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INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN 2010 REV 2 – FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE 

The draft Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) 2010 Revision 2 has been published for 

public comment and feedback.  Considering the anticipated volumes of submissions 

it is imperative that all submissions have to be submitted on this submission 

framework questionnaire which is based on the draft IRP. 

Note: Whilst additional submissions will be registered and noted, it is not possible 

to analyse them to the extent that will be done on the submissions using this 

framework. 

Please use this questionnaire to provide inputs into the draft IRP.   

 

KEY CRITERIA USED TO DEVELOP THE DAFT IRP 2010  

Proposed 

Criteria 

Q1. To what extent do you believe the draft IRP 

meets this criterion? If you believe it did not, 

explain why. 

Q2. How 

would you 

weight the 

criterion (in 

the range 0 to 

10)? 

(a) Least cost 

to the 

consumer 

1)  Least cost modelling has not in fact been 

done. It is impossible to tell from the IRP 2010 

Revision 2 documentation whether the Revised 

Balanced Scenario meets this criterion. We are 

particularly concerned by the absence of a 

comprehensive model that compares the costs of 

investing in energy efficiency and reducing 

consumption against the costs of investing in new 

electricity generation supply. Such a comparison is 

integral to Integrated Resource Planning when it is 

completed to international standards of best 

practice.
 1

 We should stress that EEDSM in an IRP 

does not refer to the underlying changes in energy 

efficiency that occur through changes in underlying 

economic structure; rather it involves the 

deliberate formulation and assessment of EEDSM 

measures and investment in EEDSM programmes, 

placing them on equal footing with supply-capacity 

expansion investments. This is a serious flaw at the 

heart of the IRP 2010 Rev 2. 
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4 WWF-Brazil’s Sustainable Power Sector Vision 2020 



2) Cost analysis was only applied to electricity 

generation options.  This analysis in turn seems 

flawed as a result of the use of questionable cost 

assumptions. Many of the costs have large ranges, 

which need to be taken into account in the 

modelling. If the rules that the model uses are 

changed, even only slightly, or the parameters can 

be changed, the model may recommend a very 

different way forward.  For example, when the 

model uses least cost for generation options, even 

if one option is only R1 less cost than the other it 

will choose that option. It is not clear whether an 

analysis of the sensitivity of the proposed scenario 

to different costs for the core technologies was 

completed (although we recognise that a 
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sensitivity analysis of the various technology costs 

has been included in the draft IRP).  

 

3) We would highlight the following issues which 

have not been included in the balanced IRP 2 

scenario, and therefore make it impossible to 

really assess whether the scenario constitutes a 

least cost plan: 

 

Full Potential for Energy Efficiency and DSM 

 

4) As noted above, the major defining 

characteristic of an Integrated Resource Plan is 

that it should consider EE and DSM measures as an 

alternative to new investments in electricity 

generation capacity. Yet this has not been done. 

Indeed the IRP 2 acknowledges that:   

 

 “Research conducted by Eskom indicates that this 

programme may only scratch the surface of the 

potential market for EEDSM (which has been 

estimated at 12,933 MW of total market 

potential). The approved Eskom programme, which 

is included in the IRP, has been developed based on 

the most likely options in the medium term. Energy 

efficiency (as a separate concept to DSM) covers 

the use of electricity by consumers. The effect of 

the price increases would impact on energy 

efficiency and has been catered for in the electricity 

intensity parameter sheet. DSM will include specific 

programmes (or interventions) which may target 

energy efficiency. These are included above. While 

the public participation process provided good 

direction and ideas on future programmes, there 

remains little additional information to test these 

programmes. Thus for this iteration of the IRP the 

Eskom DSM programme has had to be relied on.  

“When focusing on DSM, and assuming the 

additional spending on DSM techniques amount to 

a real R10billion per year, prices increase earlier 

than for the Base Case, but eventual prices would 

be about three to four c/kWh higher than the Base 

Case. DSM would cost more to implement, but has 

lower operating cost than generation options, and 

it also does not incur depreciation and returns in 

the books of the utility. The actual savings result 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



per rand spent obtained could change the picture 

somewhat – the R10billion spent per annum is not 

necessarily the correct assumption.” 

5) We interpret this to mean that: 

- Only a very small proportion of the 

potential for EEDSM has been included 

- Stakeholders have indicated that they 

believe EEDSM is important and provided 

inputs as to how this might be achieved. 

- But there “remains little additional 

information” to test these programmes 

- And that the cursory calculations done in 

assessing small (additional R10Bn p.a. 

EEDSM programme) may be invalid.  

- In addition to allowing financial savings and 

reducing costs, EE DSM can make an 

invaluable contribution by helping avoid 

many of the negative environmental 

impacts of investments in new electricity 

infrastructure, such as air and water 

pollution, as well as many of the social 

challenges associated with siting any supply 

side options including renewable energy 

technologies.   

 

6) IRPs completed in other countries have included 

detailed models of EE potential. This point was 

stressed by Idasa and other civil society and 

research stakeholders in their inputs in June 2010 

to the DoE on the draft IRP 2.
2
 For example, in the 

Pacific Northwest IRP, more than 4,000 discrete 

interventions in EE and DSM improvements were 

modelled and integrated into the plan. The state of 

California has developed an Energy Efficiency Road 

Map that models opportunities for EE and DSM 

throughout the state, and a plan for realising these 

opportunities as an alternative to new investments 

in electricity supply.
3
 Ambitious effort on energy 

efficiency is by no means restricted to highly 

developed economies, or “green” states within 

them.  In Brazil, the International Energy Initiative 

led an independent effort to model in detail the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



energy efficiency potential in the country, and 

revealed that well designed initiatives could 

displace the need for 290 TWh of additional 

electricity generation.
4
 That analysis is now 

informing the government’s efforts to scale up its 

energy efficiency programmes in the context of its 

efforts to ensure energy security. India has been 

developing an ambitious National Mission on 

Energy Efficiency, which will allow it to avoid 

19,598 MW (nearly 20 GW) of new investment in 

electricity supply.
5
  

 

7) Energy efficiency has long been a stated priority 

for South Africa, which is one of the most energy 

intensive economies in the world. There are 

historical reasons for this reality (detailed in the 

annex to this input), but in a carbon constrained 

world this is increasingly a liability for our 

economy.
6
  We continue to be concerned that the 

IRP is not set in the context of South Africa’s own 

national energy efficiency strategy, which sets a 

relatively modest economy wide energy efficiency 

target of 12%,
7
 and whose achievement has been 

slow and fraught by setback.
8
 The Long Term 

Mitigation Scenarios preliminary model suggested 

enormous untapped potential to reduce energy 

consumption as well. The importance of ensuring 

coherence between the energy efficiency strategy 

and the IRP was stressed by Idasa and other 

stakeholders in their inputs on the assumptions 

underpinning the IRP in June 2010 as well.  

Learning curves 

 

8) The costs of relatively new renewable energy 

technologies such as wind, concentrating solar 

thermal power, and photovoltaic power are likely 

to reduce significantly as their global deployment 

expands. Their costs are likely to decline far more 

quickly and by a far greater proportion than 

conventional energy technologies such as coal, gas 

and nuclear fuelled thermal power plants. Those 

technologies are far more established, have 

already benefited from significant government 

support, and their prices are unlikely to fall 

further.
9
 Indeed increasing constraints on carbon 

and greenhouse gas emissions, in conjunction with 



increasing uncertainties and disruptions to 

conventional fuel supply chains are likely to place 

significant upward pressure on the costs of 

conventional energy technologies.
10

 Indeed the 

fact that the Medupi coal plant was one of the 

most expensive supercritical power plants in the 

world
11

 suggests that South Africa is unlikely to be 

insulated from such upward pressures even 

though it has abundant domestic coal reserves. 

National Treasury is already developing a proposal 

for a tax on domestic carbon.
12

  

 

9) The IRP 2010 Rev 2 does not integrate learning 

rates into its estimates of the future costs of 

energy technologies, stating that “none of the 

current scenarios include learning rates for 

technology options. A test case has yet to be run to 

determine the impact of learning rates on the 

optimal choices for the IRP.” 

 

10) The lack of consideration of learning rates 

raises many risks. 
13

 The choices made by the 

model in choosing “least cost” may be increasingly 

out of line with real costs in the relatively near 

future especially ( 5 – 7 year), and likely quite far 

out of line from costs in a 10 – 20 year time frame. 

Even if the IRP is an iterative process (as it should 

be) in which its underlying assumptions are 

revisited and scenarios are adjusted for changes in 

costs as they transpire, the fact of the matter is 

that investment decisions are going to be made 

now on the basis of the understandings of future 

technology costs expressed in the IRP 2010. The 

pessimism expressed in assuming that the costs of 

renewable energy technologies will remain high 

(even though there is abundant empirical evidence 

that the costs of technologies such as wind have 

fallen quickly in recent years
14

) vs. the confidence 

that the costs of conventional technologies will 

continue to be low skews the results of the 

modelling quite significantly.  

