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PREFACE 

Section 41 of Government Notice Regulation (GNR.) No. 982 in Government Gazette No. 38202 (04 December 2014) of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations, 2014, as amended, promulgated in terms of Section 24(5) and 44 of the of the 
National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No.107 of 1998), as amended (NEMA), makes provision for comments from 
Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) to be recorded in reports and plans, and such written comments, including responses to such 
comments, are attached to the reports and plans that are submitted to the Competent Authorities (CAs) [in this case, the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE)]. 

This report constitutes the Comments and Responses Report (CRR) which captures the issues raised by stakeholders during the 
Environmental Authorisation (EA) application process for the proposed undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and 
Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey, in support of the proposed Multi-Purpose Reactor (MPR) project at the South African 
Nuclear Energy Corporation (Necsa), Pelindaba, Iocated in Brits Magisterial District, Madibeng Local Municipality, within the North West 
Province. 

As part of the announcement, Background Information Documents (BIDs), notification letters with appended registration sheets were 
sent to all identified I&APs. Eight (8) site notice boards were erected at places conspicuous to and accessible by the public along the 
proposed study area. Two (2) local and one (1) national newspaper advertisements (in English) were placed in the Kormorant, Tshwane 
Sun Atteridgeville and The Star, respectively. The notification documentation was published on Friday, 29 August 2025. Comments 
that have been received from stakeholders have been captured in the CRR. The CRR is not a static document but is, however, updated 
as and when comments are received. This report will be updated as the EA application, i.e., Basic Assessment (BA), process unfolds.



 

Table 1: Comments received on the review of the Draft Basic Assessment Report (BAR) 

COMMENTS,  ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS RAISED BY 

STAKEHOLDERS 

NAME AND 

ORGANISATION OF 

THE I&AP  

SOURCE & DATE RESPONSE BY THE EAP RESPONSE BY NECSA 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT 

Gert Coetzee (an Adjacent Landowner), via an email received on 30 August 2025, 
expressed concern regarding the integrity of the proposed project, requesting that an 
assessment report compiled by a reputable agent be shared with him. He also noted that 
he was not in support of the proposed project and requested to be called urgently. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gert Coetzee also sent a follow-up email on 04 September 2025, further reiterating his 
concern regarding the integrity of the project, noting that he was not in support of the 
proposed project. He pointed out that the site is nuclear contaminated and the project may 
have potential devastating impacts to the nearby community. He enquired if a bond will be 
placed with the bank to cover the potential cost of property loss, injury to life, damage to 
fauna and flora, should an adverse offsite event occur as a result of the proposed nuclear 
activities at Necsa.  
 
 
 
 
 
The following additional comments/ concerns were made by Gert Coetzee, via an email 
received on 08 September 2025, as follows:  
 
“Before we proceed, the following need to be in place and shared with me. 
 
1. An answer on what insurance you will provide that will cover all actuality that might 

impact my property, environment, wildlife, and people at my property.  This includes full 
nuclear cover.  

 
2. The results / action / future measures, mitigation plans, risk assessment results, and 

the action taken by Necsa/yourselves what action will first be taken, including surveys 
of the Hennops River valley and Crocodile River following the report. 
https://www.environment.co.za/nuclear-energy-debate/whats-wrong-hartebeespoort-
dam-harties-pelindaba-necsa-pollution.html.  Note that the Crocodile River system 
feeds farming, supplying our food.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Email received on 30 
August 2025.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email received on 04 
September 2025.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email received on 08 
September 2025  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Gert Coetzee was contacted telephonically on 01 September 2025, as per his request. A 
consensus was reached to have a virtual meeting via Microsoft Teams on Thursday, 11 
September 2025, to discuss the concerns/queries or comments that the I&AP had on the project. 
The minutes of the meeting as convened on Thursday, 11 September 2025 are attached in 
Appendix E of the Final BAR. The questions raised by Gert Coetzee and the responses provided 
by the Manyabe Consultancy (Pty) Ltd (MC) team during the meeting are provided in the 
succeeding section below. 
 
 
 
 
 
A response email was sent on 04 September 2025 acknowledging the comments from Gert 
Coetzee and their gravity. Gert Coetzee, was, however notified that MC needed to meticulously 
discuss some of the comments that he had raised with Necsa and all the comments he had raised 
would be responded to following that discussion. Gert Coetzee was also reminded of the meeting 
scheduled for Thursday, 11 September 2025, where he was also encouraged to use that platform 
to raise those queries and any additional queries that he may have on the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
The following responses were provided to Gert Coetzee via email: 
 
 
 
 
 
1. Refer to the response from Necsa. 

 
 
 

2. It is essential from an environmental perspective, that we point out that the application process 
for the proposed MPR project at Necsa has been phased into two. The first application, the 
subject of this public participation process (PPP), i.e., the application for the proposed 
undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including 
Seismic Survey studies, is being undertaken to verify the suitability of the identified site, as 
the preferred locality for the construction of the MPR. Provided an Environmental 
Authorisation (EA) is granted for the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic 
Survey studies, a second application for the construction and operation of the MPR will be 
lodged. Fundamentally it is imperative that we emphasise that the current application only 
focuses on the Phase 2 Part II Geotechnical and Geophysical Survey, including Seismic 
Survey, which is distinct from the MPR construction and operations, the application for which 
will be lodged at a later stage. The question raised, therefore, is directed more to the MPR 
construction and operations whose application that will be carried out at a later stage.  
However, to respond to the question, current data from Necsa indicates that Necsa conducts 
quarterly monitoring of effluent discharges. Based on this data no exceedances from Necsa 
has been reported in the recent years. MC will engage with Necsa to obtain the historic and 
updated compliance data for the last three years and share the data with you. 

