
1 

 DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY, FISHERIES AND THE ENVIRONMENT (DFFE) PRE-APLICATION 
MEETING MINUTES 

202306 ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) PROCESS AND SPECIALIST STUDIES FOR THE MULTI-
PURPOSE REACTOR (MPR) PROJECT AT THE SOUTH AFRICAN NUCLEAR ENERGY CORPORATION (NECSA) 

Microsoft Teams Virtual Meeting convened on Wednesday, 29 March 2023, from 10:00 to 11:30 

 Name Organisation Email address 

Attendees present: 

Ms. Mpho Manyabe (MM) 
Ms. Victoria Napier (VN) 
Ms. Amukelani Khosa (AK) 
Ms. Ama-Tabu Mazagba (ATM) 
Mr. Blessed Raphotle (BR) 
Ms. Eurika Van Heerden (EVH) 
Ms. Homerya Monkoe (HM) 
Ms. Mologadi Kekana (MK) 
Mr. Piers Pirow (PP) 
Ms. Noxolo Kunene (NK) 
Mr. Koos Du Bruyn (KB) 
Ms. Makhosi Yeni (MY) 
Ms. Olivia Letlalo (OL) 
Mr. Kevin Mathebula (KM) 
Ms. Reitumetse Mokgele (RM) 
Mr. Mahlatse Shubane (MS) 

Manyabe Consultancy (Pty) Ltd (MC)  
Sustainable Environmental Solutions (Pty) Ltd (SES) 
MC 
South Africa Nuclear Energy Corporation (Necsa)  
Necsa 
Necsa 
Necsa 
Necsa 
Necsa 
Necsa 
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Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment (DFFE) 
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mpho@manyabeconsultancy.com 
vici.napier @outlook.com 
amu@manyabeconsultancy.com 
Ama-Tabu.Mozagba@necsa.co.za 
Blessed.Raphotle@necsa.co.za 
Eureka.vanheerden@necsa.co.za 
Homerya.monkoe@necsa.co.za 
Mologadi.kekana@necsa.co.za 
piers.pirow@necsa.co.za 
Noxolo.kunene@necsa.co.za 
koos.dubruyn@necsa.co.za 
MYeni@dffe.gov.za 
OLetlalo@dffe.gov.za 
KLMathebula@dffe.gov.za 
RMokgele@dffe.gov.za 
MSHUBANE@dffe.gov.za 

Apologies: None 

Objectives of the meeting: 

• To provide DFFE with the details of the proposed project (project description & generic layout plan). 
• To discuss the Scoping and Environmental Impact Reporting (S&EIR) application process (i.e. listed activities). 
• To discuss & agree on specialist studies to support the S&EIR application (Screening & Site Verification Reports). 
• To discuss & agree on the way forward in terms of the following key aspects: 

 Reference Facilities: conceptual layouts 
 SIP status 
 Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 triggered by the Geotechnical, Geophysical & Seismic specialist studies 
 Discuss & agree on S&EIR application timeframes (fast-tracking) 

• To discuss & agree on any additional DFFE requirements and/or preferences regarding the EA application. 
AGENDA ITEMS ACTION 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTION MM 

MM welcomed and initiated the introduction of all attendees.  

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE MEETING MM 
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The objectives of the meeting are as detailed above.  

3. DISCUSSION  ALL 

MM requested that the attendees introduce themselves in the following order: the Environmental Assessment Practitioners (EAPs), the Applicant, and lastly the Competent Authority (CA). 

VN presented the project to the team and the CA, i.e. the DFFE. She also enquired from the DFFE with regards to the officer to whom the application had been allocated and to whom all 
communications would be directed to. OL responded by noting that the team that attended the meeting, i.e. either MY or KM, would be the officials reviewing the application once it has been 
lodged, and therefore all communications could be directed to either one of them.  

MS requested clarity on the configuration of the two EAPs companies, i.e. MC and SES, enquiring about the difference between the two companies. MM replied by pointing out that MC is the 
lead EAP that had been appointed for the project. She further noted that MC had collaborated with SES in order to diligently execute the project. She also indicated that MC would remain the 
contact EAP with regards to all project-related correspondences. 

