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Proof of Notification: NRPA 

 

 
  

Page 3 of 53

Geo Pollution Technologies (Pty) LtdNamaquanum Investments 2 CC - PPP - Jul 2024



Proof of Notification: Swakopmund Municipality 
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Interested and Affected Parties Notified by E-Mail 

Name Organisation 

Vera Schatz Namibia Breweries Ltd (Erven 3976 and 3977) 

Quintus Erasmus QE Construction 

Bernadette Weimann Body Corporate Investment 625 

Mberipura Hifitikeko TransNamib 

Bertus Eksteen TransNamib 

Alynsia Platt TransNamib 

Kristian H. Woker Woker’s Trust (Pty) Ltd (Erf 3953) 

 

 

Registered Parties 

 

Title Name Organisation Date 

Registered 

Mr Alfeus Benjamin Chief Executive Officer, Municipality 

of Swakopmund 

2024-02-27 

Ms Alma Wallis Private 2024-03-08 

Ms Annete Erbslöh  Private 2024-03-08 

Ms Berchen Kohrs Earthlife Namibia 2024-02-29 

Ms Bernadette Weimann Industrial Investment 625 Body 
Corporate 

2024-03-11 

Dr Detlof Von Oertzen VO Consulting 2024-02-27 

Mr Faried  Abu-Salih Private 2024-03-07 

Mr Gerhard Byleveld Advertising Displays 2024-03-08 

Mr J.C Brandt Private 2024-03-09 

Mr Jens Porthmann Private 2024-03-04 

Mr John Hopkins Chairman, Swakopmund Residents 

Association 

2024-03-18 

Ms Julika Becker Private 2024-03-07 

Ms Katharina Geier Private 2024-03-06 

Mr Kristian H Woker Woker’s Trust (Pty) Ltd 2024-03-06 

Ms Margo Bassingthwaighte Private 2024-03-10 

Ms Michelle Pfaffenthaler Private 2024-03-25 

Mr & Mrs Nicholas Preller Private 2024-03-04 

Mr Olof Nederlof Private 2024-02-29 

Ms Paulina Engelbrecht Environmental Officer, Municipality 
of Swakopmund 

2024-02-27 

Mr Pieter Hamman Pieter Hamman Legal Practitioners 2024-03-04 

Mr & Mrs Ralf and Birgit  Linow Private 2024-03-12 

Mrs Riana Brandt Private 2024-03-09 

Ms Talita Nel Capricorn Estate Agency 2024-03-07 

Mnr Thimo Martens Private 2024-03-08 

Ms Virginia Tsele Interwaste Environmental Solutions 2024-02-28 

Mr Wiebke Frey Private 2024-03-08 

Ms Wiltrud Patzner Private 2024-03-07 
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Comments Responses Table – Comments are presented as received with no changes or corrections made to text 

 
IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

Detlof Von Oertzen 

Email: 

27/02/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

Kindly register me as an interested and affected party for the planned Industrial 

Hazardous Waste Storage Site at Swakopmund. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your mail. I assume you are referring to the 

Radioactive Source Material storage facility in 

Swakopmund as per attached BID? Note that it is not 

hazardous waste that will be stored, but radioactive 
sources that will be used to calibrate and test drilling 

equipment for the offshore oil industry. I have registered 

to you for the project and will share the EIA/EMP with 

you for comment. You are also welcome to send me your 

initial comments/questions to be included/considered in 

the EIA. 

Do not hesitate to contact me for any additional 

information.  

 Subsequent Query:   

The document was well received, and yes, it is the project for which you’ve sent the 

BID for which I requested to be registered as an I&A party. 

As I also mentioned to Johann Otto, the BID suggests that its purpose will be “…to 

register the ECC application with the Ministry of Health and Social Services’ National 
Radiation Protection Authority…”.  Please note that it is not merely a matter of 

registering the project, but also submitting a Radiation Management Plan (RMP) for 

such a facility, prior to the commencement of operations. As my company is providing 

a broad range of radiation protection services, we could develop a fit-for-purpose RMP, 

if of interest. 

Also, I’d be keen to see the EIA/EMP, where my interest is particularly focused on the 

radiation-related impacts – has a radiation impact assessment (RIA) been done for the 

EIA? In my view, a RIA is essential, as there are many (often baseless) fears about the 

use of radioactive materials. Again, we could do a RIA for inclusion in the EIA/EMP, 

if of interest. 

Thanks for establishing contact, please do not hesitate to approach us if we can be of 
assistance! 

Subsequent Response: 

I take note of your comments and will also forward your 

mail to the client. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

Virginia Tsele 

Email: 

28/02/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

I would like to register as an Interested and Affected Party on the subjected project. 

Would you kindly share registration forms and any available documentations/reports 

regarding the subjected application. 

Initial Response: 

The email is sufficient for registration and I have now 

registered you. Attached is the BID for the project in case 

you have not received it yet. I will forward you the 

EIA/EMP for review once complete. In the meantime 

please send any comments or questions you may have for 

consideration in the EIA to me. 

Do not hesitate to contact me for any additional 

information. 

Berchen Kohrs 

Email: 

29/02/2024 

 

Initial Query 

I kindly ask you to register Earthlife Namibia as I&AP for the Storage Facility for 

Radioactive Source Material in Einstein Street in Swakopmund. 

Contact: 

Bertchen Kohrs  

Chair of 

Earthlife Namibia 

Earthlife Namibia is a NGO concerned about environmental and social justice and 

looks back on 33 years of experience on the nuclear field. We are interested in the 

above mentioned project.  

I would highly appreciate if you send a confirmation of registration. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your mail and registration. I have added 

you on behalf of Earthlife on the stakeholders list. In case 

you have not seen the BID yet, please find it attached. We 
will forward all documentation to you for review prior to 

submission to MEFT. 

 Letter Received from Earthlife Namibia :  

Earthlife Namibia is an NGO concerned about social and environmental justice and as 

such looks back on 34 years of experience on the nuclear field.  

Thanks to Geo Pollution Technologies for the opportunity to ask questions and raise 

concerns. There are plenty of both. When it comes to radioactive material, all the alarm 
bells are ringing.   

Many nuclear accidents happen around the world where radioactive material is 

released, with devastating consequences for the people and the environment. Both, 

human and technical errors are usually the cause of industrial accidents. There are no 

Responses to Letter 

Calibration and testing LWD tools is highly specialised 

and require highly specialised equipment. It is GPT’s 

understanding that there is no facility in Namibia with this 

type of technology. If there is, we are not aware of it. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

accident-free guarantees in any business. Many of these accidents are being swept 

under the carpet. 

The fact that the calibration of test drilling equipment and the physical characterisation 

of borehole profiles with radioactive material is a known and accepted method 

worldwide should not obscure the fact that it is associated with dangers and must 

therefore be handled with greatest expertise and utmost care. 

Unfortunately, in the BID of Geo Pollution Technologies the isotopes to be used in the 

off-shore oil exploration are not mentioned. It is extremely important to distinguish 

between alpha, beta, and gamma radiation of the isotopes and to handle and store them 

accordingly. 

Even though the EIA is dealing with the storage of radioactive material, it seems 

necessary to educate the population about the use of this material.  

Interested and concerned Namibian residents are invited to direct their objections and 

questions to Geo Pollution Technologies, although it can be assumed that only insiders 

understand the principle of the process.   

The method intended for the project under discussion is applied in mining, mineral 

exploration, oil and gas well-drilling, in fracking (which is fortunately not done in 

Namibia) and even in water-well drilling.  

 Can one therefore assume that this method has already been used in Namibia 

without the awareness of the Namibian citizens? 

 What isotopes are we talking about? 

In order to make comments, it is necessary to know which isotopes are to be stored on 

the Einstein Street premise in the Swakopmund industrial area.   

Judging by the equipment of the shipping steel container with a coating of 
approximately 50 cm high density concrete layer, one can assume that this structure is 

for the storage of a gamma emitter.  

Generally, small quantities of caesium-137 are used for the calibration of radiation 

detectors.  

 Can we assume that indeed Caesium-137 is the isotope we are talking about?  

The isotopes are Caesium-137 and Americium-241 

Beryllium.  

Yes, gamma rays will be emitted 

The SRS will be supplied by an international supplier, 
QSA Global. See the RIA for MSDS and supporting 

documentation 

Decommissioned SRS will be returned to the supplier.  

Decontamination will only be required if a leak from one 

or more of the SRS occurred. Decontamination 

procedures will thus occur during operations if such a leak 

is detected. Decontamination will comprise of washing 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

 Where will the material come from? Will it be obtained from an accredited 

source? 

 Where does the radioactive material go to after decommissioning of the plant?  

 How will the bunker and indeed the entire effected area be decontaminated 

after the plant is closed? 

the contaminated area with tepid water and soap and 

disposable cloths. All cleaning material and water will be 

placed in an airtight container for storage in a secure 

location. 

 Location of the storage facility 

It seems that Walvis Bay was the first choice when looking for a storage site.  

 Why did Walvis Bay refuse to build the plant?  

 What tipped the balance in favour of the industrial area in Swakopmund?  

Considering that the oil rigs are much closer to Walvis Bay, it seems to be the better 

choice.  

Walvis Bay did not refuse as the Proponent never 

approached them. The Proponent has an existing property 

in Swakopmund which they wish to develop.  