 
With respect to the current application, i.e., for proposed undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of 
the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, it is imperative 
to note that in addition to the BA (EIA) that has been conducted by MC to assess the potential 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. “Firstly, it is imperative to note that the 

possibility of an off-site event as a result 
of the proposed activities at Necsa is 
highly unlikely. Necsa proposes to put in 
place effectual contingencies/measures 
that will ensure all activities at Necsa, 
including any potential emergencies, are 
at best contained within the boundaries of 
Necsa. 

 
However, in the unlikely event of an off-
site impact, the provisions of the National 
Nuclear Regulator Act, 1999 (Act No. 47 
of 1999) (NNR), will be effected. Public 
liability cover is a requirement for all 
nuclear license holders according to the 
NNR, refer to Section 29 and 30 of the 
NNR. The level of financial security is 
defined in a Government Gazette as 
required in Section 29(2). As per the latest 
Minister notice: Government Notice R 
1342 of 18 October 2019, Necsa is 
required to have a financial security for a 
category 2 facility (e.g. MPR) for the 
equivalent of [R]44 million Special 

https://www.environment.co.za/nuclear-energy-debate/whats-wrong-hartebeespoort-dam-harties-pelindaba-necsa-pollution.html
https://www.environment.co.za/nuclear-energy-debate/whats-wrong-hartebeespoort-dam-harties-pelindaba-necsa-pollution.html
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3. Environmental and public health assessment report on your proposed drilling. Results 

of the surveillances done by an independent reputable organisation. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

environmental impacts associated with the proposed activities at Necsa, comprehensive 
specialist investigations/studies have been conducted by reputable independent specialist on 
the project, which all substantively aim to ensure that the activities that are proposed by Necsa 
do not result in undesired environmental impacts. These specialist investigations/studies have 
been identified based on a combination of various tools including the DFFE Screening Tool 
which was used in conjunction with a Site Sensitivity Verification Exercise. In essence, the 
specialist investigations/studies provide mitigation measures that must be implemented by 
Necsa to prevent, avoid or minimise to acceptable levels the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed activities. Declarations from the specialists indicating their 
independence and qualifications have been appended to all the specialist reports.  
 
For the current proposed project, which the application is underway, i.e., the proposed 
undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including 
Seismic Survey studies, in support of the proposed MPR, the below studies have been 
identified as imperative and have been conducted in support of the BA: 
 

• Terrestrial Biodiversity (Vegetation) Assessment and Plant Species Site Verification 
Report  

• Terrestrial Fauna Specialist Report  

• Freshwater Compliance Statement  

• Heritage Impact Assessment (which includes Archaeological, Cultural and Palaeontology 
assessments)  

• Geological Comparison Report: Preliminary Report (Phase 1 Geotechnical Assessment)  

• Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Report  

• Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, Including Seismic Survey Report: Part I: 
Preliminary assessment of all 2 candidate sites  

• Geologic Characterisation Report  
 

With respect to the proposed future application i.e., the MPR project (proposed construction 
and operation of the MPR as alluded above),the following specialist investigations/studies 
have been identified as imperative: 
 

• Geotechnical Assessment (including Seismicity Assessment); 

• Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment (which includes Animal and Plant species 
assessments, where necessary); 

• Heritage Impact Assessment (which includes Archaeological, Cultural and Palaeontology 
assessments); 

• Landscape/ Visual Impact Assessment; 

• Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA); 

• Public Radiological Safety Assessment (this addresses both human and environmental 
health impacts). 

• Freshwater Compliance Statement; 

• Heritage Scoping Assessment; 

• Climate Impact Statement; 

• Social Scoping Assessment; and 

• Economic Impact Statement. 
 
 
3. Refer to the response above. Kindly note that a BA (EIA) has been conducted by MC to assess 

the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed undertaking of the Phase 
2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies. The 
BA is supported by various specialist studies as listed above. Mitigation measures have been 
provided in both the BAR and the specialist reports to ensure that the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical 
and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, are prevented or minimised. 

Drawing Right (SDR). The SDR is an 
international reserve asset created by the 
International Monetary Fund to 
supplement the official reserves of its 
member countries and can be exchanged 
for freely usable currencies. Based on the 
current exchange rate XDR - R of 24.90, 
these security amounts are about R1 096 
million. Necsa has nuclear public liability 
insurance cover from THE SOUTH 
AFRICAN POOL FOR THE INSURANCE 
OF NUCLEAR RISKS, which comply with 
the above NNR requirements. The public 
would claim from that facility, in the event 
of a consequential nuclear incident from 
the Necsa facilities.” 
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4. The assessors, company prolife, Owners CV, and affiliations, board of directors CV, 
and affiliations, Top management structure, their CVs and associations, list of past 
similar assessments, list of jobs where legal and ligation measures where involved, 
Copy of commercial registration, Environmental and nuclear engineers CV, and 
associations. For all the above both professional and political associations must be 
declared.  Also include qualification certificated for all listed above.  

 
5. The environmental report recommendations on the public communication, notification, 

and emergency preparedness plan. 
 
 
All the above must be submitted by email to us for review. Once it has been assessed and 
found that the assessment has the necessary degree of integrity, we will outline 
requirements for the assessment of the drilling plan. 
 