BR provided a brief project background and description of the proposed project, with particular reference to the technical side of the MPR and the proposed Layout Plan. 

OL asked for clarity regarding the intended purpose of the MPR, i.e. what would be the end product that would be generated by the MPR, as BR had indicated that the reactor would not be used 
for generating energy. 

BR pointed out that there are two types of reactors, namely; reactors that serve to generate electricity, such as the Koeberg Nuclear Power Station in Cape Town and reactors that do not generate 
electricity but instead harness the neutrons that are produced within the reactor, and channel the neutrons to different areas, such as stationed laboratories where those neutrons are used for 
research purposes. He further added that the neutrons are used to generate nuclear medicine, which is produced through bombarding some materials inside the reactor. He also noted that the 
nuclear medicine that is produced from that process would then be used in hospitals for either therapeutic or diagnosis purposes. In addition, BR mentioned that the neutrons are also utilised to 
irradiate silicon ingots, in the production of microchips, which have various industry applications, including the production of cell phone components.  

BR mentioned that Necsa had started with the Phase 1 sitting of the project, which consisted of a desktop assessment aimed at determining a suitable location where the reactor would be 
constructed within the Necsa site. He indicated that Necsa had initially identified 39 potential sites, which were subsequently reduced to 4 potential sites following a high-level screening exercise 
aimed at eliminating unsuitable sites. He stated that, at the time of the meeting, the project was at a second phase, where the 4 selected sites had to be forwarded to the phase that required 
some specialist studies to be conducted, including Geotechnical, Air Dispersion Modelling and related Environmental Specialist Studies. He explained that this was the reason why Necsa had 
decided to appoint an EAP early, primarily to ensure that proper consultation is carried out with the EAP and advise was sought with respect to those specialist studies to avoid, where possible, 
the unnecessary triggering of listed activities in terms of various environmental legislations. 

OL enquired about the locality of the 4 candidate sites if all were located within the Necsa property or outside the Necsa property. 

VN indicated that all the 4 candidate sites are located in the area that is owned by Necsa, she also noted that Necsa is a national key point and has adequate security measures in place. BR 
concurred and indicated that Necsa has a site licence for the entire area where the initially 39 sites are situated. He noted that Necsa was licenced by the National Nuclear Regulator (NNR) as 
a nuclear site, hence, the siting was being conducted within a site that already had a licence to be able to site the nuclear reactor. 

BR explained that due to Necsa wanting to fast-track the application processes and obtain the EA application underway promptly, a decision had been made by Necsa to reduce the 4 candidate 
sites to 2 candidate sites, namely Site Location (SL) 1 and SL 15. He indicated that the EIA process would look at those 2 sites, i.e. SL 1 and SL 15, which are located within the Necsa property, 
but are situated outside the current security fencing. 

EVH indicated that with respect to SL15 in particular, the site was taken into consideration because of its location as it links to the existing nuclear facilities on site.  

OL enquired if the operations of the MPR, will generate air emissions or waste that would require a licence in terms of the National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 2004 (Act No. 39 
of 2004) (NEMAQA) or the National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 2008 (Act No. 59 of 2008) (NEMWA), respectively, and if so, would Necsa obtain licences for those activities in 
terms of the said acts. BR responded by noting that Necsa’s approach to the licencing of the reactor would be in two parts, namely the part that is related to radiation that is administered by the 
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NNR and the South African Health Products Regulatory Authority (SAPHRA); and also the part which regulates radio nuclear medicine and other instruments associated with experimental 
aspects, which also encompasses environmental provisions. 

VN concurred with BR, further noting that nuclear projects follow a different application process compared to other traditional projects. She indicated that since the MPR is a nuclear and 
radiological facility, the air emissions and waste generated by the MPR would be authorised in terms of the NNR, and not the NEMAQA nor NEMWA, due to the radiological nature of the project. 
She further added that once Necsa had been issued with the EA for the MPR facility, Necsa would still need to apply in terms of the NNR for its emission licence and radiological waste licence. 