 

 Building the bunker to store highly radioactive substances is a decision with long-term 

consequences and needs to be well thought through, taking all factors into account, not 
just the location but the impact of the entire project. 

Residents of Kramersdorf and indeed the whole of Swakopmund are understandably 

very concerned about their safety. Even the people working in an industrial area should 

not be exposed to the risk of exposure and or a nuclear accident. 

 Is there a chance that another location outside of any dwelling and human 

activity can be chosen? 

The RIA indicates that the public will not be exposed to 

radiation under normal operating conditions. 

 A photo taken at Einstein Street 111 shows shipping containers, apparently to be used 

for the storage of radioactive materials.  

 Can we conclude from this that the project is already underway before an 

Environmental Clearance Certificate has been issued by government?  

That would be illegal and would undermine any confidence in the entire project.   

 

No. The containers served other purposes. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

 

Einstein Street 111 

  How is the proposed site protected against flash floods?  

 

Although flash floods are rare in Namibia, they will inevitably come. The proposed 

site is in the lower reach of the Swakopmund river and sits at an estimated elevation of 

28 m above normal sea level. The critical choking point of the Swakopmund river is 

the section where the C28 and the railway lines cross the river, some 3.7 km upstream 

at a normal river elevation of 35 meters above sea level. If that choking point would 

be clogged from debris like trees as flash floods regularly carry, there would be a major 

flooding risks of the proposed site. 

The major risk of flooding such installations are electrical faults in safety equipment 

and the buoyance of any equipment like containers. There is then also the risk of 

radioactive material leaking and catastrophic spreading of the contamination in a flash 

flood environment. 

 What kind of emergency measures will there be in place for such an event? 

 How will the site be protected against such flooding? Flash floods do not 

occur regularly, but they do occur. 

Refer to section Error! Reference source not found.. It 

is extremely unlikely that a flash flood will impact the 

facility. There is a clear watershed between the site and 

the river. Two elevation profiles for two potential choke 

points were created. For both scenarios the water will flow 

around the obstruction and back to the river. 

Heavy rainfall in Swakopmund and on the site itself may 

cause localised pooling. The catchment of erf 3954 is 

extremely small as indicated in Error! Reference source 

not found.. As such significant flood damage that will 
result in the scenarios mentioned is highly unlikely. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

 Are the Swakopmund emergency services equipped and trained to deal with 

a flooded nuclear facility? We doubt that. 

 Transport  

The transport of highly radioactive material is one of the major safety factors. The 

transport vehicles must be equipped appropriately, the drivers must be qualified and 

informed. In the event of an accident involving the transport vehicle, the driver must 

know what emergency measures need to be taken immediately.   

Namibia is a country with nuclear experience and as such should be equipped for the 

safe transport of radioactive materials, although accidents happen.   

The radioactive substance is normally stored in specially equipped metal containers. 

The nuclear material is extremely expensive and therefore a target for thieves and 

criminals. However, if the perpetrators are not aware of the danger of the loot and open 

the cans, this is their death sentence and possibly that of many others. It is known that 
tins have been violently broken because they were thought to contain something very 

valuable. This ended fatally. 

Last year, a container of highly radioactive material fell off a pick-up truck in Australia. 

After a long search, it was recovered unscathed in the bush. It would have been 

catastrophic if it had fallen into the wrong hands. This event is evidence of greatest 

negligence.   

 What measures will be taken to prevent all forms of accidents (road accidents, 

handling and loading of the material, etc.). 

 What measures will be taken to prevent criminal action? 

There is currently only one transport company in Namibia 

that is authorised by the NRPA to transport radioactive 

material. They have already been engaged and have 

indicated what steps need to be taken to obtain the 

necessary additional approvals for transport of the SRS, 

should the project realise.  

 The legal issue 

 Is the necessary legislation, including regulations, in place for this business 

in Namibia?  

 What are the recommendations of the National Radiation Protection 

Authority?   

 What is the opinion of the Swakopmund City Council and other decision-

makers in the city? 

The EIA, RIA and ERMP is the first step in the obtaining 

all necessary permissions and approvals. The NRPA was 

notified of the EIA process and responded. They indicated 
that consent is required and that a final decision will be 

made pending the outcome of the EIA, RIA and issuance 

of an ECC. 

All concerns received from IAPs are included and 

addressed in this comments and responses table. The EIA, 

RIA and ERMP will be circulated to all registered parties 

for review and comment prior to submission. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

 Are the concerns of Swakopmund residents being considered and properly 

reflected in the EIA? 

 Operational phase 

The BID states: Only suitably trained, qualified and authorised personnel will have 

access to the radioactive source material area, as well as handle and work with such 

material.  

 When is the start of construction expected (depending on when the ECC is 

issued, of course)?   

It is unlikely that there will be sufficient persons in Namibia with the required 

qualifications.  

 Will there be sufficient time to train a suitably qualified team of employees?  

 Or will foreigners be employed due to a lack of skilled local manpower?  

The Proponent intends to start construction once and if the 

ECC is approved and the approvals from the NRPA and 

Swakopmund Municipality are obtained. Actual dates are 

not known.  

Due to the highly specialised nature of the work, skilled 

persons will have to be sourced from elsewhere. Unskilled 

and semi-skilled employees will be sourced locally (e.g 

security, administration, etc.) 

 Safety Requirements 

The BID states: Regular leak tests will be performed as per individual sources’ 

requirements, to ensure it remains within the threshold limits. 

 How will the tests be carried out?  

 What are the threshold limits for the individual sources? 

 What measures will be taken to prevent contamination of surface water, 

groundwater, soil and air? 

Standardised wipe tests. Refer to section Error! 

Reference source not found. and section Error! 

Reference source not found. for procedures to prevent 

contamination.  

 The BID states further: The existing workshop will be transformed into a state of the 

art for the calibration and testing of drilling equipment.  

In addition to the storage, this involves much more practical handling of highly 

radioactive material, more vulnerability to accidents and escape of radiation.  

The entire area must be shielded from the outside world like a high-security zone, 

similar to a nuclear reactor.   

 How can this be achieved? 

 Can you confirm that the Specific Safety Requirements No. SSR-1 of the 

IAEA (“SITE EVALUATION FOR NUCLEAR INSTALLATIONS”, in 

SSR-1 is not applicable to the proposed facility of the 

Proponent. SSR-1 states:  

The requirements in this publication apply to all nuclear 

installations [10], as follows: 

 Nuclear power plants;  

 Research reactors (including subcritical and critical 
assemblies) and any adjoining radioisotope 

production facilities;  

 Storage facilities for spent fuel;  
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

particular Requirement 12: Potential effects of the nuclear installation on 

people and the environment”) will be followed through with scientific and 

technical vigor? 

 Facilities for the enrichment of uranium;  

 Nuclear fuel fabrication facilities;  

 Conversion facilities;  

 Facilities for the reprocessing of spent fuel;  

 Facilities for the predisposal management of 

radioactive waste arising from  

 nuclear fuel cycle facilities;  

 Nuclear fuel cycle related research and development 

facilities. 

However, despite it not being applicable, significant effort 

was made to ensure proper evaluation of the site and risks. 

 Can you confirm that the IAEA rules contained in the Safety Report Series No. 16: 
CALIBRATION OF RADIATION PROTECTION MONITORING INSTRUMENTS 

of 2000, in particular the requirements for calibration facilities will be fully observed? 

Safety Report Series No. 16: CALIBRATION OF 
RADIATION PROTECTION MONITORING 

INSTRUMENTS of 2000 is not applicable to the facility. 

Its scope is as follows: 

This report is intended to serve those who are establishing 

or operating calibration facilities for radiation 

monitoring instruments. The sources of radiation and 

associated apparatus and calibration techniques 

presented are examples of what established calibration 

laboratories have deemed adequate. 

It therefor serves facilities that calibrate the radiation 

monitoring equipment that will be used by the Proponent 

to, amongst others, monitor radiation exposure of workers 
on site (i.e. dosimeters or similar). 

 Health of the employees 

 How regularly will the employees be medically examined?  

 Which medical check-ups are carried out regularly?  

A health and safety policy in accordance with local laws, 

and regulated by IAEA, will be put in place and strictly 

followed. The objectives of which will be to protect the 

health of the general public and the employees, and to 

prevent debilitating accidents resulting from the use of 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

 Is the medical staff trained to evaluate the health status of exposed 

employees?  

 Are employees provided with adequate medical and financial care if their 

health is affected by occupational circumstances, keeping in mind that gamma 

radiation is dealt with?  

 Are employees informed about the risks of their work before they sign an 

employment contract? 

 What kind of personal protection will employees receive in the form of 

clothing, masks, etc.? 

 And finally, what is the expected lifetime of the entire project?  

 Who will monitor the plant from A to Z?  

 Who will take responsibility for any accidents?  

 Will any victims be provided with medical and financial care?   

 What is the plan for decommissioning?  

In view of the planned dangerous operation, Earthlife Namibia finds the many 

questions and comments justified. We trust that they will be taken into consideration 

when preparing the EIA and EMP.   

radioactive materials. All employees will be informed of 

the risks involved with working with radioactive material. 

