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I am not in favour of nuclear power … 
 

Neither am I in favour of: 

hydro … 

Or wind … 

Or solar … 

Or coal … 

 

As an environmental scientist, I have a duty to provide a 
reasoned opinion based on an evidence-based approach to 
defining environmental impact, whilst inviting people to voice 
their perceptions and documenting them. 
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1. Background 

Duynefontein 

Bantamsklip 

Thyspunt 

• Back in the mists of time, Eskom acquired 5 sites for nuclear power 

stations 
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• Nuclear Sites Investigation Programme – Environmental 

Evaluation Unit) – 1980s 

• EIA initiated - 2006 

• Application for authorisation submitted in 2007, amended in 

2008 

• Scoping Report approval – November 2008 

• Draft EIR – March 2010 

• Fukushima Daiichi – March 2011 

• Revised Draft EIR – May 2011 

• Revised Draft EIR Version 2 – September 2015 

• Final EIR submission – expected February 2016 

 

 

2. A brief history of Nuclear-1 time 
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3. EIA process 

• One of most comprehensive and detailed EIAs ever undertaken in 

SA  

• Projects like fracking and St. Lucia dune mining compare 

• Pebble Bed Modular Reactor 

 

• Approach different simply because its nuclear 

• a similarly-sized residential development affecting the same environment would 

have hardly raised an eyebrow 

• Example: St. Francis Links golf estate 

 

• PAIA requests for copies of minutes of authority meetings 

 

• Legal challenges are a certainty  

• PBMR lessons important 
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3. EIA process 

• Public participation: 

• Reports (main report of around 900 pages plus specialist studies) occupied >20 

lever arch files 

• Reports placed at 23 different venues nationally 

• Translation of summary documents into Afrikaans and Xhosa 

• Special arrangements for marginalised groups (key stakeholder workshops, 

meetings in these communities, translation during meetings) 

• Focus group meetings (additional meetings on request) 

• Comments period extensions up to 117 days 

 

• Comments received 

• Many outside the bounds of what an EIA is designed to achieve: 

• EIA is project-specific, yet many comments strategic in nature 

• Comments with scientifically false assumptions and perceptions abound 

• Comments bordering on personal attacks 

• Videotaping of meetings, protests and demonstrations 
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4. Challenges of the Nuclear-1 EIA – Process-related 

• Nuclear-1 EIA first of its kind. Koeberg built in 1970s – no 

EIA required 

• Anti-nuclear lobby; often vitriolic comments 

• Divergent environments on alternative sites 

• >4000 registered interested parties 

• Initial planning and environmental assessment done long 

before the EIA 

• No vendor – no design (Generation III “Consistent dataset”) 

• No widely-accepted definition for Gen III 
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5. Challenges of the Nuclear-1 EIA – Policy environment 

5.1 Separation of nuclear safety and environmental processes 

• Poor integration between organs of state 
• Co-operative Governance Agreement: NNR and DEA 
• Roles poorly understood and defined 
• Organs of state involved had never met about implementation in 2012 

• EIA parallel (somewhat!) but separate to Site Safety Reports 
• Separation not consistent with environmental and administrative law (e.g. Promotion of 

Administrative Justice Act, 3 of 2000) 
• The single most common concern in the EIA is nuclear safety – yet initially omitted 

from EIA  
 

5.2  Generation planning 

• No clear strategic planning on generation mix when EIA started 
• Nuclear Energy Policy, 2008 

• Diversification of energy supply to include nuclear sources 

• Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) only formally adopted in 2010 
• Recommended 9600 MW of nuclear power 

• IRP 2013 revision recommended that nuclear decision can be delayed, but not 
formally adopted 
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5. Policy environment 

5.3 Uncertainty created by other policy documents 

• NDP stated that we need a national debate on nuclear generation and questioned  
cost 

 

5.4 Emergency planning zones 

• Change from current zones (catered for in legislation) to EUR recommendations 
• Initially assumed that the NNR will approve EUR planning zones without clear legal 

framework 
• NNR 2011 regulations addressed this  

 

5.5  Heritage of secrecy – reinforces public distrust 

• Exceptionally difficult to access monitoring information on nuclear safety  
• NNR Regulations on Licensing of Sites for New Nuclear Installations, 2010 – purely 

technical, no opportunity for public input 
• NNR regulations relating to content of annual public reports i.t.o. Section 7(1)(j) of the 

NNR Act – purely technical 
• None of these annual public reports seems to be publicly available 
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Publicly accessible information on radiation dose available elsewhere 
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Publicly accessible information on radiation dose available elsewhere 
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Thyspunt site 

Thyspunt 

Oyster Bay 

St. Francis Bay 

Cape St. Francis 

Port St. 

Francis 
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Thyspunt 

Footprint 

Langefontein Vlei 
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St. Francis bypass dune system 

Dune system 1942 - 1961 

Dune system 1942 - 1961 Dune system 1942 - 1961 
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St. Francis bypass dune system 

Dune system 1961 - 1971 
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St. Francis bypass dune system 

Dune system 1971 - 1985 
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St. Francis bypass dune system 

Dune system 1985 - 2003 
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St. Francis bypass dune system 

Dune system 2003 - 2009 

St. Francis Links 

Golf Estate 
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St. Francis and St. Francis Links 

Dune “enchroachment” (no, building in the wrong place) 
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6. Observations / conclusions 

 People are afraid of the unknown and are vulnerable to scare tactics 

 Silent majority 

− those that accept nuclear energy (especially those that have lived near a nuclear plant 

for decades) hardly ever speak up 

− meetings dominated by detractors who use it to grand-stand and get publicity 

 Perceptions rule. Scientific information and consistency are often inconvenient 

distractions 

− NSIP rejected as flawed, but recommendation that small-town ambience of St. Francis 

should not be destroyed (written >20 years ago) fiercely supported 

− Rejection of nuclear waste disposal (because it is permanent storage) but acceptance 

of other forms of disposal (which are also permanent storage) 

− Nuclear risks not accepted, but other risks (or certainties of impact) hardly noticed 

 Red herrings, e.g. debris flow and impacts on bypass dune system 

 Debates about merits of nuclear generation are just as dominant as site-specific 

issues 

 EIA as a tool of environmental management is incapable of and not designed to 

address larger questions raised 

 Nuclear safety cannot be ignored in the EIA process – need integration and 

common platform 
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“What people believe prevails over 

the truth”  

 

 - Sophocles 
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Additional notes 
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4. Specialist studies 

• Ecological: fauna, flora, invertebrates, marine, wetlands 

• Air quality 

• Geo-technical stability and seismology 

• Geomorphology: debris flow and dune dynamics 

• Geo-hydrology and surface water drainage 

• Oceanography and sediment dynamics 

• Traffic 

• Heritage 

• Agriculture 

• Social & economic impacts 

• Visual impact 

• Radiation (added after 2011) 

• Etc. 
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Background: Duynefontein (Koeberg) 
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Background: Bantamsklip 
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Background: Thyspunt 
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Background: Thyspunt 