Biomass co-generation  

 
11) The potential and benefits of biomass co-

generation are well known in South Africa, yet the 

IRP does not seem to consider the full potential of 



this technology option. This appears to result from 

the fact that high costs of fuel for cogeneration 

were used, and the heat from co-generation was 

not valued.
15

 Independent efforts to model options 

for meeting SA energy needs using a Markal model 

using the core IRP 2 input parameters, but lower 

(and more realistic) biomass fuel costs, and valuing 

the heat value from co-generation, suggested that 

2.8 GW of bio-mass cogeneration should be 

brought online as a least cost option. These 

options could be brought online in the relatively 

near term if concerted effort were made. 

Furthermore, co-generation can provide baseload 

power, without raising the concerns about 

intermittency. Realising such opportunities would 

certainly concerted engagement with industry 

stakeholders in the agro-forestry and agro-

processing sectors, and would involve a 

commitment to realising the potential of many 

smaller projects of 25 – 50 MW to meet energy 

needs. While this may imply somewhat higher 

transaction costs, and openness to different 

approaches to electricity supply from “mega 

projects” that bring Gigawatts of power online at 

the same time, it will almost certainly reduce 

financial costs.  As the working for energy 

programme and other initiatives have 

documented, the benefits of developing South 

Africa’s biomass resources in an environmentally 

sustainable way can include increased 

employment, improved environmental quality and 

ecosystem replenishment.   

Transmission and distribution 

 

12) Transmission and distribution have not been 

not been modelled or adequately assessed in the 

proposed balanced scenario. This will almost 

certainly have a large impact on proper 

comparative assessment of options, and the real 

financial implications of executing the IRP 2010. 

The lack of attention to the high investment 

requirements of expanding transmission and 

distribution infrastructure (which is very capital 

intensive) could lead to prioritisation of 

investments that are quite far from the existing 

grid, and would require expensive expansions to 



the grid to bring on line. This can imply significant 

energy efficiency losses, expensive investments in 

infrastructure. By contrast, it could overlook the 

reality that some smaller scale, distributed 

electricity generation options could be deployed in 

more remote areas of the country at lower cost, 

because these expensive investments in 

supporting infrastructure would not be required. 

Furthermore, there are numerous additional 

considerations including, for example, 

employment, environmental sustainability, local 

development and industrial opportunities 

associated with the siting of electricity supply and 

supporting infrastructure that might not be 

captured by a simplistic cost analysis.   

 

13)   A stated priority of the IRP 2 is the expansion 

of electricity supply for all South Africans, including 

those who still lack access to modern energy 

services, particularly in rural areas.  Realising this 

objective, will require far more deliberate 

consideration of the distribution of electricity. In 

general, we note with concern that there has been 

little direct attention to implications of achieving 

universal electrification policy objectives in the 

draft scenario, and there is scant mention of the 

National Electrification Programme. We stress that 

transmission and distribution are not just issues 

relevant for rural electrification: indeed there is an 

urgent need to consider the adequacy of our 

existing infrastructure for distribution of electricity 

in urban areas. This infrastructure issue is in urgent 

need of attention, alongside ongoing debates over 

the governance of electricity reticulation, and the 

operational dimensions of the same.   

 

14) At the very least the IRP should include 

quantitative descriptions of the potential impacts 

of modelling and assessing these elements.
16

  

 

Costs of Nuclear Power  

 

15) The DoE recommended that nuclear power be 

costed at R26 575/kW, based on the EPRI analysis, 

for the purposes of the IRP 2 modelling, using the 

estimated costs of an Areva EPR reactor.
17

  These 

costs seem significantly lower than comparable 



international experience, and studies of the costs 

of the same would suggest.   

 

16) The EPRI report explores two models of 

nuclear reactor in detail: the AREVA EPR and the 

Westinghouse AP 1000. It suggests that the Areva 

EPR is 10% cheaper than other options. Yet the 

reports to date from the deployment of the Areva 

EPR in Finland have not been encouraging. Costs 

have nearly doubled from original estimates, and 

studies place the current costs of power in Finland 

at closer to ZAR 33,000/kW.
 18

 Only one other 

Areva EPR reactor is under construction in France, 

so there is a limited basis from which to 

understand potential going forward) –escalations 

in the cost of the Flamanville reactor have also 

been observed.  

 

17) The range of costs for new nuclear facilities 

using other reactors around the world reflects an 

even greater spread. The costs of nuclear power 

have been the lowest in China and Kore, whereas 

costs have been far higher in Europe and the USA. 

Costs in South Africa tend to be more comparable 

with Europe and North America, than East Asia. 

The costs of nuclear power stations built in the US 

in the 1990s were much higher: Watts Bar 1(R47 

814/kW), Comanche Peak 1 (R69 410/kW) and 

Comanche Peak 2 (R40 044/kW) (Source: Keystone 

2007, p31 figure 7. The EPRI gives the nuclear cost 

uncertainty as -25% and +40% (EPRI 2010, Table 

4.8).  

 

18) The conclusions of a Citigroup Report released 

in November 2009 in response to the UK 

Government’s decision to fast track construction of 

10 nuclear power plants at approved sites are 

worth highlighting here. Citigroup analysts 

concluded that “Three of the risks faced by 

developers — Construction, Power Price, and 

Operational — are so large and variable that 

individually they could each bring even the largest 

utility company to its knees financially.” It also 

raises concerns about the availability of nuclear 

power (noting that EDF reports availability factors 

of about 80% or less), as well as the financial 

implications of upgrading transmission systems to 



connect nuclear plants to the grid (to equip them 

to deal with this scale of supply, and its 

intermittency). It goes on to observe that: 

 

The latest evidence suggests a cost 

range of €2,500/kW [ZAR 22,757] to 

€3,500/Kw [ZAR 31,862]. For a 

1,600MW unit, that means a 

construction cost of up to €5.6bn. 

We see very little prospect of these 

costs falling and every likelihood of 

them rising further. The cost of the 

TVO plant in Finland has increased 

from €3.0bn to €5.3bn since 

construction started. It has also 

proven to be very difficult to predict 

how long a new plant will take to 

build. The TVO plant is also running 

three years late. Cost overruns and 

time slippages of even a fraction 

seen by TVO would be more than 

enough to destroy the equity value 

(and more) of a developer’s 

investment unless these costs can 

be passed through somehow. Given 

the scale of these costs, a 

construction programme that goes 

badly wrong could seriously damage 

the finances of even the largest 

utility companies…. We see very 

little prospect of construction costs 

falling and every likelihood of them 

rising further.”
19

 

 

19) As a further note, none of the common 

externalities of nuclear power appear to have been 

assessed so far -- neither in the EPRI study or 

elsewhere by the DoE. Water consumption needs 

to be considered, since the water intensity of 

nuclear power is significant. Transport and storage 

costs for radioactive nuclear fuel, logically should 

be incorporated into the costs of fuel, though this 

does not appear to have been done as yet. General 

safety issues are also materially relevant through 

far more difficult to quantify in terms of costs. At a 

minimum the cost of public liability insurance 

could be factored in. A crucial consideration that 



should also be taken into account is the cost of 

decommissioning power plants.  The IEA estimates 

these at some ZAR 2700 / kWh.  

 

Overarching Comment: A Passive Approach to 

Information Impedes Least Cost Planning  

 

20) Insufficient data has been cited as the reason 

for not including these crucial issues, which, as we 

have explained above could have effects ranging 

from 10s to 100s of billions of Rands. This suggests 

an unacceptably passive approach to 

understanding the nature of our country’s 

electricity system, and identifying the best possible 

solutions to pressing challenges. Where there are 

well substantiated reasons that render it 

impossible to acquire data in this round of the IRP, 

quantitative estimates that indicate the range of 

potential impacts on the plan should be 

completed. A passive attitude to data is entirely 

inconsistent with robust electricity planning.
20

  

 

21) There is an urgent imperative for South Africa 

to invest in much better information about these 

crucial issues immediately, so that more robust 

and informed decisions can be taken. The 

collection of better data on issues including the 

implementation record of energy efficiency and 

DSM programs in South Africa to date, the 

implementation of renewable energy programs, 

the potential for renewable energy deployment 

and its real contributions to electricity generation 

capacity (as opposed to installed capacity in South 

Africa), and the costs of transmitting and 

distributing electricity from different technologies 

in different parts of the country should begin in 

the immediate term. The collection of this data 

should be coordinated by NERSA or the IMC on 

Energy in time to inform the next iteration of the 

IRP. These data collection exercises should be 

implemented in partnership with independent 

research institutions, and potentially in 

collaboration with international organisations such 

as UNEP and UNIDO who are already working to 

support South Africa to manage its energy 

challenges. They should also be subject to rigorous 

peer review to ensure robustness.   



 

(b) Lowest 

greenhouse 

gas emissions 

1) We believe that attention to the issues 

omitted in developing a least cost plan 

detailed under criteria (a) would also 

results in an IRP that emits far fewer green 

house gases, and be far more effective in 

ensuring that South Africa realizes the 

potential to transition to a more 

environmentally sustainable low carbon 

development path in its long term 

mitigation scenarios. As detailed above, 

incorporating complete consideration of 

the following issues would reduce both the 

costs associated with the IRP as well as 

drastically reducing its GHG emissions: 

 

• Ambitious Energy Efficiency and Demand Side 

Management (EE/DSM) interventions through 

comprehensive analysis and modelling, and 

concerted efforts to collect better information 

on opportunities  

• Implications of technology learning curves for 

future costs of generation 

• Potential contribution that renewable energy 

technologies can make to meeting the diverse 

energy needs of South Africans 

• Associated costs of transmission and 

distribution  

 

5 

(c) Lowest 

water 

consumption 

1) There seems to be an assumption that the 

pricing of water is the only hindrance, 

whereas in the South African context issues 

of water scarcity / availability and water 

quality are likely most pressing.   