 
 
Gert Coetzee also raised an additional comment via an email received on 08 September 
2025, noting that the Daily Maverick report (link provided below) casts further doubts on the 
control and regulation of the proposed project and drilling exercise. He indicated that the 
report confirmed the need to find an international entity to review, regulate and supervise 
high-risk activities such as the one proposed by Necsa.  
https://www.facebook.com/groups/367962404226996/permalink/1504359920587233/?mib
extid=wwXIfr&rdid=1SJvQOKYisr06PHP&share_url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.co
m%2Fshare%2Fp%2F1BSSuL3hK6%2F%3Fmibextid%3DwwXIfr# 
 
He further requested that MC prepare a plan for the scheduled meeting on Thursday,11 
September 2025. 
 
 
 
 
 
The following comments/ concerns were made by Gert Coetzee during the meeting 
convened on Thursday, 11 September 2025: 

 
1. Concerns about radiological contamination and pollution in the Hennops River and 

Crocodile River catchments, which are vital for regional agriculture and food supply. He 
added that historical contamination and improper storage of radioactive materials were 
a concern as they were negatively impacting on soil and water through pollution, which 
in turn was impacting local farming and community health. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email received on 08 
September 2025  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting convened on 
Thursday, 11 

September 2025 
 
 
 
 
 
 

These mitigation measures have been consolidated in the Environmental Management 
Programme (EMPr), which will serve as a tool to monitor Necsa’s compliance to the required 
mitigation measures. An Environmental Control Officer (ECO) will be appointed by Necsa to 
ensure compliance therewith.  
 
With respect to the public health assessment, it is not envisaged that the Geotechnical and 
Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies will pose any public health threats to 
the nearby communities, hence, it has not been conducted. However, a Public Radiological 
Safety Assessment (which addresses both human and environmental health impacts) has 
been conducted for the operation of the proposed MPR. This study is more relevant to the 
proposed activities related to the MPR and will be made available during the second phase 
of the application for the proposed construction and operation of the MPR. 
 
 

4. Please note that the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP)’s CV, copies of 
Professional Registration and Qualifications are attached to the BAR as Appendix 4. MC, i.e., 
EAP company’s details and structure, can be accessed via the MC’s website 
(www.manyabeconsultancy.com). Also, with respect to all the specialists that are involved in 
this project, their declarations of independence as well as qualifications have been included 
in specialist reports that have been made available with the BAR (refer to Appendix 7).  

 
5. Please note that the recommendations on the public communication, notification, and the 

emergency preparedness plan are provided in the BAR and the EMPr (Appendix 8) that 
constitute part of the BAR.”  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A response email was sent on 08 September 2025 acknowledging the comment from Gert 
Coetzee. He was however, advised to table that comment with the rest of the queries he had 
raised, for discussion during the meeting on Thursday, 11 September 2025. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following responses were provided by the MC team during the meeting convened on 
Thursday, 11 September 2025 
 
1. The MC team stipulated that Necsa conducts quarterly monitoring of effluent discharges, 

pointing out that no exceedances from Necsa have been reported thus far, giving an 
example of the year 2022, were records show that there were no exceedances recorded 
from Necsa. The MC team further noted that ongoing engagement with Necsa will be made 
to obtain the historic and updated compliance data for the last three years. 
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2. Impacts on air quality, particularly dust from the proposed drilling activities that would 
be associated with the proposed Phase 2 Part II Geotechnical and Geophysical Survey, 
including Seismic Survey. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Lack of clarity and communication from Necsa and environmental consultants about 

credentials, quality assurance, and management of drilling activities and mitigation of 
dust and contamination risks. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Concerns about regulatory oversight due to perceived conflicts of interest where Necsa 

acts as operator and regulator. 
 
 
5. Transparency about contractors, quality control plans, impact monitoring, and 

accountability during investigations and construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
The following comments were received from Gert Coetzee on 09 October 2025 via email, 
as follow-up questions to the meeting convened on Thursday, 11 September 2025: 

 

• You need to minute the concern about the suitability of the site for nuclear 
applications.  Upington was identified as geographically stable area, low population 
and no major water systems and the best place for such projects.  peledaba is just 
the full opposite. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The risk assessments presented at the meeting must be shared for comments. It 
does not take into account the present ground radiation pollution. This is a major 
risk for us as residents. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email received on 09 
October 2025  

 

2. The MC team indicated that an Environmental Management Programme (EMPr), which 
provides mitigation measures aimed at preventing or minimising any potential 
environmental impacts have been prescribed. They added that the prescribed mitigation 
measures also considered dust. The MC team indicated that an Environmental Control 
Officer (ECO) would be appointed to monitor compliance. The MC team also added that air 
quality monitoring will comply with relevant national dust management regulations and 
include reporting as per the legal requirements. 
 

3. In addition to the explanation relating to dust, the MC team emphasised the independence 
of MC as the appointed Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP), adding that MC is 
mandated by law to maintain objectivity on any project that they are involved in. Mariette 
Liefferink further advised Gert Coetzee to enquire with the Environmental Assessment 
Practitioners Association of South Africa (EAPASA) to confirm the credibility of MC as an 
EAP. With respect to specialist studies, MM indicated that specialists’ declarations of 
independence as well as qualifications have been included in specialist reports that have 
been made available in the public domain (MC website and at the Necsa Visitor Centre 
(NVC). 

 
4.  The MC team acknowledged the comment, indicating that the Competent Authority (CA) 

for the application is the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE), 
which is an independent government entity. 

