 October 2016, granting permission for the EIA 

to be undertaken in terms of the Plan of Study for EIA. 

  

Scope Changes: Subsequent to the acceptance of the Scoping Report,  
