Olof Nederlof 

Email: 

29/02/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

TO WHOM THIS MAY CONCERN 

Re: Consent for a Noxious Industry/Hazardous Storage (Radioactive Source Material 

Storage And Handling Facility) on Erf 3954 Swakopmund Extension 10 

I am writing this letter in regards to the consent referenced above. I am writing this 

letter as a concerned and angry resident of Swakopmund. 

Swakopmund has been my home for over 30 years, I was basically raised here. I am 

so blessed to call Swakopmund my home. In all of those years, there has been no events 

that ever shocked me until recently. On the social media platform Facebook, I saw a 

post that horrified me to the core. The post in question was about a consent to build a 

storage and handling facility for hazardous, radioactive source materials. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your mail. I take note of your objection 

letter. Just to be clear, we are dealing with the 

environmental impact assessment process for the 

proposed facility. Objections against consent should be 

directed towards Stewart Planning/the Municipality who 
deals with the consent application. Nevertheless, I will, 

based on your email, add you to the stakeholders list of 

the environmental assessment process and also include 

your letter in the environmental assessment report which 

will be submitted to the National Radiation Authority and 

the Ministry of Environment, Forestry and Tourism for 

review. Prior to submission of the reports we will circulate 

it to all registered stakeholders, such as yourself, for 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

I am totally against the idea of a facility holding hazardous and radioactive materials 

in a populated town. I have read through the background information document (which 

was attached to the Facebook post) and even though it mentions about safety of the 

structure and storage of the radioactive materials, I am not convinced. This is a huge 

risk to the health of every citizen and animals in Swakopmund and to the environment. 

It doesn't matter how well the structure is built or how safe and secure the radioactive 

materials are stored, there will always be a chance of an accident happening with 

perhaps deadly consequences. But what if there was an accident? What impact will it 

have on the health of every living person and animal living in Swakopmund? What 

impact will it have on the environment? With all due respect, but you are playing with 

fire with the lives of every living person and animal in Swakopmund. 

Swakopmund is a beautiful coastal town surrounded by the beauty of the Namib Desert 
and the mighty Atlantic Ocean. It is a very popular holiday destination for not only for 

Namibians but also for international visitors. You cannot build such facilities in such 

a  popular town. I reiterate that you are playing with fire with not only the lives of 

every person living in Swakopmund, but also with the lives of persons from other 

countries as well. Facilities such as this, should be build where it will not harm people 

and animals and the environment. 

Even though it will be up to the Council to either approve or disapprove the consent 

for the building of the storage facility to store radioactive materials, but I strongly 

believe that the citizens in Swakopmund should have a vote to approve or disapprove, 

because this proposal is risking our health and lives and we should have a say in it as 

well. This will have an impact on the future generations to come. 

This letter is not a formal objection letter, but I will still OBJECT to the highest level 

to the consent for a noxious industry/hazardous storage (radioactive source material 

storage and handling facility) on ERF 3954 Swakopmund, Extension 10. 

If you could kindly note of my objection and receipt of this letter, I would be grateful. 

review and comment. Please rest assured that we will 

conduct an in-depth scientific assessment of the proposed 

project and make our recommendations based on this 

assessment. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us for any additional 

information. 

Jens Porthmann 

Email: 

28/02/2024 

 

 

Initial Query: 28 February 2024 08:51 (addressed to CEO of the Swakopmund 

Municipality and to the town planners dealing with the consent application 

Dear Mr. Benjamin, 

My family and I are residents of Swakopmund and are deeply concerned about the 

potential extreme danger of the above-mentioned planned facility, especially in view 

of the very close proximity to high-density DRC, as well as Mondesa and Kramersdorf. 

Initial Response: 28 February 2024 at 13:10:31 by the 

town planner 

Thanks for your email and written objection.  In reading 

Article 95(I), I get the impression that you were made to 

believe that this facility will permit the dumping of 

foreign nuclear waste and toxic waste on Namibian 

territory which is not the case. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

I shall not dwell on the obvious inherent noxiousness, hazardousness and danger of the 

planned facility, but suffice to point out that, in the letter and spirit of Article 95(l) of 

our Constitution, it is clearly outlawed by both the Environmental Management Act 7 

of 2007 and the Atomic Energy and Protection Act 5 of 2005. 

Trusting in your and Swakopmund Municipal Council's due consideration and 

consequent outright rejection of ANY related application. 

Thanking you in advance. 

 

Subsequent Response (addressed to the town planner):  29 February 2024 06:55 

Thank you for your response, advice and attached information. 

Concerns remain, however. 

For instance, why can the facility not be built more remotely where it is not populated? 

And, what about the harsh and corrosive conditions at the coast? 

Trusting in your due consideration. 

 

Subsequent Response (addressed to the town planner and Geo Pollution Technologies) 

04 March 2024 13:30 

Good day Mr. Otto, 

Thank you for your advice. 

It would be appreciated if my concerns/questions could be addressed in the 

Environmental Impact Assessment report. 

I am copying our correspondence to the e-mail address you provided. . 

Instead, the radioactive substances will be used to 

calibrate and test drilling equipment for the oil exploration 

industry – nothing to do with any nuclear waste or the 

nuclear industry.  Please find attached, for your 

information, the public background information 

document on the project.  You are welcome to share the 

BID document with anyone for their information as well.  

More information will follow from the developer. 

In any case, your objection has been recorded with our 

office. 

 

Subsequent response by the town planner: 1 March 2024 
at 16:52:12 

Dear Mr Prothmann,  

Thank you for the questions and noting your remaining 

concerns. We hope your concerns and questions will be 

considered and addressed in the EIA report from Geo 

Pollution Technologies (GPT). 

GPT invites all interested and affected parties (IAPs) to 

provide in writing, any issues and suggestions regarding 

the project.  Any comments, suggestions, concerns and/or 

objections will be considered by GPT in their EIA report: 

to register please email: ct@thenamib.com 

The results of the EIA will determine whether the project 

can be executed on this erf and will make 

recommendations to such an effect. The report will be 

submitted to all registered parties for review before final 

submission to the Ministry of Environment, Forestry and 

Tourism. The Ministry and the applicable competent 

authority, Ministry of Health and Social Services’ 

National Radiation Protection Authority will review and 

decide on the issuance of an environmental clearance for 

the project. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

Thank you for input and participation. 

Subsequent response by Geo Pollution Technologies: 

Mon 04/03/2024 2:24 pm 

I confirm receipt of your email and registration as an 

interested and affected party for the project. Your 

concerns as outlined below is noted and will be addressed 

in the EIA. I understand you have received the BID from 

Johann. We will forward the EIA and EMP 

documentation for your review and comment once 

complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact me 

for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. 

Pieter Hamman via 
Marina Loubser 

Email: 

04/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

Good Day 

Enclosed hereto please find our letterhead, which is self-explanatory, for your further 

attention. 

Kind regards 

 

Letter:   

Dear Sir/Madam 

Subject: Formal Objection to Proposed Application for Consent Use for Noxious 

Industry and Hazardous Material Handling 

We are writing to you on behalf of various members of the business community in 

Swakopmund to express their deep concern and urgency regarding the proposed 
application for consent use of property situated in our industrial area for a noxious 

industry and the storage and handling of hazardous materials. 

Our clients, as residents and businesspersons in Swakopmund, are deeply invested in 

the well-being of the Swakopmund community and environment. Our clients strongly 

object to this proposal on numerous grounds, including but not limited to the significant 

risks of: 

Initial Response: 

Your email of 4 March 2024 refers. I confirm receipt of 

your email with objection and have registered you as an 

interested and affected party on the environmental impact 

assessment (EIA) side of the project. We are busy with the 

environmental impact assessment (EIA) and will include 

and address your objection in the EIA. We will forward 

the EIA and EMP documentation for your review and 

comment once complete. In the meantime please feel free 

to contact me for any additional information pertaining to 

the EIA process or any other comments you may have. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

1. Environmental Concerns: Our clients are deeply concerned about the potential 

environmental risks posed by this proposed development. The storage and handling of 

hazardous materials on the property could lead to soil contamination, groundwater 

pollution, air quality degradation, and adverse impacts on local ecosystems. It is 

imperative to protect our natural resources and biodiversity. 

2. Health and Safety Risks: The storage of hazardous materials presents severe 

health and safety risks to nearby residents, workers, and wildlife. Potential hazards 

such as toxic fumes, chemical spills, fires, explosions, and long-term health effects 

must be carefully considered and mitigated. 

3. Public Health Impacts: Our clients are alarmed by the potential public health 

impacts associated with exposure to hazardous substances. Increased rates of 

respiratory illnesses, cancer, birth defects, and other health problems could result from 
proximity to the proposed facility. 

4. Property Values: The presence of a hazardous waste storage facility could 

significantly diminish property values in the surrounding area. This would have 

adverse effects on homeowners, businesses, and local tax revenues, undermining the 

economic stability of the community. 

5. Legal Compliance: Our clients urge you to thoroughly review whether the 

proposed development complies with zoning laws, land use regulations, environmental 

protection statutes, and other applicable laws and ordinances. Any violations or 

inconsistencies must be addressed before moving forward with the application. 

6. Community Opposition: There is widespread opposition within the 

community to this proposed development. Our clients have gathered evidence of this 
opposition through petitions, letters of concern, public meetings, and statements from 

residents, businesses, and community organizations that can be made available on 

request. 