VN advised that Necsa would need to engage with the relevant authorities, prior to lodging the emission licence and waste licence for the MPR, in order to seek clarity if the application process 
would be amendments to existing licences or they would require new licences for the new MPR facility. She also noted that Necsa would only start with those applications processes after they 
had obtained an EA in terms of the NEMA. She indicated that, as per standard procedure, the air emission licence (AEL) would only be issued after the EA has been granted.  

VN presented the NEMA-listed activities identified for the proposed MPR, requesting the CA team to confirm the listed activities. 

OL indicated that it was not the intention of the meeting to confirm the listed activities, instead, it was the responsibility of the EAP consultant. She pointed out that the rationale for that is that the 
DFFE wanted to avoid misleading the EAP and the Applicant, which may result in some listed activities, that may be triggered by the development, being omitted as they may not be clarified 
during the meeting. Her advice was, however, in relation to Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 as presented by VN. She advised that the aforementioned activity, i.e. Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3, 
should be included in the application, in conformity with the bioregional plan adopted by the CA. She noted that, since the proposed development area is located in a Critical Biodiversity Area 
(CBA), the bioregional plan must be adhered to and indications must be made in the application that the bioregional plan has been adopted, with reference being made on the applications or 
reports where proof of such could be found. 

OL further stated that, with regards to the listed activity that relates to energy, she could not commit to confirming it as she did not know. She noted that the EAP and the Applicant should confirm 
that, however, her view was that since Necsa had indicated that they did not intend to generate energy using the MPR, that activity may not be applicable. 

VN agreed stating that the EAPs and the Applicant would confirm the listed activities as the EIA process unfolds. She further indicated that the layout for the facility that had been presented was 
a draft which was subject to change and the preferred site still needed to be verified, hence, the EAPs and the Applicant would revisit all the listed activities to ensure that the correct listed 
activities are included in the application. 

MY requested clarity if the proposed MPR project would be an expansion of an already existing reactor or would replace the existing reactor. She noted that the project description needed to be 
clear in terms of whether the proposed MPR would be replacing the existing reactor or if the two reactors would be operating concurrently, as that would also have a bearing on identifying the 
listed activities. 

VN responded by noting that once the EA has been issued and the MPR is constructed and commissioned, there will be a period of overlap between the existing South African Fundamental 
Atomic Research Installation (SAFARI) 1 and MPR, but the SAFARI 1 would eventually be decommissioned. 

AMT concurred with VN, indicating that the ultimate plan was to put the operation into low thermal power for a while, but the SAFARI would gradually be decommissioned. 

BR also concurred with AMT and VN, adding that there would be a time of overlap, which is likely not to be more than two years, but during that overlap period, the SAFARI 1 would not be 
operating at its maximum output, while the MPR will be ramping up.  it It would almost be as if Necsa is still operating one reactor, in terms of the supporting infrastructure that the two reactors 
will require at the time. 

With regards to the site sensitivity verification presented by VN, BR stated that the Eugene Marais and Preller house, that are on the boundary of the Necsa property, are part of Necsa’s property, 
which was also confirmed by PP. 

VN noted that the EAPs intended to submit the site sensitivity verification report together with the Draft Scoping Report, motivating in terms of what specialist studies would be undertaken in 
support of the EIA. She noted the following specialist studies as being the studies to receive full assessment: 

• Landscape/ Visual Impact Assessment (VIA); 
• Archaeological and Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA); 



4 

• Palaeontology Impact Assessment (Desktop); 
• Terrestrial Biodiversity Assessment; 
• Public Radiological Safety Assessment (this addresses both human and environmental health impacts); 
• Geotechnical Assessment; 
• Seismicity Assessment; and 
• Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA). 

VN also provided motivation for excluding the following specialist studies from being undertaken in support of the EIA: 

• Agricultural Impact Assessment; 
• Marine Impact Assessment; 
• Hydrology Assessment; 
• Civil Aviation Assessment; 
• Defence Assessment; 
• Traffic Impact Assessment; 
• Health Impact Assessment; 
• Plant Species Assessment; and 
• Animal Species Assessment. 