9 

(d) Least risk 

or 

uncertainty 

1) There is a fundamental difference between 

“risk” and “uncertainty”, and extensive 

work on approaches to assessing and 

managing risk. It would be useful to ground 

the IRP in the context of this work. These 

theories stress that if there is significant 

potential impact through omission of a 

relevant item in a plan, the plan should at 

least demonstrate knowledge of the item, 

7 



explain why it has been omitted, and its 

potential impacts.
21

 The IRP cannot change 

the “uncertainties” of the future 

environment it will have to operate in. 

What it can do is show how robust it will be 

given ranges of uncertainties of various 

exogenous variables.
22

  The assumptions 

underpinning the values assigned to various 

criteria in proposing the balanced scenario 

that appears to have emerged from the 

application of the Multi-Criteria Decision 

Analysis Framework (MCDA) in the case of 

the IRP 2010 have not been made 

transparent. As stressed previously, no 

details of any scenarios other than the 

balanced scenario have been made public. 

There is no evidence that a sensitivity 

analysis was conducted on the 

underpinning assumptions, or the results 

there of. We appreciate the efforts to seek 

stakeholder input on the weighting that 

should be assigned to various criteria which 

is consistent with the theory of MCDA as an 

iterative decision-making tool, but in the 

absence of any transparency about exactly 

what alternative options stakeholders 

might be weighing, this in an incomplete 

and somewhat arbitrary exercise. 
23

  

 

2) We detail the additional risks that should 

be considered in the IRP 2010 in our 

response to Question 5.  

 

(e) Greatest 

localisation 

potential 

1) To reiterate points raised in the context of 

considering whether the IRP 2 represents a least 

cost plan, there seems to have been limited 

consideration thus far as to where new 

9 

                                                   
21

 In Steyn, G., 2006. Investment and Uncertainty: Historical experience with power sector investment 

in South Africa and its implications for current challenges. 
22

 Note one member of the team that assisted in formulating these comments was involved in a 

comprehensive Scenario Planning exercise, based on the internationally accepted meaning of the 

term “Scenario Planning” as used by Royal Dutch Shell. These comments are made in the light of this 

experience. 
23

 See P. Goodwin and G. Wright, Decision analysis for management, Chichester: Wiley, 2004;  S. 

Stagel, “Multicriteria evaluation and public participation: the case of UK energy policy",  Land Use 

Policy; A. M. Morton, M. Airoldi and L. Phillips, “Nuclear risk management on stage: the UK’s 

Committee on Radioactive Waste Management" Risk Analysis 29(5), 2009 



infrastructure will be sited, and the implications of 

the same.  The issues at hand include employment, 

environmental sustainability, local development 

and associated industrial opportunities associated. 

We think it is also well worth considering the 

implications of new supply options for local 

communities, noting that even renewable energy 

technologies do require significant land, and siting 

will need to be handled carefully to ensure that 

potential benefits to local communities are 

realised, and that conflicts and potential negative 

impacts are avoided. These issues cannot be 

captured by a simplistic cost analysis and will 

require some qualitative treatment not yet 

apparent in the draft IRP 2010.  The deployment of 

distributed electricity generation options in more 

remote areas of the country could provide 

significant benefits, particularly since a stated 

priority of the IRP 2 is the expansion of electricity 

supply for all South Africans, including those who 

still lack access to modern energy services, 

particularly in rural areas.  In general, we note with 

concern that there has been little direct attention 

in the draft document to implications of  the draft 

IRP 2010 for achieving universal electrification 

policy objectives, and that there is scant mention 

of the National Electrification Programme.  

 

2)  A second interpretation of the localisation 

criteria, however, might consider the extent to 

which the IRP 2010 fosters the kind of green 

economic development envisioned in the Industrial 

Policy Action Plan, the Green Paper on the 

National Planning Commission. The Minister of 

Economic Development, for example, estimated 

that renewable energy could create 300,000 jobs 

earlier this year, and presented a compelling call to 

embrace the opportunities that may lie in green 

growth.
24

 The potential to foster new indigenous 

clean technology industries that give South Africa a 

competitive advantage in a carbon constrained 

world is necessarily the context in which we should 

assess the ambition of the IRP 2010.  South Africa’s 

                                                                                                                                                  
24

 http://www.polity.org.za/article/sa-patel-address-by-the-minister-of-economic-development-at-

the-green-economy-summit-johannesburg-20052010-2010-05-20  



competitors such as India, China and Brazil are 

already taking bold steps in this direction. While 

Eskom is taking tentative steps in this direction 

through the Upington CSP programme, and the 

Sere wind farm, it is important to see bolder 

measures on these counts. Programmes must of 

course be designed and implemented carefully, to 

ensure that resources are spent well and succeed 

in high quality projects that represent value for 

money, and deliver real benefits. The potential for 

private sector actors to participate in this 

emergent market should also be explored, but 

with accountability to the longer term public 

interest through transparent procurement and 

pricing, and performance accountability. 

(f) Greatest 

regional 

development 

1) The increased reliance on the Southern 

African Power Pool anticipated in the draft 

IRP 2 for base load power raises risks as 

well as opportunities. 

7 

 

 

 

 

Q 3. What additional criteria do you believe should have been added in evaluating 

the scenarios? 

Additional criteria Why? Weight (in the range 0 to 

10) 

• Social development 

(including prospects 

for improving access 

to modern energy 

services for the 

rural poor, as well 

as improving the 

quality of access to 

energy services for 

the urban and peri-

urban poor) 

 

  

• Gender (including 

the extent to which 

women will be the 

beneficiaries of new 

investments in 

  



electricity supply, 

and the extension 

of electricity 

services will directly 

meet their needs) 

• Health (including 

the environmental 

health impacts of 

water and air 

pollution) 

  

• Security  (including 

safety risks 

associated with 

various 

technologies)   

  

• Jobs and 

employment 

benefits (including 

the prospects for 

creating new jobs in 

new clean 

technology sectors, 

as well as the 

potential adverse 

impacts on current 

industries that are 

an important 

provider of jobs)   

  

• Ecosystem integrity 

(including the 

integrity of river 

ecosystems that 

may be affected by 

the development of 

large dams outside 

of South Africa’s 

national borders, 

and their 

  



implications for 

water availability in 

the region)  



Q 4. What additional scenarios do you believe should have been run and explain 

why? 

 

A scenario which meets South African UNFCCC GHG emissions reduction 

commitments. Although this is not specified, the electricity sector values of 275Mt 

p.a. or below in 2010 and 250Mt p.a. for 2025 are reasonable if other sectors are to 

achieve their share of the targets. 

 

The argument can be made that the scenario will be used as platform for 

approaching international climate finance institutions. 

 

Thus the plan can also using concessionary finance to additionally achieve acceptably 

level of electricity costs. If a plan is NOT compiled that meets the UNFCCC targets 

then the ability of South Africa to approach the international climate funding 

institutions is compromised. Thus this is a pro-active plan, not a defensive one and 

engages with internationally community around climate change emissions 

reductions mechanisms and support and commitments in good faith. 

 

The plan: 

• Would involve a demand forecast at a considerably lower level (see our 

response to Q7 DEMAND). 

• Would include EEDSM at acceptable level (see various inputs on EEDSM, 

especially our response to Q1 – CRITERIA). This level would be determined 

through best-practice modelling and quite simply, we believe that a proper 

cost scenario would include significantly higher levels of EEDSM. Until such 

time as data is available it will be accepted that in the short term there is 

considerable potential: and that mechanisms to development  this potential 

should be developed urgently and also used as basis for research into further 

EEDSM programme 

o That the cessation of EEDSM investment is illogical and unacceptable 

and contrary to international experience and practice and that an 

acceptably sized programme of EEDSM investment be included 

throughout the 20 year IRP 2010 timeframe. 

• Models all significant system elements especially including transmission and 

distribution 

• Uses a significant (up to ~3GW) Biomass co-generation. See our detailed 

input re this in Q1 Criteria. 

• Is based on an explicit assessment of international trends in renewable 

energy and demonstrates how this has been included in the scenario 

• Shows an active (as opposed to passive) attitude to information traditionally 

not associated with South African energy sector history: ie, EEDSM, 



renewable energy, etc 

• Explicitly lists and then assesses relevance of all related government policies 

and plans, including provincial and local 

• Uses learning curves 

o Shows will and creativity to maximise the orientation of this scenario: 

i.e. minimising demand, minimising GHG emissions, maximising 

employment, New Growth Path Development, diversification away 

from a concentrated exclusive minerals-energy-intensive economy to 

an inclusive, geographically and demographically diverse and 

dispersed economy. 

• Would not include Kusile unless using the other parameters suggested here it 

can be shown Kusile is  necessary 

o It does not make planning or rational sense to include Kusile on the 

basis that it “is committed” 

o Consideration should be given once again based on rational planning, 

to scaling down and/or delaying Kusile 

• We look forward to the honest interrogation of the implications of a scenario 

without nuclear power in light of the serious concerns expressed about the 

assumptions underpinning the inclusion of nuclear power in the draft IRP 

o As is the case for Kusile, nuclear generation options should be 

included in the scenario only if it can be shown through rational 

modelling with accepted input parameters, including the lower 

demand and higher EEDSM mentioned above. 