 
5. The MC team emphasised the fact that the EAP and specialists on the project are 

independent, and have signed declarations which have been appended to the respective 
reports as sworn statements declaring their independence. 

 
 
 
 
 
The following responses were provided to Gert Coetzee via email: 
 
 

• Kindly note that, based on various specialist studies/investigation conducted by 
independent reputable specialists, including a Radioactivity Impact Assessment (as 
elucidated during the meeting held on Thursday, 11 September 2025), the Necsa site, in 
particular the proposed development site, i.e. Site Location 1, is deemed a suitable site 
for nuclear applications. Please note that the proposed MPR project will simply be a 
replacement of the existing ageing and primitive SAFARI-1 reactor with a more 
technologically advanced MPR. The MPR will, essentially, utilise the existing services 
available at the Pelindaba site, as far as practicably possible. From an environmental 
perspective, based on the Environmental Impact Assessment (Basic Assessment) that 
has been conducted thus far, the identification of a new site will not only have dire financial 
implications for Nesca but will also likely result in more severe environmental impacts than 
using the existing site, which already has existing amenities. Furthermore, no fatal flaws 
from the Environmental Impact Assessment (Basic Assessment) conducted thus far have 
been identified that may pose deleterious impacts on the circumambient environment. In 
addition to the above, it is imperative to note that the suitability of the site will further be 
assessed from an environmental perspective during the Scoping and EIA application for 
the construction and operation of the MPR.  

 
 

• The risk assessment constitutes part of the Draft Basic Assessment Report (BAR) that 
was put out for public review. The Draft BAR can still be accessed from the MC’s website 
(www.manyabeconsultancy.com); Necsa’s website (www.necsa.co.za); and at the Necsa 
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• The report I shared regarding the alleged radiation pollution into the crocodile, 
Hartebees say stem must be investigated as large scale farming is taking place 
downstream.   rhe communities’ break basket.   apparently. The leak was done 
towards the side where the proposed plant is to build EPC contractor and its 
integrity.  aAso the same for integrity of the supplier of the plant.  We see many 
projects started in our area, left undone with roads acess blocked floor years.  How 
will the interest of the residents be taken into unit and will they have art in the 
selection process? 

 
 

• Concern about reports in the news on the instability's on the BOD, and operational 
staff.  Rumours of gun fights in the control room.  

 
 

• I agree that the project is strategically important for the country, but the wrong site 
and perhaps the wrong time considering all the reports of instability in the 
construction industry to execute such a sensitive and poteantially hazardous 
project. 

 
 
 

• Nuclear is as safe as the staff managing, constructing and operating the plant.  all 
it take is one small mistake to change the lives of the community for ever.  how will 
this risk be managed in the current environment mentioned above.   

 
 

• drilling will disturb the soil and water system that is possibly polluted.  what tests 
were done and where are the reports.  during the  Velendaba, I witnessed large 
contaminated parts stored in the open air.  What happened to the contamination 
washed off by the rain from these plants that were offered for sale? 

Visitors’ Centre. However, please take note that the 30-day public review period lapsed 
on the 29th of September 2025. 
As elucidated during the meeting held on Thursday, 11 September 2025, and the email 
sent thereafter, we would like to reiterate that the application process for the proposed 
MPR project at Necsa has been phased into two. The first application, the subject of this 
public participation process (PPP), i.e., the application for the proposed undertaking of 
the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey 
studies, is being undertaken to verify the suitability of the identified site, as the preferred 
locality for the construction of the MPR. Provided an Environmental Authorisation (EA) is 
granted for the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, 
a second application for the construction and operation of the MPR will be lodged. 
Fundamentally, it is imperative that we emphasise that the current application only 
focuses on the Phase 2 Part II Geotechnical and Geophysical Survey, including Seismic 
Survey, which is distinct from the MPR construction and operations, the application for 
which will be lodged at a later stage. The question raised, therefore, is directed more to 
the MPR construction and operations, whose application will be carried out at a later 
stage. Radiation pollution will be assessed during the second application for the 
construction and operation of the MPR, i.e. during the Scoping and EIA application and 
Radioactivity Impact Assessment from an independent specialist will constitute part of the 
submission. 

 
 

• Please refer to the above response. Also, kindly note that the proposed development site 
is within the Necsa’s site, hence, the possibility of any public roads being blocked or 
obstructed as a result of the proposed activities at Necsa is highly unlikely. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Refer to the response from Necsa 
 
 
 

• Necsa is a national key point, hence, the project is receiving meticulous planning at the 
highest level, involving engineers with reputable backgrounds and extensive experience. 
The construction of the MPR project will be overseen by these engineers to completion. 
Furthermore, a rigorous screening exercise will be conducted to ensure that any 
contractors involved in the project are of high calibre.  

 
 

• Please refer to the above response.  
 
 
 
 

• The potential impacts that may ensue from the drilling activities have been assessed in 
the Draft BAR. Refer to Section 9 of the Draft BAR. Mitigation measures aimed at 
avoiding, preventing or minimising the impacts to acceptable levels have also been 
provided in Section 9 of the Draft BAR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mariette Liefferink, via an email on 03 September 2025, requested that the Federation for a 
Sustainable Environment (FSE) be registered as an I&AP. She further requested to engage 
on a Teams or Zoom virtual meeting regarding the proposed project. 
 

