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SUBMISSIONS ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT REGULATIONS FOR THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A FRAMEWORK FOR COORDINATING AND ALIGNING LONG-TERM 
DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES AND OBJECTIVES BETWEEN THE THREE SPHERES OF 
GOVERNMENT 
 

AgriSA welcomes the opportunity to submit comments on the proposed Amendment 
Regulations published by the Minister of Cooperative Governance and Traditional Affairs in 
Government Gazette No. 54319 of 13 March 2026. 
 

AgriSA is a national federation representing agricultural producers and affiliated organisations 
across South Africa. Its interest in these Regulations arises from the direct and material impact 
that long-term development planning, spatial coordination, and intergovernmental project 
alignment have on agricultural land use, water security, rural economies, and property rights. 

 

1.  General Observations 
AgriSA supports the stated objective of improving cooperative governance and aligning long-
term development priorities across the three spheres of government. The intention to enhance 
coordination, reduce fragmentation, and promote more effective service delivery is both 
necessary and commendable. 
 

The refinement of the District Development Model (“DDM”) as a coordinating framework, and 
the clarification that a “One Plan” does not replace municipal Integrated Development Plans 
(“IDPs”), is particularly welcomed as an important reaffirmation of the constitutional planning 
autonomy of municipalities. 
 

At a structural level, the Regulations appropriately recognise that development planning must 
occur within the existing constitutional allocation of powers and functions. The express 
statement that the framework does not replace the division of powers between spheres of 
government is a necessary safeguard. 
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However, notwithstanding these safeguards, AgriSA is concerned that certain aspects of the 
amended framework, particularly the emphasis on “long-term catalytic projects” and the 
institutionalisation of “One Plans” may, in practice, create conditions under which established 
statutory processes and constitutional competencies are diluted or bypassed. 
 

 

2.  Concern Regarding “Catalytic Projects” and Systemic Risk 
The introduction of the concept of a “catalytic project”, defined broadly in terms of scale, 
economic impact, and developmental outcomes, introduces a powerful policy instrument 
within the intergovernmental planning framework. 
 

While AgriSA acknowledges the developmental rationale underpinning such projects, the 
breadth and flexibility of the definition create a material risk that developments designated as 
“catalytic” may be accorded implicit priority status across planning, budgeting, and 
implementation processes. 
 

In the absence of clear legal limitations, there is a real risk that such projects may, in effect, be 
treated as exceptional developments, thereby enabling: 
 

(i) the acceleration or compression of regulatory processes;  

(ii) the marginalisation of sector-specific statutory requirements; and  

(iii) the weakening of established environmental, land-use, and water governance safeguards.  
 

This concern is not theoretical. South Africa has already seen examples where developments 
of strategic or economic importance have exerted pressure on regulatory systems, including 
proposals relating to shale gas development through hydraulic fracturing, as well as the 
designation and advancement of the Musina-Makhado Special Economic Zone. 
 

In both instances, significant concerns were raised regarding environmental authorisations, 
water use implications, land use compatibility, and the adequacy of public participation 
processes. The introduction of a broadly defined “catalytic project” category, embedded within 
intergovernmental planning instruments such as the One Plan, may unintentionally create a 
parallel pathway through which similar developments are advanced with reduced procedural 
rigour. 
 

 

3.  Constitutional and Governance Considerations 
AgriSA is particularly concerned about the potential implications of the framework for the 
constitutional distribution of powers. 

 

Although the Regulations state that the framework does not replace existing powers, the 
practical effect of coordinated “One Plans” incorporating national, provincial, and local 
priorities, together with associated financial commitments and implementation mechanisms, 
may result in de facto centralisation of planning authority. 
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There is a risk that: 
(i) municipal planning authority, exercised through IDPs and spatial development frameworks, 

may be indirectly constrained by pre-aligned intergovernmental priorities;  

(ii) provincial competencies in environmental and land use planning may be influenced by 
national or intergovernmental project imperatives; and  

(iii) sector-specific decision-making processes may be subordinated to broader “alignment” 
objectives.  

 

This would be inconsistent with the constitutional principle of cooperative governance as 
envisaged in sections 40 and 41 of the Constitution, which requires spheres of government to 
respect each other’s functional and institutional integrity. 
 

 

4.  Interaction with Existing Regulatory Frameworks 
The Regulations provide that projects included in a One Plan must still be implemented in 
accordance with applicable statutory and legislative prescripts. This provision is important and 
should be retained. 
 

However, AgriSA submits that this safeguard requires strengthening. In practice, once a project 
is embedded within a coordinated intergovernmental plan supported by multiple spheres of 
government, there may be institutional pressure on regulators to approve or facilitate such 
projects. 
 

This dynamic may be particularly pronounced in sectors such as: 
(i) water use licensing under the National Water Act;  

(ii) environmental authorisations under NEMA;  

(iii) land use planning under SPLUMA; and  

(iv) agricultural land protection considerations.  
 

Without explicit regulatory reinforcement, the risk is that these processes become procedural 
formalities rather than substantive safeguards. 
 

 

5.  Implications for Agricultural Land and Rural Economies 
Agricultural land is a finite and strategic national resource. Long-term catalytic planning that 
does not adequately incorporate agricultural considerations may result in: 

(i) the fragmentation or loss of high-value agricultural land;  

(ii) increased competition for scarce water resources;  

(iii) land use conflicts between industrial, energy, and agricultural activities; and  

(iv) disruption of rural socio-economic systems.  
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The potential inclusion of large-scale energy or industrial projects, such as hydraulic fracturing 
initiatives, within district-level One Plans raises particular concern. Such projects have 
significant implications for groundwater, surface water systems, and long-term land 
productivity. 
 

AgriSA submits that the framework, as currently drafted, does not sufficiently require the 
explicit integration of agricultural sustainability considerations into the identification and 
prioritisation of catalytic projects. 

 

 

6.  Recommendations 
AgriSA recommends that the Regulations be refined to more clearly guard against unintended 
legal and governance consequences. 
 

It is submitted that the Regulations should expressly provide that the designation of a project 
as “catalytic” does not confer any preferential or expedited status in respect of statutory 
authorisations, licensing processes, or compliance requirements. This principle should be 
stated unequivocally. 
 

Furthermore, the Regulations should include stronger language affirming that participation in 
a One Plan does not bind any sphere of government or organ of state to support or approve a 
project where such approval would be inconsistent with its statutory mandate or legal 
obligations. 
Consideration should also be given to requiring that One Plans explicitly assess and disclose 
the potential impacts of proposed catalytic projects on agricultural land, water resources, and 
food security, particularly in rural districts. 

 

Finally, it would be prudent to include a requirement that all catalytic projects undergo full and 
independent regulatory processes, including environmental impact assessments and public 
participation procedures, without any presumption arising from their inclusion in a One Plan. 
 

 

7.  Conclusion 
AgriSA reiterates its support for improved intergovernmental coordination and long-term 
development planning. The objectives of the District Development Model are aligned, in 
principle, with the need for more coherent and effective governance. 
 

However, the introduction of broadly defined catalytic projects within a coordinated planning 
framework presents real risks if not carefully circumscribed. Without clear legal safeguards, 
there is a possibility that such projects may, in practice, circumvent established legal 
processes and undermine the constitutional balance between spheres of government. 
 

AgriSA accordingly urges that the Regulations be refined to ensure that the framework 
enhances coordination without diluting legality, accountability, or the protection of critical 
agricultural and natural resources. 
 