Climate finance 

A key criterion should be how well-placed does the IRP 2010 leave South Africa to 

attract bilateral or multilateral concessionary, or private, market-sourced financing 

to implement nationally appropriate mitigation actions in the electricity sector from 

the international community? This scenario could be a start to answering this 

question and could be used as a vehicle for exploring these options. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



RISKS 

Q 5. What additional risks do you see as a result of the draft IRP, and how would 

these be mitigated? 

1) Excess electricity capacity is built as a result of excessive projections of future 

demand  

• Conservative estimates of future demand should be used, with a view to 

regular monitoring of actual demand for electricity.  

• EE and DSM measures should be carefully integrated into the IRP 2010 

models  with a view to implementation in the immediate term using 

international best practice IRP methodologies 
25

 

• Reports on actual electricity consumption should be released to the public 

every three months. Data on real electricity consumption can inform future 

iterations of the IRP, which should be reviewed regularly (at least once every 

year) and revised at least once every other year.   

• The principal/agent problem as explored
26

 in relation to the history of South 

African electricity investment planning to be referenced and explicitly and 

adequately addressed in the demand forecasting. 

 

2) EE / DSM measures are not as effective as anticipated, and growth in electricity 

demand is faster than expected 

• The mitigation measure recommended above will also help address this risk: 

reports on actual electricity consumption should be released to the public at 

least every three months. Data on real electricity consumption can inform 

future iterations of the IRP, which should be reviewed regularly (at least once 

every year) and revised at least once every other year.   

• A transparent, multi-stakeholder process to review the effectiveness of EE 

/DSM programmes on an ongoing basis so as to be able to infuse such 

reviews with objective fact-based data should be introduced, and decisions 

taken to make adjustments in course. NERSA has previously recommended 

                                                   
25

Such as J.N. Swisher, G. Januzzi, and R. Redlinger, Tools and Methods for Integrated Resource 

Planning, UNEP 1997. Available: http://uneprisoe.org/IRPManual/IRPmanual.pdf. 
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 In Steyn, G., 2006. Investment and Uncertainty: Historical experience with power sector investment 

in South Africa and its implications for current challenges. March 2006. NOTE; we cannot here include 

a tutorial on this, but the issue is SO important that we believe the IRP 2010 Rev 2 should prove 

familiarity with this concept and this relevant work and explicitly incorporate it (or explain why it is 

not incorporated). 



the adoption of the International Performance Measurement and Verification 

for this purpose, which represents an internationally recognised best practice 

methodology for such programmes. A public, internet-based system for 

reporting on the status of programmes in real time could be introduced to 

complement efforts to monitor progress in project implementation. 

• Analysis of the record of energy efficiency and DSM programmes in South 

Africa to date, and lessons for improving implementation given limited 

progress thus far should be undertaken as a matter of urgency.  Such 

activities would usefully complement ongoing efforts to review the national 

Energy Efficiency Strategy which is already being supported by UNIDO.  

• A diverse cross-section of actors should be encouraged to participate in 

programmes to realise energy efficiency opportunities. We note that 

specialised expert consultancies and companies developing integrated 

approaches to energy efficiency are interested in exploiting emerging market 

opportunities in South Africa, but are struggling to navigate its complex 

regulatory terrain.
27

  

• The National Energy Efficiency Agency (NEEA) should be capacitated to 

standards consistent with international best practice as a matter of utmost 

urgency: while the institution has existed in principle for many years, it has 

had scant personnel or resources to execute its mandate. Clear timetables 

and timeframes for capacitation of the NEEA should be drawn up, and then 

executed. The possibility of directing some of the profits made by the Central 

Energy Fund, which has housed the NEEA since its inception, towards its 

operationalisation should not be precluded.
28

 

• A national EEDSM budget and funding mechanism should be established, of a 

magnitude that operationalises the principle of according supply side options 

and EEDSM equal status where EEDSM can be shown to avoid requirements 

for new supply side investments. Expenditure of this budget should be made 

central to the performance contract of a senior government manager in an 

appropriately positioned institutional structure and to the Director General 

(or equivalent) of the host government organisation. 

 

3) Renewable energy technologies do not make an adequate contribution to 

national needs as a result of poor performance  

• The Draft IRP 2010 rev 2?? does include significantly more RE in the near 
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 These include firms as diverse as specialized consultancies based in South African metropoles, and 

global industries such as the building efficiency firm Johnson Controls  
28

 The 2009 CEF report noted that it had turned a multi billion rand profit from its investments, but 

that the program of work of the NEEA had made no progress because of a lack of financial resources 

to support its efforts.  



term than previous iterations such as the draft IRP 1 prepared by Eskom in 

October 2010. We recognise that there is significant wariness about the 

potential intermittency of some RE technologies, and all South Africans have 

a stake in making sure that the RE brought online delivers high quality service 

and meets real needs. Again, careful monitoring of progress in implementing 

RE programmes can help diagnose problems early, and prompt adjustments 

in course if needed. The collection of high quality data on RE programme 

implementation is an imperative risk mitigation measure, and should be 

subject to peer review to ensure robustness.   

• The establishment of 100’s (potentially 1000’s) of RE generators feeding into 

the grid requires establishment of a new institutional arrangement 

• Failing to pro-actively establish this new set-up will be tantamount to 

failing to implement RE at the scale envisaged in the IRP 2010. 

• It is urgent to start the design of the new institutional arrangement 

immediately and to implement the design as soon as possible. 

• A public-domain RE implementation publicisation and monitoring system 

should be established online to provide a current status report of all RE 

projects from initial conception and registration through to maintaining 

monitoring of real-time performance 

•  Collaboration with international centres of excellence, and counterparts in 

utilities and system operators in other developed and developing countries 

that have more experience with integrating RE technologies into their grids 

(such as India ) can  help build human capacity to manage these new 

technologies, to anticipate problems, and avoid mistakes that others have 

already made. 

• Care should be taken to ensure that RE facilities are appropriately sited, and 

real generation capacity is maximised.  

• Programmes must be designed and implemented carefully, to ensure that 

resources are spent well and succeed in high quality projects that represent 

value for money, and deliver real benefits. The potential for private sector 

actors to participate in this emergent market should also be explored, but 

with accountability to the longer term public interest through transparent 

procurement and pricing, and performance accountability. 

 

4) Discrepancies between the real costs of renewable energy, coal, nuclear power, 

hydropower, gas or other energy technologies and the projected life cycle 

generation cost in the IRP 2010 

• Conservative cost estimates should be used for all technologies, recognising 

that real costs may be higher or lower than predicted, as the IRP is ultimately 



only a modelling exercise and cannot be expected to have perfect predictive 

powers.  Comments on Question 1 a) provide further insights into the 

adequacy of the cost estimates underpinning the draft IRP 2.  

• Technology learning curves should be incorporated  

• Active data collection and monitoring of real costs can inform future 

iterations of the IRP. The risk mitigation measure recommended in response 

to risks 1 and 2 of reviewing the IRP at least once every year, and undertaking 

revisions at least once every other year can help address these points.   

 

5) New generation contracted is excessively costly and does not represent value for 

taxpayers and users’ money  

• Before final acceptance into the IRP, ensure that reservations around the 

accuracy of costing have been adequately addressed 

• Ensure transparent procurement and contracting processes 

• Use competitive bidding techniques to the maximum extent possible 

 

6) South Africa fails to meet its emission reduction goals, or access available 

international support for this endeavour 

• Ensure compatibility of the IRP 2 with SA’s mitigation goals, particularly by 

scaling up the ambition of energy efficiency measures which can in turn 

reduce the costs of the IRP 

• Develop clear and ambitious proposals of programs that the international 

community can be encouraged to finance consistent with their obligations to 

help developing countries address climate change, and to position South 

Africa to be first in line to benefit from climate finance 

 

7) Opportunities to foster new  green growth opportunities through clean 

technology as anticipated in the IPAP and the new Economic Development 

Framework of South Africa are missed  

• Support open and cooperative activities with international organisations and 

agencies to access current international experience and knowledge and 

support, including finance 

• Encourage Eskom to take bolder measures to promote clean energy 

technologies, building on its efforts with the Upington CSP programme, and 



the Sere wind farm. Programmes must of course be designed and 

implemented carefully, to ensure that resources are spent well and succeed 

in high quality projects that represent value for money, and deliver real 

benefits. 

• The potential for private sector actors to participate in this emergent market 

should also be explored, but with accountability to the longer term public 

interest through transparent procurement and pricing, and performance 

accountability.  

 

8) Delays in bringing new electricity supply online  

• Diversify the electricity generation portfolio mix to include a range of 

different technologies 

• Prioritize smaller scale generation that can be brought online in the near 

term, such as co-generation, rather than focusing on mega projects that are 

more likely to incur significant delays due to their massive scale and logistical 

complexity 

• Implement effective EE and DSM programs per the mitigation measures 

recommended under risks 1 and 2 above 

 

9) Lack of progress towards achieving universal electrification policy  

• Identify clear milestones against which progress on this crucial social agenda 

will be monitored, so that this can be incorporated into reviews of the 

implementation of the IRP 2.  