 Email received on 03 
September 2025  

 
 

FSE was registered as an I&AP and confirmation of registration was communicated to Mariette 
Liefferink via email on 03 September 2025. A follow-up telephonic communication was made to 
Mariette Liefferink on 03 September 2025 to arrange for a virtual meeting as requested by her. A 
consensus was reached to have the meeting on Thursday, 11 September 2025, together with Gert 

None 
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The following comments were made by Mariette Liefferink during the meeting convened on 
Thursday, 11 September 2025: 
 
1. Surety must be made MC that an assessment of cumulative impacts, as mandated by 

the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (NEMA), is 
part of the BAR.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
2. She requested that the audits and compliance reports from Necsa regarding historic 

and current contamination and any regulatory oversights be shared with her to aid her 
judgment regarding Necsa’s compliance. 
 

3. She enquired on the extent of vegetation clearance and impacts on Critical Biodiversity 
Areas (CBAs) associated with the proposed Phase 2 Part II Geotechnical and 
Geophysical Survey, including Seismic Survey. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. She enquired about the risk of soil and groundwater contamination (seepage) as well 

as the prevention measures. 
 

5. She asked if there is any presence of wetlands or hydrological sensitivities in the area. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting convened on 
Thursday, 11 

September 2025 
 
 

Coetzee. The minutes of the meeting as convened on Thursday, 11 September 2025 are attached 
in Appendix E of the Final BAR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following responses have been provided by the MC team: 
 
 
1. The comment from Mariette Liefferink is duly noted. However, in the case of the current 

assessment, i.e., the proposed undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and 
Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, there are no known ongoing or 
planned study activities or ground-disturbing activities being conducted near the proposed 
project site. It has, therefore, been concluded that the potential cumulative impacts related to 
the proposed study activities will be localised with low environmental impacts. However, it is 
imperative to note that cumulative impacts for the proposed MPR project (construction and 
operation) will be assessed during the Scoping and EIR. 

 
2. The comment is duly noted and ongoing engagement with Necsa will be made to obtain the 

audits and compliance reports from Necsa regarding historic and current contamination and 
any regulatory oversights. 

 
3. The area that will be impacted by the proposed undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II of the 

Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies will measure 
approximately 15 000m2 in extent. The studies will essentially involve the drilling of boreholes 
and the excavation of tests pits. In essence, the proposed Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical 
and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, will be carried out in phases. The 
work envisaged for the preferred site is itemised as follows: rotary-core boreholes; test pits; 
Continuous Surface Waves (CSW); down-the-hole seismic testing. Ten rotary core (RC) 
boreholes will be drilled to depths between 15 m and 35 m. The boreholes will include 
Standard Penetration Tests (SPT) at 1.5m intervals. Undisturbed Shelby Tube samples, and 
rock core samples will be retrieved for subsequent testing. All boreholes will have piezometers 
installed, and all borehole core boxes will be photographed. Eight (8) test pits will be 
excavated to the maximum reach of the TLB or refusal and will be photographed, profiled and 
sampled, and backfilled upon completion. All profiling of test pits and logging of borehole 
cores will be undertaken by experienced engineering geologists according to the current 
South African guidelines. The impacts of the above activities have been assessed in the BAR. 
Refer to Section 9 of the BAR. 

 
 
4. The risk of soil and groundwater contamination (seepage) as well as the prevention measures 

are assessed in Section 9 of the BAR. 
 

5. Based on an aquatic assessment conducted by an aquatic specialist, one watercourse was 
recorded on the study site. The watercourse was identified in close proximity to the study site 
and was classified as a 1st order Non-Perennial Episodic Stream flowing in a northern direction 
into the Moganwe Spruit before flowing into the Crocodile River and then into the 
Hartbeespoort Dam. Episodic streams are highly variable and highly unpredictable and are 
generally characterised by having no flow for more than 9 months of the year. It should be 
noted that, at the time of the aquatic assessment, the watercourse did not have sufficient flow 
to conduct a baseline aquatic assessment using tools such as The South African Scoring 
System (SASS) Version 5 and Integrated Habitat Assessment System (IHAS). A buffer of 



 

COMMENTS,  ISSUES AND SUGGESTIONS RAISED BY 

STAKEHOLDERS 

NAME AND 

ORGANISATION OF 

THE I&AP  

SOURCE & DATE RESPONSE BY THE EAP RESPONSE BY NECSA 

 
 
 
6. She requested that MC presents the project to the Catchment Management Forums 

(Crocodile West-  and Hennops- Catchment Management Forums). 
 
 
 
 

7. She enquired about the specialist who conducted the Radioactivity Impact 
Assessment, asking if cognisance was taken of the radon emissions, soil contamination 
limits, and baseline measurements.  

 
 
8. She asked about waste management for nuclear materials i.e. if a cradle-to-grave 

lifecycle approach was considered. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. She enquired about impacts on aquatic biodiversity given the existing pollutants in the 

Crocodile River system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. She enquired if Necsa was complying with the Bojanala-Waterberg Air Quality Priority 

Area reporting requirements, including specific air pollutants and radon. 
 
 
 
 
 
11. She enquired about the chemical toxicity of the uranium that is being discharged, as 

well as contamination thresholds for uranium. If there are any discharges into the 
nearby tributary or seepage into the groundwater system. 
 
 
 
 

123m has, however, been delineated by the aquatic specialist, prohibiting any construction or 
development within that buffer. 
 

6. The comment is duly noted. Due to constraints in time, with the public review process of the 
draft BAR ending on 29 September 2025, MC will make arrangements to present the cardinal 
part of the project, i.e. the proposed MPR project (construction and operation), to the 
Catchment Management Forums (Crocodile West Catchment Management Forum, Hennops 
Catchment Management Forum) during the Scoping and EIA PPP. 
 