7. Alternative Locations: Our clients recommend exploring alternative sites for 

hazardous waste storage that may be more suitable in terms of environmental, health, 

and safety considerations. Industrial zones, remote areas, or facilities with advanced 

safety measures should be considered viable alternatives. 

8. Lack of Adequate Mitigation Measures: Our clients challenge the adequacy 

of proposed mitigation measures to address potential risks adequately. Evidence of 

emergency response plans, containment systems, monitoring protocols, and liability 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

insurance coverage must be provided to ensure the protection of public health, safety, 

and the environment. 

9. Precedent Setting: Approving this proposal could set a dangerous precedent 

for future development projects in the area, potentially leading to further 

industrialization or hazardous waste storage. Our clients express serious concerns 

about the long-term implications of such a decision. 

10. Community Rights: Our clients assert the community's rights to participate in 

the decision-making process regarding land use and development projects that could 

impact their health, safety, and quality of life. Transparency, accountability, and 

meaningful public consultation are essential aspects of democratic governance. 

11. The proposed consent use of this property does not align with the approved 

2020/2040 structure plan. 

12. Tourism: This application will hurt the Swakopmund Tourism industry in 

various ways: 

(a) Prosperous Tourism relies on the natural beauty and cleanliness of an area. 

Visitors will be deterred by the presence of industrial facilities and the associated 

pollution. 

(b) Concerns about exposure to hazardous chemicals could lead to decreased 

visitation and economic losses for tourism-dependent businesses. 

(c) Negative publicity surrounding the establishment of hazardous waste 

facilities can tarnish the reputation of Swakopmund as a tourist destination. Media 

coverage of environmental accidents, regulatory violations, or health concerns may 

deter potential visitors and impact the long-term viability of tourism-based economies. 

 (d) Tourism is a significant source of revenue and employment in the Erongo and 

in particular the Swakopmund region. The presence of hazardous waste facilities may 

lead to decreased property values, loss of jobs in tourism-related industries, and 

reduced spending by tourists due to concerns about safety and environmental quality. 

(e) Tourism stakeholders often advocate for sustainable development practices 

that balance economic growth with environmental protection and social equity. 

Hazardous waste facilities may conflict with the principles of sustainable tourism by 

jeopardizing the natural and cultural resources that attract visitors in the first place. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

13.Insurance: This application will impact the insurance of surrounding properties to 

the following extent: 

(a) Risk Assessment: Insurance companies assess risks associated with properties 

when determining premiums. If a property in the immediate vicinity is rezoned to a 

designation that is deemed hazardous or noxious, insurance companies may perceive 

higher risks associated with the surrounding properties. This could be due to potential 

environmental hazards, increased crime rates, or other factors associated with the new 

zoning. 

(b) Premium Increases: Rezoning to a hazardous or noxious designation can lead 

to increased insurance premiums for surrounding property owners. Higher premiums 

can be a financial burden for property owners and may also affect property values. 

(c) Availability of Coverage: In some cases, insurance companies may be 
hesitant to provide coverage for properties located in areas with hazardous zoning due 

to the increased risks involved. This lack of insurance availability can make it difficult 

for property owners to protect their assets and may deter potential buyers or investors 

from acquiring property in the area. 

(d) Liability Concerns: Property owners will also for good reason become 

concerned about liability issues associated with owning property in a hazardous or 

noxious zoning area. If accidents or incidents occur on the property, liability claims 

could result in signific financial losses. Insurance coverage helps mitigate these risks, 

but if coverage is limited or unavailable, property owners may be more inclined to 

object to rezoning. 

(e) Impact on Businesses: Businesses operating in the rezoned area may face 
challenges obtaining insurance coverage for their operations. This can affect their 

ability to operate effectively and may lead to increased operating costs or even closure. 

14. Structural damage to surrounding properties: The property in question is 

situated on granite rock. This will require extensive blasting in the construction of the 

"bunker". As council, you are well aware of the extensive damage that has been caused 

to other properties in town due to construction blasting operations. 

(a) The potential for structural damage to surrounding properties cannot be 

overstated. Given that the proposed site is situated on granite rock, any construction 

involving extensive blasting poses a significant risk to the stability and integrity of 

nearby structures. The force generated by such blasting activities can cause vibrations 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

that may lead to cracks, subsidence, and other forms of structural damage to adjacent 

buildings. 

(b) As a council, you are undoubtedly familiar with the detrimental effects that 

construction blasting operations have had on properties in our town. Instances of 

cracked walls, damaged foundations, and compromised structural integrity have been 

reported in areas where blasting has been conducted for various construction projects. 

Allowing similar activities to take place in such proximity to residential and 

commercial properties would undoubtedly exacerbate these risks and could result in 

costly repairs and potential safety hazards for occupant's. 

(c) Furthermore, the potential for structural damage extends beyond immediate 

neighbouring properties. The ripple effects of blasting-induced damage could spread 

throughout the community, impacting property values, insurance premiums, and 
overall quality of life for residents. This is a risk that our community simply cannot 

afford to take. d) Therefore, our clients strongly urge the council to consider the threat 

of structural damage to surrounding properties as a compelling reason to reject the 

proposed application for consent use. The potential consequences of such activities far 

outweigh any perceived benefits, and the safety and well-being of our community must 

be prioritized above all else. 

In light of the serious risks and concerns outlined above, our clients urge you to reject 

the proposed application for consent to the use of property for a noxious industry and 

hazardous material handling facility. The potential consequences of this project are too 

great to ignore, and the health and safety of our community must be prioritized above 

all else. Instead, we implore you to promote sustainable development practices that 
minimize harm to human health and the environment and prioritize the well-being of 

current and future generations. 

Thank you for considering our objections to this proposed development. Our clients 

trust that you will give careful consideration to the concerns raised by them and other 

concerned residents and make the decision that is in the best interests of our community 

and the environment. 

Nicholas  Preller 

Email: 

04/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

1. Health and Safety Risks: Radioactive materials can pose significant health risks if 

improperly handled. We are concerned about the potential for accidents, leaks, or spills 

that could release radiation into the surrounding environment, leading to long-term 

health consequences for ourselves and future generations. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 

and registration as an interested and affected party for the 

project. Your concerns as outlined below is noted and will 

be addressed in the EIA. In case you have not received the 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

2. Environmental Impact: Radioactive materials can have a detrimental impact on the 

environment. We are worried about the potential contamination of soil, groundwater, 

and water reservoirs, which could harm residents as well as local ecosystems and 

wildlife. 

3. Property Values: The presence of a radioactive storage facility can lead to a decline 

in property values in the surrounding area. We as Homeowners are concerned about 

potential financial losses and difficulties in selling our properties if such a facility is 

established nearby. 

4. Stigma and Perception: The presence of a radioactive storage facility will create 

negative perceptions about the town and its desirability as a place to live or visit. This 

could have adverse effects on tourism, economic development, and the overall 

reputation of the town. 

5. Emergency Preparedness: As Residents, we have concerns about the town's 

preparedness to handle emergencies related to the storage facility, such as fires, natural 

disasters, or terrorist threats. We question whether local emergency services are 

adequately equipped and trained to respond to such incidents. 

6. Lack of Public Input: As residents, we feel that the decision-making process 

regarding the facility's development has been opaque and lacking in public 

participation, and we hereby voice our dissatisfaction and demand a more transparent 

and inclusive approach to decision-making.   

BID yet, please find it attached. We will forward the EIA 

and EMP documentation for your review and comment 

once complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact 

me for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. 

Kristian H Woker 

Email: 

06/03/2024 

 

Thank you very much for your mail of 15 February 2024.  

Unfortunately we have to advise that we completely OBJECT to the establishment of 

a radioactive source material storage and handling facility on our neighboring Erf No. 

3954 (Swakopmund), Einstein Street, Erongo Region.     

Besides all the usual concerns of having such an outright dangerous facility right next 

door, we are especially concerned about the future status of this facility. What happens, 

if this facility gets older and deteriorates ? What happens, if the Owners and / or 

Managers depart one day from Namibia or go into liquidation ? What happens, if the 

facility is damaged by outside factors or an accident happens, whilst the material is 

being handled on the premises ? We have seen too many bad examples in Namibia (for 

example many abandoned mines) and also worldwide (Chernobyl being the best 

example), where such dangerous facilities are simply left by the original operators and 

Initial Communication: 

Please receive attached notification for an environmental 

impact assessment we are conducting for erf 3954, Ext 10, 

Swakopmund. 

Do not hesitate to contact us for more information. 

Subsequent Response: 

I have registered you on the environmental impact 

assessment side of the project which we are conducting. 

Your concerns as outlined below is noted and will be 

addressed in the EIA. We will forward the EIA and EMP 

documentation for your review and comment once 

complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact me 
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the local population has to suffer the consequences. The suddenly no one is any more 

accountable or taking care of the aftermath.       

The storage of the material is dangerous enough (whilst in storage) but the handling 

thereof poses an even bigger risk for us. How will the bunker be accessed for use of 

the stored radioactive material, how long will it stay open for access, how will 

radioactive material be removed from the store, where will testing and calibration be 

done, how will the radioactive material be transported to and from the store & site ? 

Anything can / could go wrong during one of the above processes.  

Our biggest concern is also that this facility will instantly diminish the value of our 

own property (Erf 3953). Nobody would want to rent from us anymore. The stigma 

attached to this area will then always be negative.   