Complete detailed modeling of the options for distributed generation to support the 

National Electrification policy, as well as the transmission and distribution 

requirements of extending access to communities. A comprehensive cost benefit 

analysis in circumstances where both options may be viable should be completed. 

 

 

 

PROCESS 

Q 6. What improvements would you recommend for the IRP determination process? 

1. Despite other limitations in the public consultation process, it is appropriate 

to recognise that the Department of Energy (DoE) has responded positively to 

the many stakeholder requests for an extension of the present comment 

period, especially on the current Draft IRP2.  

 

2. The DoE also extended the period for comment in the ‘input parameters’ 

from 10 to 30 days, but only after many civil society organisations (CSOs) 



pointed out that the law (the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act, 2000 

(PAJA), requires a minimum of 30 days for public comment. The DoE did not, 

however, in that instance accede to the request for a longer comment 

period, despite the novelty and complexity of the issues, and the fact that 

this was the first time that the public had an opportunity to participate in this 

kind of policy development process.  

 

3. The DoE did not appear to be responsive to the severe constraints on the 

ability of all South Africans to understand this new field of policy formulation, 

and to participate meaningfully on the basis of full disclosure of relevant 

information within the short time available. Indeed, one of the key inputs 

into the modelling process, the costing analysis undertaken for Eskom and 

the DoE by EPRI, was released only a few days before the deadline for 

submission of comments.  The value of submissions was therefore severely 

limited. 

 

4. It has to be recognised that the DoE has also established a special-purpose 

website which has aided and improved communication and information-

sharing to some extent. We are pleased that the Department has posted 

there the presentations made during the recent public hearings on the IRP2 

in Durban, Cape Town and Johannesburg. This can make an important 

contribution to broader public awareness and understanding.  

 

5. It should nevertheless be borne in mind that while the website contains 

much useful information about the IRP2, and could contain more, most South 

Africans have no access to the internet. Over-reliance on the website has led, 

for example, to the Department’s requirement that all written submissions 

must be made using a form that is available only on its website. The severe 

limitations for broad, democratic and legally adequate participation inherent 

in this prescription are evident. The public hearings in three cities have 

ameliorated this only to some extent.  

 

6. The DoE’s website should be better utilised, however. For example, it could 

make publicly available in a timely manner much more basic information 

about the key issues of concern to government and concerning the modelling 

and consultation processes, and including not only all oral and written 

submissions, but also other information in its possession, such as background 

information documents and analyses that government is using to inform its 

own thinking. The basis for discussing the assumptions that will underpin the 

IRP2 should be clarified and made publicly available for comment. This would 

demonstrate the DoE's commitment to informed engagement in the 

development of IRP2 and, together with an interactive page on the portal, 

this would enable stakeholders to enter the discussion from a common 

information base. 

 

7. Overall, there were significant flaws in the current process that did not 

exhibit a consistency with or adherence to the principles of transparent, 



inclusive and accountable governance. 

 

8. The DoE missed an important opportunity to demonstrate its commitment to 

engage in a thorough interactive dialogue with a wide range of stakeholders 

by failing to take up an invitation from Idasa and its civil society partners, the 

South African Faith Communities Environmental Institute (SAFCEI), WWF-SA, 

and the Green Connection, to participate in a series of informal discussions 

about the IRP2. This was despite a written undertaking by the Minister of 

Energy to another CSO, 350.org, to make available members of DoE staff to 

participate.  

 

9. These facilitated roundtable discussions successfully convened a wide range 

of stakeholders, including local and provincial government, labour, small 

businesses and CSOs representative of a significant spectrum of views. 

 

10. As a result, the policy development process has become dominated by a 

widely-held perception that government feels it is of greater priority to 

engage in ongoing confidential discussions with heavy energy users (in the 

Technical Task Team established to advise the Minister of Energy) than with 

ordinary South Africans still struggling with the basics of affordable access to 

electricity services, for example. This creates the impression that government 

is content to continue largely with a ‘business as usual’ approach, whereas 

this moment requires a decisive change of direction. 

 

11. A more formal role for independent academics and researchers, as well as a 

broader representation of a range of civil society groups, especially 

representatives of key vulnerable groups throughout the decision-making 

process would have added valuable technical expertise and perspectives. 

Social, gender and environmental experts, as well as labour and local 

government, have been particularly absent in the process to date, and could 

have strengthened it significantly. The impact of economic and energy 

poverty has a marked gender character, but this is not referenced at all in the 

Draft IRP2
29

.  It is worth quoting verbatim from a joint submission by GENSA, 

CCSA-CC and the CGE:  

 

� “There is no mention of women nor gender in the entire IRP2010 document 

even though approximately 41% of the households in SA are female-headed 

households which are extremely poor and affected by energy poverty and 

often rely heavily on biomass.   
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 See the presentation at the Johannesburg public hearings on 2 December 2010 by the Gender and 

Energy Network of South Africa (GENSA), Gender CCSA – Women for Climate Justice (CC), and the 

Commission on Gender Equality (CGE). Available at http://irp2.wordpress.com. See further the 

submission by SAFCEI , 10 December 2010. 



 

� Women and children, particularly girl children, continue to bear the burden 

of collecting firewood, cooking with dirty fuels and living with poor quality 

lighting.  

 

� Energy Interventions often focuses on tariffs and guaranteeing supply and 

thus ignores the non-connectedness of the many poor people in SA. The poor 

including women, often pay more for their energy through paraffin, candles 

or batteries, or through the use of their time fetching wood.  

 

� Women need energy for productive purposes, and it is hard to produce a 

surplus in a society where cheap energy in the form of fossil fuels (coal and 

nuclear) has been available to others in a disproportionate way.”  

 

12. While the recent public hearings in three cities referred to above were an 

improvement on the hearings in Ptretoria only in the earlier round of public 

consultations, they should be scheduled well in advance (at least 6 weeks), 

and should be held in the broadest possible range of locations across the 

country so that all interested parties can participate, including those who 

may lack the financial resources to travel long distances to meetings, will 

enhance the effectiveness of the public participation process.   

 

13. Provision should be made to consolidate input received, and to provide 

detailed written feedback on these submissions. Specifically, it would be 

helpful to have:  

 

1. A public record of inputs received through the public consultation process 

2. Public disclosure of written comments received / presentations made at 

hearings 

3.  A document responding in detail to comments received and explaining the 
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choices made at all key stages 

 

14. Twenty eight civil society organisations have endorsed an analysis of the 

quality and extent of the DoE’s response to their submissions in the earlier 

round of inputs related to the assumptions and parameters utilised in the 

modeling process. That analysis found that fully two thirds of those 

submissions elicited no response at all from the Department. Moreover, 

many responses that the DoE did make were simply to ‘note’ them or to state 

that they may be considered an some unspecified future date.
30

  

 

Future governance of policy development processes, and monitoring 

 

15. The processes for monitoring progress in implementing the IRP2 should be 

addressed. A clear, inclusive and transparent process for regularly (every two 

years, at most) reviewing the plan to allow for timely adaptation to changing 

circumstances should be considered and agreed well in advance. This will 

support more effective implementation of the plan, as well as allow for the 

plan to be revised to respond to possible major changes in circumstances, for 

example, innovations that reduce the costs of some technologies, 

international financing that makes some options more affordable, etc.  

 

16. Idasa supports in principle the proposal in the Draft IRP2 document that such 

monitoring and oversight should be undertaken by an inclusive multi-

stakeholder body: the ‘long-term (permanent) governance and decision-

making framework’
31

. This will lend greater credibility to the process and can 

serve to build mutual trust and cooperation, while enabling information-

sharing and enhanced coordination between multiple policy development 

and implementation processes. 

 

17. Idasa and its civil society partners have sought to emphasise that the IRP2 

must be decided in the context of, and taking due account of, at least, several 

current and imminent policy development processes, being undertaken by a 

range of actors.  It is our view that each of these policy processes, and the 

challenges and priorities that they are intended to address, should 

themselves be considered as part of a coherent and integrated policy 

development process. They include: 

 

• Climate Change Policy and Long Term Mitigation Scenarios (Strategy) – 

Department of Environment Affairs 

• Industrial Policy Action Plan 2 – Department of Trade and Industry 

• National Planning Commission – The Presidency 

• Rural Development Policy ‘Integrated Sustainable Rural Development 

Strategy (ISRDS) – Department of Cooperative Governance and Traditional 

Affairs 



Department of Energy 

• Renewable Energy White Paper 

• Integrated Energy Plan 

• Integrated Resource Plan 

• Energy Efficiency and Standard Offer Policy 

National Energy Regulator of South Africa 

• Energy Efficiency Rules (including the Standard Offer) 

• Operationalisation of the Renewable Energy feed-In Tariff (REFiT) 

• Eskom Multi-Year Price Determination (MYPD2) 

• IRP Implementing Regulations 

 

18. The Multi-Criteria Decision-Making Framework for the recommended 

“Revised Balanced Scenario” should be more coherently and consistently 

applied, and should utilise comprehensive and current data, as well as a 

clear, transparent and well-motivated assessment methodology in order to 

maximise its objectivity and reliability. 