7. The Radioactivity Impact Assessment was conducted by Dr. Dawid de Villiers, a Radiation 
Protection Specialist from SciRAD Consulting (Pty) Ltd. for the proposed MPR project (second 
phase). The Radioactivity Impact Assessment takes into cognisance all the relevant 
radiological emissions, environmental contamination limits, and baseline measurements. 

 
8. It is essential from an environmental perspective, that we point out that the application process 

for the proposed MPR project at Necsa has been phased into two. The first application, the 
subject of this PPP,  i.e., the application for the proposed undertaking of the Phase 2 Part II 
of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, is being 
undertaken to verify the suitability of the identified site, as the preferred locality for the 
construction of the MPR. Provided an EA is granted for the Geotechnical and Geophysics 
Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, a second application for the construction and 
operation of the MPR will be lodged. Fundamentally, it is imperative that we emphasise that 
the current application only focuses on the Phase 2 Part II Geotechnical and Geophysical 
Survey, including Seismic Survey, which is distinct from the MPR construction and operations, 
the application for which will be lodged at a later stage.  
The question raised, therefore, is directed more to the MPR construction and operations 
whose application will be carried out at a later stage. However, to respond to the question, 
waste management for nuclear materials will be assessed in the Scoping and EIR, and a 
cradle-to-grave lifecycle approach will be considered. 

9. With respect to the proposed undertaking of the current application for Phase 2 Part II of the 
Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies an aquatic 
assessment has been undertaken by an aquatic specialist and based on that assessment, no 
pollution risk from the proposed studies has been linked to the Crocodile River system. In 
addition, and with respect to the general operation of the reactors (relating to the proposed 
MPR), it is imperative to note that Necsa conducts quarterly monitoring of its effluent 
discharges. Based on the data that has been presented to MC, no exceedances from Necsa 
have been reported in recent years. For example, in 2022,  records show that there were no 
exceedances recorded from Necsa. Ongoing engagement with Necsa will, however, be made 
to obtain the historic and updated compliance data for the past three years, and such data will 
be shared with you. 

 
 
10. Necsa (Pelchem) operates under Air Emission License (AEL): BPDM/AEL/OCTOBER 2020. 

Compliance reports are submitted quarterly to Bojanala Platinum District Municipality 
(BPDM), which is part of the Bojanala-Waterberg Air Quality Priority Area. Pelchem reports 
monthly to the Necsa Environmental Management Group (EMG). The radiological emission 
falls under the NNR. The reporting is part of the Public Dose reporting to the NNR quarterly. 

 
 
11. The uranium residue at Necsa is stored onsite at the Thabana Pipestore (TPS). The 

management of uranium residue at Necsa is as follows:  
 
The uranium residue is a solid material, which is first contained in a 2 L tin. Two of these tins 
are inserted in a 174DPTE container and then finally seal-welded into the Long-term storage 
(LTS) container. The LTS containers are finally stored in airtight sealed stainless steel storage 
vessels/pipes. The possible corrosion/degradation of the stainless steel storage vessels’ 
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12. She emphasised the need for comprehensive and transparent health risk assessments 
addressing chemical, radiological, and transgenerational hazards associated with 
uranium. 

 
 
13. She requested copies of the presentation and expressed intention to share information 

with international organisation for prevention of nuclear war, which she is part of. 

external surface is prevented by the fibre cement pipe located around the vessel. The 
degradation/corrosion of the internal surface of the storage vessel/pipe and the stored items, 
is prevented by keeping the vessels under an inert gas pressure. These storage vessels (17m 
long) are located well above the water table which is at 52-60m below the TPS.  

• The storage vessel containing the triple-contained uranium residue can only be 
damaged by unfortunate events such as earthquakes, which can only bend or 
compact the uranium residue inside the storage vessel. 

• Furthermore, the storage vessels are made of 6.55 mm thick stainless steel, 
therefore the probability that an unlikely earthquake will shear this material is also 
highly unlikely. Therefore, there is no foreseen impact on the aquifer, which is 
located many meters further below the TPS.  

In addition, there is no known flow pathway between Thabana ground water and the 
aquifers linked to the Crocodile river and Hartbeespoort dam. Modelling has shown 
almost no movement of groundwater or mixing of aquifers that fall within the Pretoria 
slates and predicts that if there were flow that this would take many thousands of years.  
It is also imperative to note that Necsa performs regular environmental monitoring.  
 

12. The comment is duly noted. A comprehensive and transparent health risk assessment 
addressing chemical, radiological, and transgenerational hazards associated with uranium 
has been conducted by a reputable specialist and will be submitted for public and 
departmental scrutiny and review during the application of the proposed MPR project.  
 

13. The presentation was shared with Mariette Liefferink on 12 September 2025 and Mariette 
Liefferink acknowledged receipt of the presentation via an email received on 12 September 
2025. 

The North West Department of Economic Development, Environment, Conservation and 
Tourism (NWDEDECT), via an email received on 03 September 2025, requested that a hard 
copy of the Draft BAR be delivered to their offices situated at 80 Kerk Street in Rustenburg 
for them to comment on the project. 
 
 

 Email received on 03 
September 2025  

An email acknowledging the email received from the NWDEDECT was sent to the NWDEDECT 
on 03 September 2025. The email also indicated that arrangements would be made to deliver a 
hard copy of the Draft BAR to the NWDEDECT offices situated at 80 Kerk Street in Rustenburg, 
as soon as practically possible. 
 