She further noted that with regards to the other studies, compliance statements would be solicited from the respective specialists, and these studies included the following: 

• Aquatic Biodiversity Assessment (Freshwater Compliance Statement); 
• Climate Impact Assessment (Climate Impact Statement);and 
• Socio-economic Assessment (Social Scoping Assessment and Economic Statement). 

With particular regard to the Hydrology Assessment, OL requested that it be clearly indicated in the reports that the pans that have been identified within the vicinity of the proposed development 
site, as presented by VN, are man-made and cannot be considered as water bodies, as per the definition in the National Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998) (NWA).  

OL further enquired about the Climate Impact Assessment, more specifically, if the proposed MPR will generate or release gaseous emissions into the atmosphere, and if so, would a climate 
impact statement suffice for submission to the DFFE. 

VN stated that from climate assessment point of view, the primary parameters that were being assessed were namely Sulphur Oxide (SOx) and Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) in terms of emissions. She 
also added that MPR is different from other conventional projects such as the typical Eskom power plant that emits Sulphur Dioxide (SO2), Carbon Monoxide (CO) and all the other climate 
change and greenhouse gases. She stated the MPR stack is a radiological stack, and emits different types of emissions, which are governed by the National Nuclear Regulator Act, 1999 (Act 
No. 47 of 1999) . She further indicated that an Air Quality Impact Assessment would be conducted at the MPR in terms of what kind of emissions are emitted as well as the quantities emitted 
and how they compare to projects such as an Eskom power station. Based on the aforementioned, VN indicated that the EAPs were of the view that a full climate impact assessment was 
unnecessary. She further mentioned that the EAPs will submit a motivation as well as the details of the emissions or expected emissions, in the scoping report for the DFFE to review and 
consider in terms of the plan of study for the EIA. 

OL stated that the DFFE would not provide comments on the layout of the project as yet but would scrutinise all the information when the reports are submitted to the DFFE.  
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VN, however, gave assurance that the EAPs, would ensure that the information that is submitted to DFFE is sufficient to assess the environmental impact of the project, in line with the scope of 
environmental assessment. 

NK enquired with DFFE officials as to what they would consider as sufficient information with respect to the layout plan. 

OL stated that even though the DFFE officials were still going to provide comments later on in the application process, the layout plan should depict both proposed and existing infrastructure. 
She added that, to distinguish between the existing and the proposed infrastructure, different colours could be used to represent the infrastructure. OL further indicated that the layout should 
provide sensitivities with their buffer zones and a clear legend that communicates with the development layout. With respect to the buffers, she exemplified it to say that if there is a pan and a 
buffer of 10m or 30m having been determined, the layout must clearly delineate the pan and then indicate the buffers as well, instead of just highlighting the locality of the pan.  

VN concurred with OL, further indicating that the layout of the proposed MPR with the connecting route will be shown in the layout, as Necsa had mentioned that the infrastructure will connect 
to existing infrastructure, hence, that routing had to be indicated on the layout plan. VN also indicated that the layout plan needed to be overlaid with the site sensitivities as identified by the 
specialist studies and detailed enough that the person who reads it would understand exactly the sensitivities on site and the predicted environmental impacts. 

VN presented the Strategic Infrastructure Project (SIP) status of the proposed project. She requested clarity from the DFFE in terms of time frames if the SIP was to be incorporated in the 
application, as the EAPs needed to generate and submit with the application form the project programme. She indicated that the project did have a ministerial approval to move to the feasibility 
phase. She further indicated that Necsa was in the process of getting the project registered as a SIP. She pointed out that Necsa would be submitting the interim business case to SIP authorities 
the following week, and she envisaged that the SIP status would be issued relatively in April or May 2023. She indicated that what Necsa and the EAPs wanted to understand from DFFE was 
when the application form is submitted with the SIP reference number and reference letter, how would be the time frames reduced. She noted that Necsa and the EAPs needed to understand 
that, in terms of managing the S&EIR timeframes, for example, when to submit the final scoping.  