 

19. The multi-criteria analysis (MCA) should be used more effectively as a tool to 

structure stakeholder engagement and public participation and foster 

deliberative decision-making than it has been. Stakeholders should be 

engaged in the identification of criteria by which the IRP 2 will be assessed 

from the outset; and then in the prioritisation of criteria. The use of smaller 

workshops with any interested stakeholders and the appointment of a 

representative committee of stakeholders that represent diverse 

perspectives would serve this purpose usefully, and complement a broad-

based open public consultation process.  

 

20. In order for this to be effective, careful and skilled facilitation is required. The 

lack of skilled facilitation of the IRP 2 process thus far has been a major 

impediment to deliberative decision-making. Stakeholders need to 

understand the context in which their comments are sought, and must have 

confidence that their inputs are really going to be reflected in the final 

decision taken. While this doesn’t mean that they should necessarily be 

accepted, it is important that reasoned decisions are made in a transparent 

manner at every key stage. Without such a clear, legitimate and deliberative 

process at every stage of the MCA, it risks becoming an exercise that reduces 

complex political judgements and choices to a technical methodology, and 

can be quite counter-productive.  

Legal framework and requirements 

 

21. The significant implications of the choices to be made as part of the IRP2 



require that decisions taken are reasoned and rational, and not constrained 

by limited and inadequate time and data, which the Draft IRP2 document 

concedes is currently the case.  

 

22. It is important to re-emphasise that the reliability and credibility of the 

output of this phase in the decision-making process is critical to the rational 

justification of the ultimate policy determination. The non-transparent and 

subjective use of what is acknowledged to be inadequate data using what is 

acknowledged to be a deficient (third choice) methodology cannot be the 

basis for legally compliant policy-making. 

 

23. So, while the Department’s Draft IRP 2010 document states that it has sought 

to take into account many of the criteria prescribed for the IEP, it does not 

explain or motivate the following decisions: 

a) Why it has chosen Eskom’s demand curve over that of the CSIR; 

b) Why it expects such massive demand growth from metros, while the City 

of Cape Town reportedly expects its demand to decline; 

c) Why it has chosen not to agree with the Department’s own recent 

estimates regarding possible and realistic Energy Efficiency targets; 

d) Why it has preferred a scenario that includes a significant component of 

what it admits has historically been and what is likely to remain the most 

expensive technology – nuclear – while proposing a comparatively modest 

target for the cheapest option – demand-side management (DSM); and 

e) Why it has, furthermore, entirely excluded or failed to take any or 

adequate account of essential considerations such as: 

i) the full lifecycle costs of all technologies;  

ii) the considerable costs associated with essential associated 

infrastructure such as transmission and distribution infrastructure, rail 

and water supplies; and 

iii) the consistent and reasoned application of learning curves in 

respect of the costs of all technologies;. 

 

24. South Africa requires a scenario that is deliberately designed to enable us to 

meet our international commitments made by President Zuma at the 

UNFCCC COP in Copenhagen in December 2009. 

 

25. South Africa also requires a plan that is calculated to most successfully attract 

the promised concessionary capital investments to help the stated national 

policy commitment to a transition to a low carbon economy in the most cost-

effective manner. If we are to have any prospect of testing these promises, 

and competing successfully for these funds, we need to seize the initiative 

and show serious intent. 

 

26. In addition, South Africa needs an IRP2 that does not irrevocably commit SA 

to a massive spending programme, with no opportunity to make course 

corrections as knowledge and understanding, and inter-linked and closely-

related policies are developed simultaneously or in the nesr future. In 



essence, we need an indicative and iterative IRP 2, as promised by the 

Department in its Draft IRP2010 document.  

 

27. A decision-maker acting reasonably, fairly, rationally and lawfully requires 

comments from the public that are able to respond meaningfully to complete 

information. Consequently, to the extent that this may not have been 

mentioned above, at least the following information should be made 

available: 

a) all the scenarios tabled at or submitted to the IMC on Energy; 

b) an adequate account of the methodology for weighting and rating the 

scenarios; 

c) the modelling report developed for the DBSA for purposes of preparing the 

Renewable Energy Policy Review. 

 

28. The process improvements proposed here are underpinned by the applicable 

legal framework and its requirements for fair and rational administrative 

procedure, which is described briefly.  

29. The values of public administration are set out in s.195 of the Constitution, 

1996. The relevant principles in s.195 include: 

(b) Efficient, economic and effective use of resources must be promoted; 

(e) The public must be encouraged to participate in policy-making; 

(f) Public administration must be accountable; 

(g) Transparency in decision-making must be fostered by providing the public 

with timely, accessible and accurate information.  

30. Breach of these principles in the policy development process can be invoked 

in judicial review proceedings to challenge the policy, as it constitutes 

reviewable “administrative action” under the Constitution and PAJA.  

31. The exercise of policy development powers are subject to the overarching 

constitutional principle of legality and such powers cannot be exercised to 

infringe any provision of the Bill of Rights, including the right to 

administrative action that is lawful, reasonable and administratively fair – 

s.33
[19]

 – as it is elaborated in terms of the provisions of PAJA. 

 

32. The legal principle has been interpreted by the Constitutional Court in the 

case of President of the Republic of South Africa and Others v South African 

Rugby Football Union and Others
[1]

 where the Court held that acts and 

decisions of the executive government which implemented legislation, as is 

the case in the IRP, would ordinarily constitute “administrative action” within 

the meaning of s. 33 of the Constitution. The Court pointed out that: 

“Cabinet members have other constitutional responsibilities as well. In 

particular, they have constitutional responsibility to develop policy and to 



initiate legislation. Action taken in carrying out these responsibilities cannot 

be construed as administrative action for the purposes of s 33. It follows that 

some acts of members of the executive will constitute ‘administrative action’ 

as contemplated by s. 33 but not all acts by such members will do so”
[2]

 

(Emphasis supplied) 

 

33. So the Court drew a distinction
[3]

 between, on the one hand, the 

“administration of legislation” which would be subject to judicial review 

pursuant to s. 33 of the Constitution even if it involved policy decisions and, 

on the other hand, “developing and implementing” policy under s. 84(2) of 

the Constitution which does not amount to reviewable administrative action 

in terms of s. 33 or otherwise.  

 

34. The IRP is an example the former type of administrative action, as it purports 

to be in pursuance of an attempt to implement legislation, as the IRP is being 

developed in terms of the Electricity Regulation Act (2006) and the electricity 

regulations on new generation capacity, published in the Government 

Gazette dated 5 August 2009. 

 

35. This submission has identified important information that is not included in 

the Draft IRP 2010 Rev 2, which renders it non-compliant with the provisions 

of s. 6(2)(e)(iii) of PAJA on the basis that it fails to put relevant information 

before the decision maker, which in this instance is the Cabinet, to enable it 

to make a reasonable and rational decision on the IRP2. In terms of PAJA, 

administrative action, i.e. decisions, may not be lawfully taken if all relevant 

considerations were not considered or if irrelevant considerations were taken 

into account.  

  

36. The provisions of s. 4(2)(b)(iii) of PAJA require an administrator to give 

reasons for decisions. This includes the obligation to give reasons for each 

decision taken at each step in the policy development process, particularly 

where such decisions will have an impact on the subsequent parts of the 

decision-making process. 

 

37. Thus, for example, the administrator is required to give reasons for its 

decision to accept or to not accept public submissions regarding the 

assumptions and parameters used for the modelling process, as the 

soundness and reasonableness of such reasons are inextricably bound up 

with the reasonableness and lawfulness of subsequent decisions, such as any 

assessment, evaluation and selection of the preferred scenario to emerge 

from the modelling process. 

 

38. The Constitutional obligation to ensure that the process of decision-making 

conforms with the requirements of transparency, accountability and 

participation, as elaborated in PAJA, the Promotion of Access to Information 

Act, 2000 (PAIA), the National Environment Management Act, 1998 (NEMA), 

entails a number of requirements: 



 

1. Those members of the public ‘likely to be materially and adversely affected 

by’ the proposed administrative action must be notified of the process 

and should be provided with timely and accurate (i.e. complete) 

information. This entails that they should be notified and informed by 

‘appropriate’ means and mechanisms that are available and accessible to 

them. Consequently, for example, the primary use of mainstream print 

media to notify the public of the IRP2 process, and the primary use of the 

internet to notify the public of public hearings, and the exclusive use of 

the internet to prescribe the format for written submission, all serve to 

exclude marginalised groups from participation. The narrow reach of the 

public consultation process (i.e. the June public hearings in Pretoria and 

the November-December public hearings in three other major 

metropolitan areas), while undoubtedly an improvement on prior 

practice, should nevertheless have been supported, complemented and 

enhanced by prior engagement and public awareness campaign. The 

serious and extensive implications of the IRP2 for access to electricity and 

energy services, for economic, social and human development and 

wellbeing, for sustainable economic growth, and for environmental 

integrity and sustainability, as well as for public expenditure, all require 

an engagement of commensurate scale and extent, which has regrettably 

not been the case to date. 

 

2. Members of the public should receive assistance ‘appropriate’ to their 

needs in order to encourage and enable their participation in the policy-

development process. Adequate information must be made available to 

interested and affected parties to enable them to understand the 

purpose and implications of the policy. This includes, for example, the 

need for an appropriate level of effort to provide and explain all relevant 

information in an accessible form. Thus, different groups, particularly 

vulnerable groups, must be given the necessary assistance and support (s. 