A hard copy of the Draft BAR was delivered to the NWDEDECT on 03 September 2025, and an 
acknowledgement letter of receipt of the Draft BAR was signed off by an official at the NWDEDECT 
office. 

None 

The following comments were made by Professor Dieter Holm, an I&AP: 
 
Professor Dieter Holm enquired if an insurance cover had been placed in the event of a 
major impact from the Necsa facilities on the surrounding communities. He further enquired 
in terms of the company that would cover the risk, as well as, the amounts that the affected 
individuals would be compensated. He emphasised that these questions were of growing 
importance in view of Atteridgeville informal settlements, extending towards Pelindaba. 
 
 
 
 

 Email received on 30 
September 2025  

A response from Necsa was forwarded by MC to Professor Dieter Holmon on 30 September 2025. 
Refer to the next column for the response. 
 
 

A response email was sent on 30 September 
2025 as follows: 

 
Firstly, it is imperative to note that the 
possibility of an off-site event as a result of the 
proposed activities at Necsa is highly unlikely. 
Necsa proposes to put in place effectual 
contingencies/measures that will ensure all 
activities at Necsa, including any potential 
emergencies, are at best contained within the 
boundaries of Necsa. 
 
However, in the unlikely event of an off-site 
impact, the provisions of the National Nuclear 
Regulator Act, 1999 (Act No. 47 of 1999) 
(NNR), will be effected. Public liability cover is 
a requirement for all nuclear license holders 
according to the NNR, refer to Section 29 and 
30 of the NNR. The level of financial security 
is defined in a Government Gazette as 
required in Section 29(2). As per the latest 
Minister notice: Government Notice R 1342 of 
18 October 2019, Necsa is required to have a 
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financial security for a category 2 facility (e.g. 
MPR) for the equivalent of [R]44 million 
Special Drawing Right (SDR). The SDR is an 
international reserve asset created by the 
International Monetary Fund to supplement 
the official reserves of its member countries 
and can be exchanged for freely usable 
currencies. Based on the current exchange 
rate XDR - R of 24.90, these security amounts 
are about R1 096 million. Necsa has nuclear 
public liability insurance cover from THE 
SOUTH AFRICAN POOL FOR THE 
INSURANCE OF NUCLEAR RISKS, which 
comply with the above NNR requirements. 
The public would claim from that facility, in the 
event of a consequential nuclear incident from 
the Necsa facilities. 

Paul, an I&AP, requested an explanation in terms of what the end idea of the survey was, 
i.e. what was the objective of the survey and what was being planned. The communication 
was received via email on 04 September 2025. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paul raised a follow-up comment via an email received on 08 September 2025, requesting 
an explanation of what the project basically entailed. 

 Email received on 04 
September 2025. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email received on 08 
September 2025. 

A response email was sent to Paul on 08 September 2025 explaining that the objective of the 
Public Participation Process (PPP) that was being conducted, was to solicit the views or comments 
of the public, i.e. I&APs, on the EA Application process for the proposed undertaking of the Phase 
2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies. It was 
further explained, the PPP is a legislated process that has to be conducted for any EA Application 
process as per the prescripts of the NEMA, which regulates environmental governance in South 
Africa. It was further noted that the views or comments raised by the I&APs will form part of the 
final submission of the application that will be submitted to the DFFE. 
 
 
 
 
 
A response email was sent to Paul on 08 September 2025, describing what the project basically 
entailed. In essence, the description included the scope and mandate of the project as well as the 
motivation for the undertaking of a Basic Assessment (BA) for the project. In addition, a Notice 
Letter was also attached to the email providing a summative description of the project, as well as, 
details on how one could access the BAR, which provided a full description of the project as well 
as an impact assessment. 

 

Llwellyn Nelson, an Adjacent Landowner, commented that he had been residing in 
Kalkheuwel West for 30 years, and had watched the area expand, which had resulted in 
the destruction of indigenous trees. He noted that bees that had nested on his wall for more 
than 30 years had left the previous summer and doubted they would return. He enquired 
about the impacts the proposed project would have in terms of property value as well as 
the impacts on the water resources within the vicinity of the proposed site, including 
borehole water quality and quantity. He also enquired about the possibility of NECSA 
procuring property in close proximity, i.e. 1.5km from the cooling towers at the river. 
 
 
: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Emails received on 08 
September 2025 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A response email was sent to Llwellyn Nelson on 08 September 2025 indicating that in addition to 
the BA process (environmental impact assessment) conducted by Manyabe Consultancy (MC) to 
assess the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed activities at NECSA, 
comprehensive specialist investigations/studies had been conducted by reputable independent 
specialist on the project, which all substantively aim to ensure that the activities that are proposed 
by NECSA do not result in undesired environmental impacts. These specialist 
investigations/studies have been identified based on a combination of various applications, 
including the DFFE Screening Tool, which was used in conjunction with a Site Sensitivity 
Verification Exercise. It was further noted that the specialist investigations/studies provided 
mitigation measures that must be implemented by NECSA to prevent, avoid or minimise the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed activities. It was indicated that 
declarations from the specialists providing sworn statements of facts had been appended to all 
the specialist reports.  
 