OL advised the EAPs to attach the SIP confirmation letter to the application upon submission, so that the DFFE would know upfront that the application is considered as a SIP. Concerning the 
timeframes, OL indicated that the reduced timelines only apply when the final EIR is submitted and not particularly to the final scoping report. She noted that when the DFFE receives the final 
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIR), that is when the timeline will trigger the 57 days.  

MM stated that submitting a SIP confirmation letter with the application would be impossible, but because it did not impact on the timeframes from submission of scoping and EIR, she enquired 
if the SIP confirmation letter could be submitted during the impact assessment phase prior to submission of the final EIR, so that the application could be considered for the 57 days’ timeframe 
during decision-making by the DFFE.  

OL stated that MM sentiments were noted, however, she advised that when the SIP confirmation letter is received during the course of the application, the EAPs must alert the DFFE in advance 
upon submitting the final report to make the DFFE aware of the SIP confirmation letter so that it cannot be missed, otherwise the application would be treated as a normal application.  

BR indicated that Necsa had a letter from the Infrastructure South Africa (ISA), which showed in terms of where they were regarding the progress with the SIP application. He enquired if the 
letter could be used as a precursor towards the final approval of the SIP. 

OL stated that if Necsa had any written communication or letter from the ISA, then Necsa could submit the communication or letter from the ISA with the application. She, however, noted that 
Necsa should ensure that the written communication or letter from the ISA covers all the infrastructure of the proposed project. She further emphasised that the contents of the letter from ISA 
should correspond with the contents of the SIP letter that would later be issued, in terms of the infrastructure of the project and should include all the components of the project to avoid any 
irregularities. 

Making reference to what was stated by OL, AMT indicated that with regards to Necsa’s application to ISA, Necsa is in possession of two letters, indicating acceptance of the project. She noted 
that the original letter confirmed that indeed the project should be considered as a SIP and the second letter was the approval of the Early Business Case, with the other letter being for the 
Intermediate Business Case. AMT pointed out that with regard to the project, Necsa had submitted to ISA a pre-feasibility report that encompassed all the facilities that would form part of the 
MPR. She, however, enquired pertaining to the existing infrastructure, namely the fuel material testing, the neutron beam line centre and other facilities, that will be utilised during the operations 
of the proposed MPR, if such infrastructure should be included in the SIP. 
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OL stated that the associated infrastructure she was referring to is related to the associated infrastructure that would make the MPR project to be realised. She provided an example of an access 
road as part of the associated infrastructure that would be needed during the operations of the proposed MPR. She reiterated that the letter needed to be clear in terms of the infrastructure that 
would constitute the MPR project. 

To seek more clarity from OL, VN provided an example to OL by noting that the MPR will have liquid effluent associated with it and that liquid effluent will be conveyed to the Liquid Effluent 
Management System (LEMS) at Necsa, which is an already existing facility. She wanted to find out in relation to the LEMS, which is an already licensed existing facility, if the associated 
infrastructure were the pipelines that would link the proposed MPR to LEMS, which then needed to be articulated in the project descriptions that would form part of the SIP approval.  

OL stated that such information could be indicated anywhere in the letter, not necessarily in the project description. She stated that the point she was putting across was that should the project 
need to be amended in future, for example if Necsa decided in future to a lodge a Part 2 Amendment application on the project, it would be easy for the Department to consider the amendment 
application under 57 days’ timeline if the infrastructure associated with the MPR was clearly articulated in the SIP letter, as the Department would be knowledgeable in terms of all the infrastructure 
or components that were part of the whole MPR project. 

BR indicated that Necsa had commenced with the Geotechnical as well as seismic studies, which were part of the specialist studies aimed at supporting the MPR project. He mentioned that in 
commissioning those studies, Necsa was aware that there was a threshold that they were not supposed to exceed, but it had since come to Necsa’s attention through the guidance of the EAPs 
that Necsa may had slightly exceeded that threshold and having been made aware, Necsa had decided to put everything on hold and engage the DFFE. He explained that Necsa acknowledged 
that they had unintentionally transgressed by exceeding the threshold through the activities associated with the commissioning of the aforementioned studies, i.e. Geotechnical as well as seismic 
studies. He therefore solicited a way forward from the DFFE with regards to remedying the situation in a manner that was expeditious and did not hamper the work that needed to be done to 
continue with the EIA process. 