We realize that there is a need for such a facility but then this should be located well 
outside a municipal area like near the Rubbish dumps (in a large enough well fenced 

off area)  or behind Dune 7 (Walvis Bay). The granite ground near Dune 7 would be 

especially ideal for the establishment of such a facility (underground). To locate such 

a potentially dangerous facility in the midst of a residential town in our view would be 

extremely reckless and irresponsible (towards the local inhabitants and visitors of this 

town). It simply does not make sense to us to locate such a facility in the midst of a 

Town, which specializes on Tourism and has Residential Areas nearby (Mondesa and 

Kramersdorf).  

To summarize:                  We absolutely OBJECT to this envisaged project and trust 

& hope that Council rejects it outright. 

for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. 

Katharina Geier 

Email: 
06/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

To whom it may concern 

I herewith would like to hand in my objection against the storage and handling of 

radioactive material on ERF 3954 Swakopmund 

I am a resident of Swakopmund living in Kramersdorf. Transport and handling of 

radioactive material in the surrounding of a town is dangerous and for several reasons 

put the residents in risk. 

I would like to register for discussion and questions. Please send confirmation of this 

registration to me via email. 

Initial Response: 

I have registered you on the environmental impact 
assessment side of the project which we are conducting. 

Your concerns as outlined below is noted and will be 

addressed in the EIA. In case you have not received the 

BID yet, please find it attached. We will forward the EIA 

and EMP documentation for your review and comment 

once complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact 

me for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. Page 24 of 53
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Julika Becker 

Email: 

07/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

I would like to voice my concern regarding the plan to change the use of land in order 

to build a bunker for radioactive waste in Einstein Street, Swakopmund. Please register 

my name among those in opposition to the plan to build any kind of storage or bunker 

in or near Swakopmund for the long-term storage of radioactive waste, because: 

1. I am a resident of Swakopmund and am concerned about the health risks 

involved for myself and future generations of residents of Swakopmund. The location 

is too close to residential areas, the risks posed to people and the environment is huge 

and unpredictable. 

2. There is no guarantee for control of what happens at such a facility over time 

when people, governors, governments and companies (responsibilities) change. 

Radioactive waste will be life threatening and toxic for over thousands of years for 
people, ground water, soil and air. 

3. The Municipality of Swakopmund and Stewart Planning have not taken 

adequate steps to inform, educate and involve all residents of Swakopmund as 

interested and affected parties about this vital and life changing plan. There should at 

least be a well-advertised public information meeting in the Town Hall and a public 

petition for all the residents to voice their opinion and/or opposition to such a 

dangerous, life threatening change in land use. 

Please inform me of all further steps in handling this matter.  

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 

and registration as an interested and affected party on the 

environmental impact assessment side of the project. 

Please note that the facility is not planned for the storage 

of radioactive waste. In case you have not received the 

BID yet, please find it attached. Your concerns as outlined 

below is nevertheless noted and will be addressed in the 

EIA. We will forward the EIA and EMP documentation 

for your review and comment once complete. In the 

meantime please feel free to contact me for any additional 

information pertaining to the EIA process or any other 
comments you may have. 

Talita Nel 

Email: 

07/03/2024 

 

Initial Query (addressed to the Town Planners and the Swakopund Municipality): 27 

February 2024 4:17 PM 

Please find attached hereto the letter being self-explanatory. 

Letter: 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

SUBJECT: OBJECTION T APPLICATION FOR CONSENT – NAMAQUANUM 

INVESTMENTS TWO CC (ERF 3954, EINSTEIN STREET, SWAKOPMUND) 

We write with earnest concern and formal objection to the proposed development 

submitted by Namaquanum Investments Two CC, seeking consent for the 

establishment of an above or underground bunker facility on Erf 3954 in Swakopmund 

Extension 10. The intended utilization of this facility, encompassing the storage and 

handling of hazardous radioactive substances, as well as calibration tests for offshore 

Initial Response (by the Town Planner): 

Thank you for lodging your collective concern and/or 

objection to the proposed radioactive source material 

storage and handling facility on Erf 3954, Einstein Street, 
Swakopmund.  Your concern/objection will be recorded 

in the consent use application. 

Note that the Namaquanum Investments Two CC has 

appointed Geo Pollution Technologies (GPT) to 

undertake an Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA).  GPT invites all interested and affected parties 

(IAPs) to provide in writing, any issues and suggestions 

regarding the project.  Any comments, suggestions, 

concerns and/or objections will be considered by GPT in 
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oil exploration drilling equipment, presents a multitude of intricate issues warranting 

meticulous consideration and scrutiny. 

Our objection is framed by several paramount considerations, which include, but are 

not limited to: 

Proximity to Residential and Industrial Areas: 

The proposed site's hazardous nature, located in close proximity to both residential and 

industrial zones, notably our Madison Business Park on Erf 3949, Einstein Street, 

Swakopmund, raises considerable apprehensions. 

This situation prompts grave concerns regarding potential adverse impacts on the 

safety, health, and well-being of the local community and surrounding businesses. 

Cumulative Hazards in the Industrial Area: 

The inherent risks associated with any industrial area are further compounded by the 
introduction of a facility designed for the storage of radioactive materials. This 

convergence amplifies risks exponentially, creating an unacceptable level of danger 

that may extend beyond the proposed facility's perimeters. 

Lack of Clarity in the Application: 

The application is deficient in crucial details pertaining to the nature of the hazardous 

materials, such as their physical state (liquid, gas, or solid). This lack of clarity 

undermines our ability to comprehensively assess potential risks and the adequacy of 

proposed safety measures. 

Need for Water Resources for Radiation Control: 

Inadequacies in addressing the water requirements for radiation control are apparent in 

the application. Given the nature of neutrons and their particles, which necessitate 
significant water use to decelerate radiation, clarity on this aspect is imperative to 

ensure the safe handling of radioactive materials. 

Inadequate Packaging Information: 

Insufficient information regarding the packaging of radioactive materials is a critical 

concern. The absence of clear identification and safety protocols for packaging raises 

serious apprehensions about the potential for mishandling, accidents, and the resultant 

impact on both human health and the environment. 

their EIA report.  Please find attached the background 

information document (BID) which explains how to 

register as an IAP and to submit further comments. 

The results of the EIA will determine whether the project 

can be executed on this erf and will make 

recommendations to such an effect. The report will be 

submitted to all registered parties for review before final 

submission to the Ministry of Environment, Forestry and 

Tourism. The Ministry and the applicable competent 

authority, Ministry of Health and Social Services’ 

National Radiation Protection Authority will review and 

decide on the issuance of an environmental clearance for 
the project. 

Subsequent Response: (by Geo Pollution technologies) 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 

and registration on behalf of Madison Business Park as an 

interested and affected party on the environmental impact 

assessment side of the project. In case you have not 

received the BID yet, please find it attached. Your 

concerns as outlined in the letter are noted and will be 

addressed in the EIA. We will forward the EIA and EMP 

documentation for your review and comment once 

complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact me 
for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. 
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Additional Equipment and Costs: 

The proposed facility imposes an additional burden on the municipality, necessitating 

the acquisition of specialized equipment such as survey meters, contamination meters, 

and personal dosimeters for individuals in close proximity. 

The associated costs and resources required for the maintenance and operation of such 

equipment should be thoroughly considered. 

Inherent Risks of Radioactive Materials: 

Radioactive materials, being inherently hazardous and imperceptible to human senses, 

present a significant challenge in terms of containment, detection, and response in the 

event of mishandling or accidents. 

The potential consequences of such incidents are severe and could have lasting impacts 

on the health of the community and the integrity of the environment. 

Insufficient Public Communication and Engagement: 

The absence of a transparent and comprehensive communication strategy regarding the 

proposed development raises significant concerns. Adequate public engagement is 

paramount, and residents and businesses in the vicinity should be provided with 

detailed information and opportunities to voice their concerns. 

Health Risks: 

Exposure to hazardous materials poses severe health risks to both working individuals 

and residents in the surrounding area. Airborne pollutants, water contamination, and 

soil pollution can lead to respiratory issues, skin problems, and other health 

complications. 

Environmental Pollution: 

Accidental spills, leaks, or releases of hazardous substances can result in 

environmental pollution, affecting local ecosystems, water sources, and soil quality. 

The facility may contribute to long-term environmental degradation, impacting 

biodiversity and natural habitats. 

Safety Concerns: 

Proximity to train tracks increases the risk of accidents during transportation, such as 

derailments or spills, potentially leading to immediate dangers for nearby 
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communities. The facility itself may be at risk of accidents, fires, or explosions, posing 

a threat to both property and lives. 

Property Values and Liveability: 

The presence of a hazardous facility can negatively impact property values in the 

surrounding area, making it less attractive for potential buyers or tenants. Reduced 

liveability due to concerns about safety and pollution can lead to a decline in the overall 

quality of life for residents as well as property value. 

Negative Impact on Tourism: 

Despite its location in a light industrial area, Swakopmund, being a tourist destination, 

may suffer from a decline in tourism if the perception of the area is associated with 

industrial hazards and environmental risks. 

Long-term Sustainability Impact: 

The long-term sustainability of the region may be compromised, affecting the ability 

of the community to thrive economically, socially, and environmentally. 