3(3) of PAJA) to enable and encourage their full and proper participation, 

and a reasonable opportunity to participate meaningfully in development 

of the policy. 

 

3. Interested and affected members of the public have a right to know who 

participates in each step of the decision-making process. This includes 

details such as the identity, qualifications, experience, expertise, 

affiliations and interests of the membership of the Technical Task Team, 

which advised the Minister on the development of the Draft IRP2.  

4. The same applies to the inter-departmental group involved in devising 

and implementing the Multi-Criteria Decision-Making Framework, which 

weighted the criteria, scored the scenarios and proposed a recommended 

scenario, viz. the Revised Balanced Scenario. 

5. Standard legal and ethical requirements and prescripts for administrators, 

decision-makers and their advisors should be applied to all participants in 



these and similar processes. All should, therefore, be required to disclose 

their interests and to recuse themselves when they have an interest in 

matters under consideration. It is not at all clear that these requirements 

have been met in these processes to date. 

6. The Constitutional right to equality before the law and to equal 

protection and benefit of the law (s. 9) requires that the fullest possible 

spectrum of stakeholder interests should be equally represented at all 

stages of the policy-development and decision-making processes. 

7. Comments received must be considered (s. 4(3)(b) of PAJA) and reasons 

must be given for decisions and choices (s. 4(2)(b)(iii) of PAJA). This 

obligation applies equally at all significant stages in the decision-making 

process. Thus, for example, the administrator must consider and provide 

a reasoned response to submissions made at every stage of the decision-

making process. In the IRP2 process, this means that detailed reasons 

must be given for accepting or not accepting substantive submissions at 

critical stages of the decision-making process, for example, decisions and 

choices concerning the final selection of parameters and assumptions for 

use in the modelling process; for the choice and use of a particular 

scenario evaluation methodology; as well as for the final choice of the 

ultimately preferred scenario. 

8. PAJA requires reasonable time-periods for public input - a minimum of 30 

days (Reg. 18(2)(a)), but longer periods are both permissible, appropriate 

and required, depending on the complexity of the information and the 

seriousness of the implications and impact of the decision-making 

process. The novelty and complexity of electricity planning by means of 

an IRP, clearly warrants a longer period for adequate consultation, 

particularly in view of the fact that most citizens (educated and 

uneducated, rich and poor alike) have been excluded from these decision-

making processes until now.  

9. PAIA recognises and prescribes that in order for stakeholders to 

participate meaningfully, they need access to sufficient information to 

enable them to understand and critique the information disseminated by 

the administrator. 

10. Similarly, the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (NEMA) 

requires that in all decisions with an environmental impact by state 

bodies, public participation must be promoted so that all interested 

parties can participate in a meaningful manner.  

11. NEMA further prescribes the adoption and implementation of the 'best 

practicable environmental option', which means the option that provides 

the ‘most benefit or causes the least damage to the environment as a 

whole, at a cost acceptable to society, in the long term as well as in the 

short term’ - s. 1(1)(iii).  



12. These requirements should be read together with the principles in s. 2 of 

NEMA. The NEMA principles govern all the actions of all organs of state 

that may significantly affect the environment – s. 2(1). The principle in s. 

2(4)(b) requires that:  

“Environmental management must be integrated, acknowledging that all 

elements of the environment are linked and interrelated, and it must take 

into account the effects of decisions on all aspects of the environment 

and all people in the environment by pursuing the selection of the best 

practicable environmental option.” 

 

39. Finally, the National Energy Act, 2008, requires public consultation on the 

Integrated Energy Plan (IEP) and government has acknowledged that the IRP 

is a component of that overall plan. A lawful IEP therefore requires a legally 

compliant IRP2 process, which must therefore take due account of the same 

criteria and considerations as are required by Section 6 of the National 

Energy Act for a compliant IEP: 

 

 (a) security of supply; 

(b) economically available energy resources; 

(c) affordability; 

(d) universal accessibility and free basic electricity; 

(e) social equity; 

(f) employment; 

(g) the environment; 

(h) international commitments; 

(i) consumer protection; and 

(j) contribution of energy supply to socio-economic development 

 

 

 

 

GENERAL 

Q 7. To what extent do you feel the expected demand provides a realistic view of 

future consumption? If you believe it does not please explain why. 

1) We believe that there is a real risk that the projected demand for electricity 

used as the basis for the IRP2 is far too high. The demand forecast used in the 

IRP 2010 Rev 2 was produced by the Eskom System Operator (SO). The 

“moderating” forecast, supplied by the CSIR is not used to moderate the 

actual demand forecast used, which is the halfway point between the SO high 

and low forecasts and is above ALL the CSIR forecasts. The underlying 

approach used in the IRP 2010 Rev2 forecast is that demand is a “given” and 

that whatever demand is going to materialise must be served. The IRP 2010 

Rev 2 demand forecast does not sufficiently bring the priorities and plans of 

broader government policies or other sectors into the forecast. Electricity 

planning should not dictate policy: the demand forecast needs to explicitly 



incorporate a wider review of balancing the costs and benefits to all sectors 

within the framework of overall social and economic policy.  Demand is, after 

all, something that can be managed and controlled.  

 

2) There are divergent benefits between utility managers and the utility owners 

(in this case the South African public) in that utility managers will typically 

prioritise minimising the risk of inability to supply (black-outs, load-shedding) 

whereas the owners (the public) will prioritise the price of electricity. This 

phenomenon is experienced worldwide and is explained in detail for the case 

of Eskom in Steyn, 2006
32

, which says of Eskom: “Generally the only risk that 

mattered to Eskom was the danger that it would not be able to meet demand. 

For managers the only acceptable way to respond was to build more and 

larger plant.” The risk aversion of utility managers affects demand 

forecasting in that they will typically over-estimate future demand. 

3) The strong representation of large energy intensive industries on the 

technical advisory committee to the DoE for developing the IRP 201 Rev 2 has 

undoubtedly reinforced the bias towards planning for large projected 

demand for electricity. Comments from stakeholders, including Idasa, which 

highlighted the overly low estimations of elasticity of demand for electricity 

given the step change in tariff structures that is underway at present, have 

not been incorporated into the projection.  Furthermore, there is empirical 

evidence to suggest that there is a trend towards reduced electricity 

consumption emerging: for example, the City of Cape Town recently reported 

that demand for electricity within its region of jurisdiction was declining, in 

large part due to the effectiveness of their EE/DSM programmes.  

Provision for new large industrial customers in the IRP 2 

The demand forecast and new build presupposes a future economic model and 

electricity price  

 

4) New individual large customers, or identifiable large growth in a specific 

customer class, form a large proportion of the total new demand forecasted. 

These include the mining sector and basic minerals beneficiation and, in 

particular, the ferrochrome and conventional iron and steel industries.  For 

convenience we will refer to this as the Large Energy Intensive (LEI) customer 

class. The demand forecast of the IRP 2010 Rev 2 for the LEI class has been 

completed without explicit reference to price. Price must be implicit, 

however, because if the price were “zero”, the demand would be much 

bigger than forecast. Conversely if the price were very high, demand would 
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approach zero.  

5) Embedded in the demand projection for the IRP 2 is a commitment to bring 

significant new electricity supply online to meet anticipated demand from the 

LEI class. This new build is done 'on risk': it is committed to and paid for, with 

no corresponding commitment from these future customers. 

6) The costs of supplying LEIs are shared throughout the South African 

consumer base. We anticipate that LEIs will be offered tariffs based on (to 

put it simplistically) average-supply cost. These tariffs will not, however, 

reflect the actual incremental costs to the system of accommodating the new 

demand from LEIs. The cost of new generation is significantly higher than the 

cost of existing generation. The difference between what it costs to provide 

for the additional demand of LEIs and the revenues paid by the LEI class, will 

need to be covered by other rate payers.   

7) The tariffs also will not reflect the costs of the risks that this demand may not 

materialize. The direct costs incurred to provide for the increased (potential) 

demand of the LEI class is equal to the new generation costs.  

8) We must recognize, of course, that all electricity consumers will have access 

to the electricity supply brought online to meet the needs of LEIs, and will 

benefit from bringing on new generation capacity at a large scale, potentially 

at a lower cost per kilowatt hour than some smaller options. LEIs are also 

reliable, rate paying electricity consumers of electricity, and they are not the 

only consumer class who benefit from subsidies in the South African system. 

Rural communities have also benefited from such support. We also recognize 

that LEIs play an important role in the South African economy at present.  

9) Nevertheless, the proposal to plan for an expanded role for energy intensive 

industries such as ferrochrome suggests a commitment to an energy 

intensive growth path that may not be consistent with the green, inclusive 

economy that government has proposed should be South Africa’s future 

aspiration. The past decision to attract energy intensive industries to South 

Africa has led it to be one of the most carbon and energy intensive countries 

in the world, with a per capita GHG footprint with a Europeans and North 

Americans, even though some 20% of South Africans still lack access to 

electricity altogether.   

10) Even if we accept that LEIs have an important contribution to make to the 

South African economy, particularly in the near term it seems unreasonable 

that the costs of powering this industry should be shared by all rate payers.  