VN agreed with BR, further clarifying that the few Geotechnical test pits and trenches that had been dug onsite, were dug to support the desktop assessment, in terms of the Phase 2 Siting as 
mentioned by BR, but that activity had resulted in the slight exceedance of the 300m2 threshold, thus triggering Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 in terms of NEMA. VN mentioned that Necsa could 
not continue with the studies, as that would have exacerbated the project impact. 

OL enquired if these studies that were being conducted were in relation to the proposed MPR project. VN responded by noting that the studies were part of Part 2 Siting Assessment. She added 
that Necsa wanted to conduct siting specialist studies to help identify the preferred site between the two candidate sites and then take the preferred site through the EIA application process, 
which was the reason why a few test pits and trenches had been commissioned.  

OL enquired from BR and VN if the abovementioned activities were conducted with the aim of reducing the 39 sites that were initially identified to the 2 relevant sites that Necsa had settled for 
as the potential candidate sites. 

VN indicated that the preliminary Geotechnical Studies were undertaken on SL 1 and SL 15 to help determine the preferred site between the two. She also stated that further studies had been 
halted pending a way forward from the DFFE, as a listed activity had been triggered. 

OL indulged her colleagues, indicating that, because the activities were undertaken to determine the suitability of the site for the proposed MPR development, so in order for Necsa to determine 
which site was suitable for the proposed development, such activities were to be undertaken. She further stated that Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 could, however, be added to the application if 
the proposed MPR project would trigger that specific activity. 

KM and MS concurred with OL, indicating that, based on their understanding, the activities that were undertaken were not aimed at commencing with the MPR but were just aimed at determining 
whether the site is feasible and suitable for the development of the MPR. MY, however, stated that the best approach regarding that particular matter was for the DFFE to deliberate that matter 
outside of the meeting, as the project also involved whistleblowers who may have viewed the project as having commenced. She indicated that the DFFE would provide a way forward in due 
course and advised Necsa not to proceed with the studies, as Necsa had indicated that it would increase the extent of the area already impacted.  

VN agreed with MY, indicating that once the DFFE had reached its decision in terms of the way forward, they should communicate the decision to MM, so that the specialist could carry on with 
their work, as they had halted all activities pending consultation and decision by the DFFE.  
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With respect to the decommissioning of the MPR, VN stated that in terms of all the other EIAs that have been conducted in the past for Necsa, Necsa had a decommissioning strategy associated 
with the site and with the nuclear reactor, which was even applicable to the current SAFARI 1 reactor. She also indicated that with respect to the proposed MPR, this aspect would be highlighted 
in the reports, that Necsa does have a decommissioning strategy in place, and also detail what the decommissioning of the nuclear reactor typically entails. She, however, indicated that an 
impact assessment would not be conducted for the decommissioning phase of the proposed MPR, since decommissioning was going to come at a later stage, i.e. after 60 years from 
commencement of operational activities, which is when the reactor would reach its end of life. She indicated that an EIA would be conducted at a later stage, the current EIA only catered for the 
development and operational phases. 

KM suggested that the decommissioning aspect, in terms of the EIA, could be approached in two ways. He was of the view that Necsa could conduct the EIA for the decommissioning of the 
MPR on the current application, and they would not need to do it again later after 60 years when the reactor has reached its end of life, i.e. conduct the EIA later towards the decommissioning 
phase of the reactor (after 60 years). 

ATM enquired about the difference between the decommissioning approaches in terms of the regulations from the nuclear regulation as well as the NEMA, i.e. if there are any fundamental 
differences between the two, as the NEMA also regulates the decommissioning of nuclear facilities. 