In addition to the above, it was indicated that numerous specialist investigations that had been 
identified as imperative and had been conducted in support of the BAR, including the following: 

• Terrestrial Biodiversity (Vegetation) Assessment and Plant Species Site Verification 
Report  

• Terrestrial Fauna Specialist Report  

• Freshwater Compliance Statement  
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The following follow-up comments were also received from Llwellyn Nelson: 
 
He indicated that the nomenclature used in the project was a bit incomprehensible for him, 
but he indicated that he wanted to understand if the environmental assessment that has 
been conducted for the project is factual and takes into cognisance the time factor, as some 
impacts would possibly manifest later in life when the assessment has been completed, 
noting that even though an assessment has been done now, the outcome may be different 
and unexpected, as humans are not in control of nature and how it responds to human 
activities. He further emphasised that if humans do not take care of nature and the 
ecosystems that are vital for human survival, then the prospects of human survival in the 
near future would be bleak. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email received on 09 
September 2025. 

• Heritage Impact Assessment (which includes Archaeological, Cultural and 
Palaeontology assessments)  

• Geological Comparison Report: Preliminary Report (Phase 1 Geotechnical 
Assessment)  

• Atmospheric Dispersion Modelling Report  

• Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, Including Seismic Survey Report: Part I: 
Preliminary assessment of all 2 candidate sites  

• Geologic Characterisation Report  
 
Furthermore, it was pointed out to Llwellyn Nelson that from an environmental perspective, the 
application process for the proposed MPR project at NECSA had been phased into two. The first 
application (alluded to above), which is currently underway for the proposed undertaking of the 
Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies, in 
support of the proposed MPR is being undertaken to verify the suitability of the site as the preferred 
locality for the construction of the MPR. Provided an EA is granted for the aforementioned project 
and the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey studies are successfully 
completed, a second application for the construction and operation of the MPR will be lodged. 
With respect to of the construction and operation of the MPR, it was noted that the specialist 
investigations/studies that had been identified as imperative and have been conducted in support 
are as follows: 

• Geotechnical Assessment (including Seismicity Assessment); 

• Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment (which includes Animal and Plant species 
assessments, where necessary); 

• Heritage Impact Assessment (which includes Archaeological, Cultural and 
Palaeontology assessments); 

• Landscape/ Visual Impact Assessment; 

• Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA); 

• Public Radiological Safety Assessment (this addresses both human and environmental 
health impacts). 

• Freshwater Compliance Statement; 

• Heritage Scoping Assessment; 

• Climate Impact Statement; 

• Social Scoping Assessment; and 

• Economic Impact Statement. 
 
 
 
 
 
A response email was sent on 10 September 2025 emphasizing the fact that MC, as the appointed 
Environmental Assessment Practitioners (EAP), working together with the Specialists from 
different disciplines, was mandated to ensure that the activities that NECSA proposes do not result 
in any adverse impacts to the environment and are conducted in compliance with the NEMA as 
well as the Specific Environmental Management Acts (SEMAS). It was further explained that 
conscious and scientifically based efforts had been made to ensure that all environmental aspects 
and impacts, in terms of time and scale, associated with the proposed activities at NECSA are 
thoroughly assessed and mitigated. 
 
Additionally, it was noted that the CA, namely the DFFE, will ensure that all environmental aspects 
and impacts associated with the proposed activities at NECSA are comprehensively covered 
before issuing an EA. 

The South African National Roads Agency SOC Ltd (SANRAL) commented via a letter dated 
08 September 2025, noting that existing access roads should be utilised to access the site 
and any services crossing on the national roads must be applied for at SANRAL using the 
following email address: nrstatutory@nra.co.za. 

 Emails received on 08 
September 2025  

An email acknowledging receipt of the letter and its recommendations was sent to SANRAL on 08 
September 2025. 
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John Wesson and Dr Cathy Dzerefos, from WESSA Northern Areas Region, requested to 
be registered as an I&AP via an email received on 12 September 2025. 

 Emails received on 12 
September 2025  

John Wesson and Dr Cathy Dzerefos were registered as an I&AP and confirmation of registration 
was communicated to John Wesson and Dr Cathy Dzerefos via email on 12 September 2025.  
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PREFACE 

Section 41 of Government Notice Regulation (GNR.) No. 982 in Government Gazette No. 38202 (04 
December2014) of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations, 2014, as amended, promulgated 
in terms of Section 24(5) and 44 of the of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No.107 of 
1998), as amended (NEMA), makes provision for comments from Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) to be 
recorded in reports and plans, and such written comments, including responses to such comments, are attached 
to the reports and plans that are submitted to the competent authorities [in this case, the Department of Forestry, 
Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE)]. 

This report constitutes the Comments and Responses Report (CRR) which captures the issues raised by 
stakeholders during the Environmental Authorisation (EA) application processes for the proposed undertaking 
of the Phase 2 Part II of the Geotechnical and Geophysics Survey, including Seismic Survey, in support of the 
proposed Multi-Purpose Reactor (MPR) project at the South African Nuclear Energy Corporation (Necsa), 
Pelindaba, Iocated in Brits Magisterial District, Madibeng Local Municipality, within the North West Province. 

As part of the announcement, Background Information Documents (BIDs), notification letters with appended 
registration sheets are being sent to all identified I&APs. Eight (8) site notice boards are being erected at places 
conspicuous to and accessible by the public along the proposed study area. Two (2) local and one (1) national 
newspaper advertisements (in English) have been placed in the Brits Pos, Tshwane Sun Atteridgeville and The 
Star. The notification documentation is being published on 27 February 2026. Comments which will be received 
from stakeholders will be captured in the CRR as it is not a static document but is, however, updated as and 
when comments are received. This report will be updated as the EA application, i.e. Basic Assessment (BA), 
process unfolds.
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