11) The volume of additional demand for electricity that can be attributed to LEIs 

demands that the revenue requirements for meeting this demand be 

considered more equitably than has been done thus far. There is a real risk of 

repeating the cycles of the past with this IRP: that we will build excess 

electricity capacity in anticipation of economic activities that are never 



realized, and then find ourselves with a costly electricity surplus. We further 

find ourselves in a position of risk in which LEIs may exploit the possibility of 

oversupply in order to negotiate low, preferential tariffs and terms of 

electricity supply, as they have done in the past. The existence of special 

purchase agreements that guarantee energy intensive industries low cost 

electricity has already been a source of significant controversy in finding a 

solution to South Africa’s electricity crisis.  

12) Furthermore, it is important to protect South African tax payers and rate 

payers against the possibility that anticipated new energy intensive industries 

will not set up business in South Africa in the future, leaving large uncovered 

costs and stranded assets. The Eskom new build program components 

presently underway such as Kusile and Medupi are already benefiting from 

enormous public financial support including loans and guarantees for private 

and international finance. The costs of supplying LEIs should not be 

subsidised by ordinary South Africans, unless the amounts and terms of this 

subsidy are explicit and warranted. South Africans should also be informed by 

relevant and appropriately resourced, skilled and informed public officials 

and utility staff (the IRP technical analysis staff) and NERSA of their interests 

in this matter. An explanation of how their rights have been considered and 

protected in this regard is certainly warranted. 

13) We therefore propose that:  

• the IRP will NOT be carried out according to a fundamental principle that the 

whole South African  electricity system will be designed to keep prices to this 

class competitive in the international market unless this is adequately justified by 

a robust economic study 

• assurance will NOT be made to this customer class that their tariffs will be based 

on subsidies from the existing rate base (i.e. the sunk costs in the existing South 

African power system) i.e. that they will have a right to subsidised electricity 

costs 

• a systematic review of the options for meeting the electricity needs of LEIs be 

completed 

• Urgent consideration should be given to options to ensure that: 

o ensure that LEI revenues cover the full costs incurred in providing for 

additional demand 

o that risks associated with the investments to meet the (potential) 

demand of LEIs are appropriately assessed and allocated 

 

14) If LEIs opt instead for own-generation, instead of entering into such 

agreements with Eskom, then NERSA will account for the effects of own-

generation on the cost structure on the South African power-supply system, 

especially the impacts of system-wide investments in EEDSM, renewable 

energy and low carbon electricity supply.  

 

 



Q 8. To what extent do you feel the proposed IRP provides a practical solution to the 

energy needs of the country? If you believe it does not please explain why. 

There appears to be a disjuncture between the Draft IRP2 and the New Growth Path. 

The New Growth Path Framework commits government to creating decent work, 

reducing inequality and defeating poverty through a new growth path. 

The new growth path speaks to creating employment opportunities and 

acknowledges that the world economy faces far-reaching changes as a result of 

efforts to reduce global warming. The document aspires to new industry 

opportunities and specifically points to fundamental imbalances in the economy, 

especially... “dependence on the value chain, including smelting and refining, which 

used huge amounts of electricity, leading to high emissions intensity”. 

While the government growth and development priorities would appear to focus on 

labour intensive sectors, green economy and ensuring that services reach the poor, 

addressing inequality of service delivery - the IRP2 fails to consider electrification, 

and focuses on the growth of large energy intensive export driven smelter industries. 

One should not ignore the possibility of a greater focus on distributed generation, 

with small-scale industries focused on the green economy and large users such as 

EIUG relying on co-gen and self-generation to a larger extent.   

See further response to Question 7. 

 

 

Q 9. To what extent do you feel the proposed IRP supports the economic 

development of the country? If you believe it does not please explain why. 

Q 9. To what extent do you feel the proposed IRP supports the economic 

development of the country? If you believe it does not please explain why. 

[ A note on the phrasing and meanings of the questions: 

This is not a case of using “feeling” to present an opinion as specified in the question. 

Neither is it an appropriate matter for “believing” in arguing the reasoning behind 

the feeling. 

(Note that the phrasing of these questions is unfortunately clear evidence of how far 

the questions have been thought through. However, the space given for these 

questions will be used to comment on the issue of how the economy should and has 

been addressed in the IRP 2010 Rev 2.) 

end note] 

Overall economic objectives of IRP 2010  

The IRP is a long term plan: it cannot just serve the immediate demands of a few 

economically powerful constituencies. It must meet all our long term needs, 

including those of future generations of South Africans.  

An economic analysis component in the IRP 

It is up to the IRP 2010 Rev 2 to provide a macro-economic analysis and a cost-

benefit analysis. 

There needs to be an assessment of relevant economic analysis approaches against 

agreed objectives and a conscious and reasoned choice of approach which specifies 



the pros and cons. 

 

The results of the economic analysis can then be used as the basis for assessing 

Candidate Plans and for comments by stakeholders. 

 

This cannot be substituted with stakeholder views not based on adequate 

information and the merits for choices around the investment of millions can’t be 

assessed on the basis of ‘feelings’ and ‘beliefs’ – these economic impacts need to be 

modelled using the large data-set that the IRP modelling produces as one of the 

outputs. 

 

Useful stakeholder input could then be garnered on the modelled and statistically 

described economic impacts and costs/benefits of the various Candidate Plans. 

As it stands the IRP 2010 Rev 2 does not provide a macro economic analysis or 

cost/benefit analysis or comparison of the scenarios and provides only the most 

sketchy and rudimentary non-quantitative assessment of a limited set of economic 

factors. 

 

Given that for the generation component alone (the only current element modeled 

in the IRP) the plan seeks to allocate investment of some 800Bn – 1Trillion ZAR, the 

absence of comprehensive economic impact analysis to inform potentially widely 

varying options and solutions does not provide for the economic development issues 

to be adequately interrogated in the decision making process. 

 

The potential for IRP 2010 impact on the economy 

Transformation of economy and society 

Overall objectives 

In South Africa in 2010 appropriate overall main objectives would be: 

Transformation of national economy 

The legacy apartheid economy focused on exclusive concentrated capital-intensive 

investment of a core sector and exclusion and underdevelopment. 

 

A 1 Trillion Rand 20 year investment plan should be premised on addressing this 

legacy and focus on economic diversification, extension and inclusion. Where the 

there is continued support of the core sectors there should be a clear plan for how 

this will be done in a manner that addresses past inequities and skew development. 

 

The electricity sector provides opportunities for this and IRP especially, if properly 

employed, provides tools and mechanisms to direct electricity sector development 

towards broader social, environmental and economic development goals. 

 

There is little sign of this in the IRP 2010 Rev 2: at most it is tacked on as an 

afterthought and this is not convincing or credible. 

 



The IRP should be orientated towards re-structuring to an economic structure that 

maximizes employment and diversification and proper economic analysis should 

demonstrate how the IRP will contribute towards this. 

The development trajectory of the whole economy will be impacted significantly by 

IRP 2010. 

Socio-economic impacts 

These are simply not addressed in IRP 2010 Rev 2. This simply not acceptable in a 

plan involving this scale of investment, especially of public funds. 

Employment effects of Candidate Plans not enumerated 

It would be impossible to predict exacttly the effects on employment of the various 

Candidate Plans. An estimate would always be required. Thus, such an estimate 

should be made. An excuse that this effect “is not known” or there is no data or that 

it cannot be accurately calculated is simply unacceptable in a planning process of this 

importance and magnitude. 

Access effects not addressed 

INEP barely touched on. 

Training / skills not mentioned 

This has to be challenged in any large plan in South Africa in 2010. 

R&D hardly mentioned or provided for 

This has to be challenged in any large plan in South Africa in 2010. 

Economic structure 

Re-production of previous economic structure… Does not take into account current 

realities and an adequate range of future possible realities 

• In the exogenous environment 

• In a range of plans for South Africa and for robustness in engaging with the   

exogenous environment 

The focus on the energy intensive sector 

   

This is addressed in our response to Q7. 

 

 

 

 

Q 10. Given the assumptions identified in the table below, do you feel these were: 

too high, too low, or acceptable?  Please provide comment. 

Assumption 

T
o

o
 H

ig
h

 

A
cc

e
p

ta
b

le
 

T
o

o
 L

o
w

 

If not acceptable, why? 

Gross Domestic Product     



Electricity intensity    Proposed measures of electricity intensity are far 

too low given the step changes in electricity cost 

structures that are being experienced at present, 

and particularly if international experience with 

such changes is indicative of the trend that 

should be anticipated in SA.  

Demand Side 

Management 

   Inadequate consideration of options for reducing 

demand, as detailed in question 1 below 

Own generation     

Climate change    There is a real risk that the balanced scenario will 

not be consistent with the SA mitigation goals  

Carbon tax     

Water    Does not consider issues of water scarcity or 

quality (as detailed in our response to question 1 

above) 

Cost of unserved energy     

Discount rate     

Renewable energy     

Exchange rate     

Co-generation    Explained in detail in response to question 1 

above.  

Nuclear    Costs higher than estimated, and significant 

uncertainties exist as detailed in response to 

question 1 above. 

   

Imports     

Generation lifecycle 

costs 

   This indicator is not suited to a too high or too 

low answer – some technology costs seem to 

have been estimated too low, whereas other 

estimates were acceptable.  

 

 

 