VN responded by noting that the EIA mandates the full life cycle of the project be assessed, which then includes the decommissioning phase as well. She, however, further mentioned that Necsa 
and the EAPs would discuss that aspect offline, but would highlight in the reports that the decommissioning is regulated by the NNR. In terms of the EIA for the decommissioning, she also 
indicated that Necsa and the EAPs would discuss and decide if it would be conducted on the current application or later towards the decommissioning of the reactor. 

KB mentioned that, based on the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) standards, during the operational phase of a nuclear facility, a conception or strategy for decommissioning must be 
maintained by the nuclear facility, however, once a decision has been made to decommission the nuclear facility, the nuclear facility should start to develop a full decommissioning plan. He also 
noted that the decommissioning methodology for nuclear facilities is also decided on technology and other factors that continuously change over time, hence it he suggested that it would be best 
that the EIA application be commissioned at such a time nearer to decommissioning of the nuclear facility to ensure that all the applicable standards at that future time are adhered to.  

OL enquired if the reason behind Necsa having a separate application for decommissioning was because Necsa intended to connect the proposed development to the existing. She further 
enquired about the years the existing reactor remained with, citing that it had been mentioned that the proposed MPR had a life span of 60 years and KB mentioned that the decommissioning 
plan at that stage would have been prepared. 

VN responded by noting that the decommissioning phase that was being referred to was for the MPR project after the 60-year life span. She also noted that what KB had confirmed was that 
because technology in the next 60 years would change significantly, the decommissioning of the nuclear facility could be very different from the current NNR requirements in terms of the 
decommissioning. She also mentioned that from an EIA perspective, the EAPs could not assess the decommissioning at the current stage because they did not know how the decommissioning 
would be conducted or unfold in the future. She indicated that the current application would mention that decommissioning of the nuclear facility would be conducted in the future, but it would not 
be assessed in the current EIA. 

MS suggested that the decommissioning be paused until the 60-year life span of the reactor has lapsed, based on the explanation by VN and KB. VN added that it would be impossible to assess 
for decommissioning without knowing the technology that would be used in the next 60 years, and the impacts, therefore. She also retracted her initial advice regarding the decommissioning that 
it could be done on the current EIA or later.  

On concluding the meeting, VN asked if there were any comments from the DFFE in terms of the expectations in the EIR.  

OL indicated that DFFE expected the information to be clear to ensure that the review of the application is done without difficulty. She also requested that the minutes be sent for approval before 
submission of the application. 

MY requested that MM forward the information regarding Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 as discussed during the meeting, which the DFFE could work on, in terms of the extent of the area that 
has been disturbed and the proposed disturbances for the remaining specialist work. 

MM stated that it had not yet been established which of the two sites was the preferred site, however, they would give a letter that speaks of the exceedance on the threshold covering both sides 
without mentioning which one is the preferred site. 
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VN concluded the meeting by indicating that the meeting minutes would be shared with all the attendees for review and confirmation, and the EAPs would submit the requested communication 
in terms of the listed activity so that DFFE can respond in terms of the way forward. 

4. CLOSURE MM 
• MM closed the meeting at 11:30.  
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Eurika van Heerden eurika.vanheerden@necsa.co.za

Victoria Napier vici.napier@outlook.com

Piers Pirow piers.pirow@necsa.co.za

Ama-Tabu Mozagba Ama-Tabu.Mozagba@necsa.co.za

Noxolo Kunene Noxolo.Kunene@necsa.co.za

Kevin Mathebula (Guest) KLMathebula@dffe.gov.za

Blessed Raphotle Blessed.Raphotle@necsa.co.za

Makhosi Yeni MYeni@dffe.gov.za

Reitumetse Mokgele RMokgele@dffe.gov.za

Olivia Letlalo OLetlalo@dffe.gov.za

Mahlatse Shubane MSHUBANE@dffe.gov.za

Mologadi Kekana mologadi.kekana@necsa.co.za

Homeyra Monkoe homeyra.monkoe@necsa.co.za

Koos Du Bruyn koos.dubruyn@necsa.co.za
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