In light of the aforementioned concerns, we implore you to meticulously evaluate the 

potential risks and implications associated with the proposed development. The safety 

and well-being of the Swakopmund community should be paramount in the decision-

making process. 

We respectfully request that you reject the application by Namaquanum Investments 

Two CC for the proposed noxious industry/hazardous storage facility on Erf 3954 

Swakopmund Extension 10. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We trust that you will approach this issue 

with the seriousness it deserves and prioritize the long-term safety and prosperity of 
our community. 

Subsequent Query (to Geo Pollution Technologies):  07 March 2024 13:53 

Our Trustees at Madison Business Park, situated in Swakopmund, requested that we 

should register with you as an interested and affected party with regards to the attached.  

Please advise if there is a process applicable in this regard, since it would be great if 

we could be informed of any information regarding this application/development in 

the future. 
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Wiltrud Patzner 

Email: 

07/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

To whom it may concern 

Dear Sir/ Madam 

Herewith I would like to hand in my objection against the storage and handling of 

radioactive material on Erf 3954 Swakopmund, Extension 10. 

I am a resident of Swakopmund, Kramersdorf. 

Transport and handling of radioactive material in the surrounding area of a town is 

dangerous, and for several reasons put the residents on risk 

I would like to register for discussion and questions.  

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 

and registration as an interested and affected party on the 

environmental impact assessment (EIA) side of the 

project. In case you have not received the BID yet, please 

find it attached. Your concerns as outlined below are 

noted and will be addressed in the EIA. We will forward 

the EIA and EMP documentation for your review and 

comment once complete. In the meantime please feel free 

to contact me for any additional information pertaining to 

the EIA process or any other comments you may have. 

Faried  Abu-Salih 

Email: 

07/03/2024 

 

Initial Query (addressed to the Town Planners and the Swakopund Municipality): 

I would like to voice my concern regarding the plan to change the use of land in order 

to build a bunker for radioactive waste in Einstein Street, Swakopmund. Please register 

my name among those in opposition to the plan to build any kind of storage or bunker 
in or near Swakopmund for the long-term storage of radioactive waste, because: 

I am a resident of Swakopmund and am concerned about the health risks involved for 

myself and future generations of residents of Swakopmund. The location is too close 

to residential areas, the risks posed to people and the environment is huge and 

unpredictable 

There is no guarantee for control of what happens at such a facility over time when 

people, governors, governments and companies (responsibilities) change. Radioactive 

waste will be life threatening and toxic for over thousands of years for people, ground 

water, soil and air 

The Municipality of Swakopmund and Stewart Planning have not taken adequate steps 

to inform, educate and involve all residents of Swakopmund as interested and affected 
parties about this vital and life changing plan. There should at least be a well-advertised 

public information meeting in the Town Hall and a public petition for all the residents 

to voice their opinion and/or opposition to such a dangerous, life threatening change in 

land use. 

Please inform me of all further steps in handling this matter.  

Initial Response (by the Town Planner): 

Your objection and concerns have been recorded with my 

office, thank you. 

Dear Geo Pollution Technologies, could you please 
register Faried Abu-Salih as an interested and affected 

party for the EIA process? 

Subsequent Response (by Geo Polltion Technologies): 

With reference to the below, please note that I have 

registered you for the EIA side of the project. Your 

concerns as outlined below is noted and will be addressed 

in the EIA. We will forward the EIA and EMP 

documentation for your review and comment once 

complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact me 

for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have.  
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Annette Erbslöh Email: 

08/03/2024 

Initial Query (addressed to the Town Planner)  

In this letter I would like to make it very clear that I am against this planned project in 

Swakopmund in every aspect. 

I have informed myself about this project in various announcements, statements and 

articles and also listened to the report on your project in the HITRADIO Namibia report 

by Ms. Brigitte Weidlich. 

If you compare the official statements and those of the journalist, I think there is a 

world of difference. Offshore drilling or not, Namibia staying on the ball etc. is 

absolutely irrelevant in my eyes, because such a storage, even if supposedly secured, 

does not belong in a residential area, in the statements called "industrial area" - it is 

also ridiculous. Lined containers 6 m long with 50 cm thick compacted concrete walls 

in the interior etc. may sound reassuring, but they are not, as they are clearly not stored 
underground. Where do you want to install airlocks? The interior of a container is 

certainly not sufficient for this. 

What happens when the containers are "full", supposedly not waste, which is obviously 

not correct. They must be stored and therefore presumably moved or the contents must 

be transported. Here we are talking about "hazardous goods transportation". Who 

ensures safety? Who supervises it? Where is the radioactive waste then stored? These 

must be very special storage facilities. Are they really secure or do they even exist? 

And from the sound of it, there is no experience in Namibia and "you have to specialize 

in it now" is the statement. In addition, Cesium 137 is to be used for this. That's all that 

needs to be said! (The accident occurred in Chernobyl in 1986. Even today, mushrooms 

and game meat in the Bavarian Forest are still highly contaminated with radiation). 
The very tools used at that time are probably particularly radioactive and therefore the 

protective clothing etc. will also be contaminated. And this "waste" must or should be 

temporarily stored in the containers in Swakop. There is allegedly a low risk .... In the 

description by GEO Pollution Technologies, the material is described as hazardous, in 

a statement by Mr. Otto only as minimally hazardous ... That is already far too much. 

There are reports in the press of "underground storage", but in the description by GEO 

Pollution Technologies this is just another possibility. With the safety measures 

described, above-ground storage is far too unsafe. Water is used, which will then be 

contaminated .... This also poses a high risk. Can we still allow ourselves to 

contaminate water in our country? NO! 

Initial Response (by the Town Planner):  

Thank you for raising your objection to the radioactive 

facility which will be recorded.  Your careful evaluation 

of available information, and valuable input on the project 

is much appreciated. 

Dear Geo Pollution Technologies team,  

Will you please consider and address the comments, 

concerns, and objections raised by Annette Erbslöh in 

your Environmental Impact Assessment? 

Subsequent Response (by Geo Pollution Technologies):  

I confirm receipt of your email sent to the Town Planners. 

I have taken the liberty of registering you as an interested 
and affected party on the environmental impact 

assessment side of the project. Your concerns as outlined 

below is noted and will be addressed in the EIA. We will 

forward the EIA and EMP documentation for your review 

and comment once complete. It is indeed unfortunate that 

in the modern technological age of smartphones and social 

media the sharing of information becomes muddled. I 

trust that ultimately the EIA/EMP will present the facts in 

a way that is clear to everyone, and make 

recommendations that is based on scientific data taking 

into consideration of the local environment. In the 
meantime please feel free to contact me for any additional 

information pertaining to the EIA process or any other 

comments you may have. 
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If Namibia thinks it has to get involved here, ONLY under the supervision of 

companies from abroad that have been practicing this for years, but never in a 

residential area of any size. If you really think you need to implement such a 

project/process etc. in Namibia, then plan it at the Rössing Mine. 

You must remember that we are exposed to a high level of insecurity in our country 

due to the unfortunately existing high level of corruption, companies operating in this 

country for whom the environment, safety, etc. mean absolutely nothing, but only their 

profit or greed and we are therefore exposed to a much higher risk than in countries 

such as the USA, UK, Germany. 

Gerhard Byleveld 

Email: 

08/03/2024 

 

Initial Query (addressed to the Town Planner): 

Dear sirs 

With the sketchy information provided re “radioactive source material storage and 

handling” I wish to point out that the location of this facility is surrounded by other 
factories and with the Mondesa town around 200 m from there. 

In Swakopmund we have 80% of the time a SW wind which blows in the direction of 

Mondesa. The placement of such facility is therefore critical taking into account the 

content and radioactivity of the “CONTENT” of such bunker. 

Much more information re products/source materials etc should be made available for 

residents especially Mondesa and surrounding areas to actively participate and make a 

more informed contribution. 

I trust that the Municipality will delve deeper into this matter and as usual put the safety 

and livelihood of residents first. 

Initial Response (by the Town Planner): 

Thank you for your written concern, input and objection 

to the radioactive facility.  If you have not done so already, 

you can also register as an interested and affected party 
with Geo Pollution Technologies who have been 

appointed to undertake the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) process.  The attached background 

information document explains how to register.  There is 

no specific deadline but the sooner the better. 

Dear Geo Pollution Technologies, 

Please see below the comment on the southwesterly wind 

which I think is important to consider and address in your 

EIA. 

Subsequent Response (by Geo Pollution Technologies): 

I confirm receipt of your email sent to the Town Planners. 
I have taken the liberty of registering you as an interested 

and affected party on the environmental impact 

assessment side of the project. Your concerns as outlined 

are noted and will be addressed in the EIA. We will 

forward the EIA and EMP documentation for your review 

and comment once complete. In the meantime please feel 

free to contact me for any additional information 

pertaining to the EIA process or any other comments you 

may have. 
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Radioactive material can only become airborne if it leaks 

from the capsule of the SRS. This is not likely to occur 

and the SRS will not be removed from the pig outside of 

the bunker or calibration room.  

Thimo Martens 

Alma Wallis 

Email: 

08/03/2024 

 

Initial Query (addressed to the Town Planner): Thursday, 8 March 2024 4:24 pm 

Please find attached objection letter. 

Letter:   

To whom this may concern 

Re: Hazardous Storage Facility on Erf 3954 Swakopmund Extension 10 

We would herewith like to hand in our objection to the Hazardous Storage Facility on 

Erf 3954 Swakopmund. 

Reasons for objection: 

The proposed facility is directly in Swakopmund, with high traffic volumes passing 
the storage facility daily. 

Radioactive waste can leak into our underground water channels or escape into the air 

– with the facility being so close to human population, this poses a high risk to human 

health and the environment. 

Would it not be better to create a storage facility outside of town? 

Radioactive waste only decays naturally over hundreds of years. How can the 

Municipality of Swakopmund guarantee the safe-guarding and proper upkeep of the 

storage facility for that duration of time? 

The proposal states that personnel will be monitored to make sure their radioactive 

exposure is within legal limits. What about the public or the personnel of business in 

close proximity? How will the health and safety of those individuals be guaranteed / 
monitored? 

In the proposal it is being stated that the concrete walls of the storage facility will only 

be 50cm thick. Overseas, similar radioactive storage facilities are being stored 500m 

underground. How can mere 50cm thick walls be thick enough? The proposed 

thickness of the walls does not correspond with the depth the canisters are be stored 

Initial Response (by the Town Planner): 

I herewith confirm receipt of the objection letter from 

Thimo, thank you.  

Dear Geo Pollution Technologies, could you also consider 

the questions, comments, and objections raised by Thimo? 

Subsequent Response by Geo Pollution Technologies): 

I confirm receipt of your objection sent to the Town 

Planners. I have taken the liberty of registering you as an 

interested and affected party on the environmental impact 
assessment side of the project. Please note that the facility 

is not planned for the storage of radioactive waste. In case 

you have not received the BID yet, please find it attached. 

Your concerns as outlined below is nevertheless noted and 

will be addressed in the EIA. We will forward the EIA and 

EMP documentation for your review and comment once 

complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact me 

for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. 
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

overseas. Added to that, that the proposed facility will be above ground, instead of 

underground. 

It is not being said what kind of radioactive waste will be stored – is it high-level or 

low-level waste? This makes a huge difference in the correct disposal procedure. 

The exact disposal procedure and nature of the waste storage is not clearly explained 

in the proposal – ie. Sentences such as “as an alternative option, the facility to store 

radioactive source material can also be partially underground” make the proposal 

sound like only ideas are being shared. If something can also be done, it is not said that 

it will be done. Where is the guarantee that all correct procedures are being followed – 

and which procedures are being implemented, as per law, pertaining the level of waste? 

None of this is being indicated in the proposal, thus we find the proposal not very clear 

and transparent. 

Wiebke Frey 
Email: 

08/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

I herewith hand in my concern against handling and storage of any radioactive material 

on Erf 3954 Swakopmund.  

I am a Swakopmund resident in the City and feel nothing in connection with 

radioactive things should be handle in a town due to the fact it is dangerous. 

I d like to register for discussions and questions . Could you please confirm registration. 

  

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 

and registration as an interested and affected party on the 

environmental impact assessment (EIA) side of the 

project. In case you have not received the BID yet, please 

find it attached. Your concerns as outlined below are 

noted and will be addressed in the EIA. We will forward 

the EIA and EMP documentation for your review and 

comment once complete. In the meantime please feel free 

to contact me for any additional information pertaining to 

the EIA process or any other comments you may have. 

J.C Brandt 

Riana Brandt 
Email: 

09/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

Proposed Storage and handling facility for radioactive source material at Namaquanum 
Investments two CC, Erf 3954, Einstein Street, Swakopmund 

We are writing to register on behalf of myself and my wife, Riana Brandt, our objection 

to the applicants’ application. 

While we understand the necessity of safe storage facilities for radioactive materials, 

we also have concerns about the safety of the inhabitants of Swakopmund, given the 

proximity of the proposed facility to residential areas. Radioactive materials, if 

mishandled or improperly stored, pose significant health and environmental risks. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 
and registration as an interested and affected party on the 

environmental impact assessment (EIA) side of the 

project. In case you have not received the BID yet, please 

find it attached. We are busy with the environmental 

impact assessment (EIA) as per point four of your 

information request list and trust that your other questions 

will be answered in the EIA. We will forward the EIA and 

EMP documentation for your review and comment once 

complete. In the meantime please feel free to contact me 
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Therefore, we believe it is essential for the community to be informed about the safety 

measures that will be implemented to mitigate these risks. 

Additionally, we would like to enquire whether the feasibility of locating such a facility 

in a more remote area, away from densely populated areas, has been considered. 

Building the facility in the desert, away from residential zones, could potentially reduce 

the risk to human health and the environment while still serving its intended purpose. 

We kindly request that you provide more detailed information regarding the proposed 

facility, including but not limited to: 

1. The types and quantities of radioactive materials that will be stored at the facility. 

2. The safety measures and protocols that will be in place to prevent accidents and 

mitigate risks. 

3. The emergency response plans in case of incidents or accidents. 

4. Any environmental impact assessments that have been conducted. 

5. Consideration given to alternative locations for the facility and the rationale for 

selecting the current site. 

6. Training of the staff taking care of the operations and monitoring thereof and where 

the training takes place (which institutions) and for whose expense. 

It baffles the mind of the public and every reasonable citizen that while Swakopmund 

is surrounded by hundreds of thousands of vacant land that the proponent elects to 

convert the property in question for purposes of storage and handling facility of 

radioactive source material. 

Thank you for your elaborate and eloquent assurance of how the proponent/the 

council/and all the other authoritarian institutions referred to by you will monitor the 
operation of the facility in order to protect the public at large.  It is a well-known fact 

that our country is inundated with corruption and incompetence however these aspects 

are not addressed against the background of monitoring and safeguarding the public. 

Should the council approve the proponents’ application will the council be prepared to 

indemnify affected persons against the risks of any negative potential 

risks/effects/losses/expenses by such person?  Any such indemnification should be 

supported by appropriate guarantees/suretyships commensurate to potential losses. 

We are looking forward to hearing from you. 

for any additional information pertaining to the EIA 

process or any other comments you may have. 
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Margo 

Bassingthwaighte 

Email: 

10/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

As a resident of Swakopmund I totally OBJECT to the above mentioned being carried 

out in the town of Swakopmund, in the industrial area along Einstein Street on Erf 

3954 Ext 10.  It does not take into consideration the lives of innocent people should 

there be a leak or any such thing happening.  It will impact on people’s health when 

things go wrong and you cannot guarantee that it won’t. 

Need I say anymore.  

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email. I confirm receipt of your email 

and registration as an interested and affected party on the 

environmental impact assessment (EIA) side of the 

project. In case you have not received the BID yet, please 

find it attached. Your concerns as outlined below are 

noted and will be addressed in the EIA. We will forward 

the EIA and EMP documentation for your review and 

comment once complete. In the meantime, please feel free 

to contact me for any additional information pertaining to 

the EIA process or any other comments you may have. 

Bernadette Weimann 

Email: 
11/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

Attached, please find a letter from the owners of Industrial Investment 625 Body 
Corporate. 

Letter: Reference: 3954S 

RE: Consent for a noxious industry/ hazardous storage (radioactive source material 

storage  and handling facility) on Erf 3954 Swakopmund, Extension 10  

This letter serves to inform you that the owners of Erf 625 Swakopmund, Extension 

10, object to the above planning application for the following reasons: 

•Why must such facilities be operated inside town? Would it not be better 

accommodated at a mine or a more remote industrial site that would have the correct 

zoning? 

•What are the real dangers that might be imposed daily on humans operating and 

working within the relevant closer vicinity (inclusive of Erf 625)? 

•With the fact that this Erf is located directly at the railway, the derailment of a train, 

smashing into the relevant premises, and releasing "nuclear waste" is a big problem. 

•Such installations might impact the value of the surrounding Erfs and workshops. It 

might also make it difficult, if not impossible, to source future tenants or buyers for 

neighboring Erfs. 

Initial Response: 

Your email and letter is well received. I have registered 
you on behalf of Investment 625 Body Corporate. Your 

concerns as outlined in the letter are noted and these 

together with your questions will be addressed in the EIA. 

We will forward the EIA and EMP documentation for 

your review and comment once complete.  In the 

meantime please feel free to contact me for any additional 

information pertaining to the EIA process or any other 

comments you may have.  
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IAP Details Comment / Concern Response 

•We would like to get more information about the applicant: Namaquanum 

Investments Two CC. We couldn't find any webpages or any other information about 

this company. 

•Additionally, we would like to receive more information about the work that is 

planned to be done on Erf 3954. Will there be radioactive waste? If so, will all 

requirements for the management and removal of radioactive waste be met? What 

radioactive material and how much will be stored? 

•Toxic materials remain highly radioactive for tens of thousands of years, posing a  

threat to the land, soil, freshwater sources, underground water, and humans. 

•We think that the above-ground storage facility is more dangerous than the alternative 

option of storing the radioactive material underground. 

We oppose these plans and would like to receive further and more detailed information 
about the application. Please keep us updated on the situation. 

Ralf and Birgit Linow 

Email: 

12/03/2024 

 

Initial Query: 

We are residents of Swakopmund and have a few questions as to GPT´s project in 

Einstein street: 

1. Kindly inform us as Swakopmund residents about the type of radioactive material 

you intend to store in Einstein street? 

2. Where does the radioactive material come from? 

3. How does it get transported to Swakopmund? 

4. Why place such a unit in a fairly dense area instead of somewhere in the mining area 

near Rössing etc.? 

5. How radioactive is the material and please give us a comparison if possible to the 

degree of radioactivity. 

6. Will the company be paid for storing radioactive material? 

We have major concerns about this project as to handling faults, pollution during 

operation(and afterwards - we all know that radioactive radiation cannot be destroyed 

and damage done to any genetic material/soil/water is permanent with potential 

detrimental outcome. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for your email and interest in the project. Your 

questions and concerns are well noted and will be 

answered/addressed in the environmental impact 

assessment (EIA) we are conducting for our client. I have 

also now registered you as interested and affected parties 

for the project. Just to confirm, it is not our project, but we 

were appointed as independent environmental consultants 

to conduct the EIA. I am not sure if you have seen the 

background information document yet, I therefore attach 

it again. It will answer some of your questions. The rest 
will be answered in the EIA which will be shared with you 

for review once complete. You will then get another 

chance to provide comments or questions which will be 

included in the final report to be submitted to the Ministry 

of Environment, Forestry and Tourism and the National 

Radiation Protection Authority of Namibia for their 

consideration and review. In the mean time you are 

welcome to provide more input / questions. 
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We live in a tourist attraction area providing income to about 50 - 80% of the people. 

This should not be at risk by something serving such a small community which can 

potentially be so harmful and cause longstanding effects. We are not a rubbish dump 

for other country´s radioactive material - if this should be the case. 

Nobody is perfect and here no-one has experience in handling such material. The 

incidence rate would be quite high from human errors. 

Thus we generally don´t agree to storage of such hazardous material in our town. 

Gerhard Byleveld 

Email: 

28/03/2024 

Initial Query: 

With reference to our telephone conversation this morning and my written 

submission at the bottom of the email, I wish to state the following: 

1. At present there appears to be a lot of confusion regarding the proposed 

“Radioactive Bunker” in Einstein Street, adjacent to Mondesa and other 

food related businesses.  

2. Johan Otto requested inputs by 8 March 24 but many concerned citizens 

(e.g. residents from Mondesa and their Councillors) were not even aware of 

the time line. 

3. Yesterday a meeting was advertised to be held at the Tamariskia Town Hall 

where around  50 persons were under the impression it was a formal session 

by either yourselves or Town Panning. Nobody took a lead in this fruitless 

gathering. Apparently a concerned citizen Mr Hertzberg wanted to 

encourage people to attend the “Municipal strategic briefing” to elevate 

these concerns (wrong place/wrong agenda”). As confirmed by you it was 

not arranged by either of you as leading parties. Be that as it may, this was is 

a clear indication that there are far more concerned citizens than the 21 
registered which you received up to now. 

4. Due to the vague description of “radioactive source material” I would 

suggest that a much wider and more in depth communique be put out (also 

via community leaders) so that citizens are well informed before making 

submissions. At present it might even include serious radioactive waste in a 

“bunker” adjacent to a town extension. What perception will this leave in 

the minds of potential Tourists once the “Greenies” get hold of it. 

Initial Response: 

Thank you for the call and email. It is quite unfortunate 

that someone advertised a public meeting and that 

expectations were that we / the town planners are hosting 

the meeting. Thank you also for putting me into contact 

with the SRA chairman. I hope that through the SRA we 
can better disseminate information regarding the project 

and the way forward. I urge all concerned residents and 

parties to register with me in order to be included in the 

environmental assessment process. I am currently 

engaging with the client in order to address the current 

confusion and “panic” (if that is the correct word to use). 

I will write a short communication in which I will try and 

better explain the process we are following for the EIA, 

and hopefully this will put residents at ease in so far as the 

EIA process is concerned – i.e. that the correct processes 

will be followed and that all parties’ will get an 
opportunity to review and comment on the EIA prior to it 

being submitted. I will forward said communication to 

you, the SRA, all parties registered with us in due course. 
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This EIA has the potential to probably stir up a lot of emotions, whether true or false, 

yet the best way to combat negative perceptions is adequate detailed information to 

the wider community for their inputs. 

I trust that you see my concerns as pro-active and meant in a positive light. 

Michelle Pfaffenthaler 

Email 

22/03/2024 

Initial Query 

I have been doing a bit of research myself and would like to raise concerns that I would 

like to see addressed: 

1)  LIST OF MATERIALS.  We need a comprehensive list of all the radioactive 

substances that will be used, e.e.radon, beryllium, plutonium. 

2) APPROPRIATE ACTIVITY  Whilst calibration of equipment is standard in the oil 

drilling industry, this kind of work really needs to be done by experts as they are 

working with a variety of radioactive materials and both safe storage, and working with 

the materials will be important.  In addition, disposal of contaminated wastes 
(including water) will be an issue.   We need to identify if Namaquanum Investment 

Two CC  has the expertise to do this kind of work and if it is not better to send the 

equipment to existing labs.  We also need to know more about this company.. I do not 

find any mention of them on the internet, other than in relation to their commissioning 

you to do the EIA. 

3)ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS.  I do not think that it is appropriate for this facility 

to be in Swakopmund light industrialist are.  I think that alternate locations should be 

investigated, more specifically in the heavy industrial sections of Luderitz and Walvis 

Bay. 

Initial Response: 

Apologies, I was out of office end of last week. I hereby 

confirm you registration with Geo Pollution 

Technologies for the EIA side of the project. I also take 

note of your concerns as raised below and these are 

concerns that we will definitely look at and address in 

the EIA. I will later today circulate information that 

answers some of the questions you and the other 

stakeholders raised, for example pertaining to the types 
of radioactive isotopes to be stored on site. 
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Widely Distributed Clarification Letter 
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Site Notice 
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Detlof Von Oertzen 

Email: 

19/06/2024 

Thank you for your mail and sharing the 

EIA/RIA/ERMP doc. 

There are numerous issues in the document, some of 

which include the following: 

 

 The exposure dose levels provided in table 5-2 are not 

complying with Namibian regulatory requirements, 

and the units are spelled incorrectly. I cannot believe 

that these matters were vetted by Dr van Blerk, noting 

the contents of section 3.2.3? Basic quality assurance 

should have addressed such discrepancies.  

The following is an exact copy of Government Notice No. 221 Radiation Protection and 

Waste Disposal Regulations: Atomic Energy and Radiation Protection Act, 2005 (Act 

No. 5 of 2005) 

Occupational dose limits 

1. (1)   Subject to subitem (2), the occupational exposure of any worker must be so 

controlled that the following limits are not exceeded – 

(a) an effective dose of 20 mSv per year averaged over five consecutive years; 

(b) an effective dose of 50 mSv in any single year; 

(c) an equivalent dose to the lens of the eye of 150 mSv in a year; and 

(d) an equivalent dose to the extremities (hands and feet) or the skin of 500 mSv in a 

year. 

(2) For apprentices of 16 to 18 years of age who are training for employment involving 

exposure to radiation and for students of age 16 to 18 who are required to use sources 

in the course of their studies, the occupational exposure must be so controlled that the 

following limits are not exceeded – 

(a) an effective dose of 6 mSv in a year; 

(b) an equivalent dose to the lens of the eye of 50 mSv in a year; and 

(c) an equivalent dose to the extremities or the skin of 150 mSv in a year. 

Special circumstances 

2. When, in special circumstances, a temporary change in the dose limit requirements is 
approved under regulation 11 – 

(a) the dose averaging period referred to in paragraph (a) of subitem 1(1) may 

exceptionally be up to 10 consecutive years as specified by the Authority, and the 

effective dose for any worker may not exceed 20 mSv per year averaged over this period 

and may not exceed 50 mSv in any single year, and the circumstances must be reviewed 
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when the dose accumulated by any worker since the start of the extended averaging 

period reaches 100 mSv; or 

(b) the temporary change in dose limit must be as specified by the Authority, but may not 

exceed 50 mSv in any year and the period of the temporary change may not exceed 5 

years. 

Dose limits for the public 

3. The estimated average doses to the relevant critical groups of members of the public 

that are attributable to practices may not exceed the following limits – 

(a) an effective dose of 1 mSv in a year: Provided that in special circumstances, an 

effective dose of up to 5 mSv in a single year may be approved: Provided further that the 

average dose over five consecutive years does not exceed 1 mSv: per year; 

(b) an equivalent dose to the lens of the eye of 15 mSv in a year; and (c) an equivalent 
dose to the skin of 50 mSv in a year. 

Error! Reference source not found. is consistent with the above. 

 

Dr van Blerk only prepared the RIA. 

mSV was changed to mSv in the table. 

 

 Section 6.1 does not address whether a facility as 

envisaged is not better located elsewhere, for example 

in Lüderitz. This should have been assessed and 

discussed. 

The Proponent has taken various factors in consideration, including the needs of 

potential future clients. These, together with the fact that the Proponent already owns the 

erf in question, do not warrant assessment of alternative locations, as the Proponent is 

not considering alternative locations. 

 Chapter 7 should include a summary of the provisions 

under the Atomic Energy and Radiation Protection Act 

5 of 2005, and the Regulations under the Act. 

A detailed summary of the Act and its regulations is provided in the RIA. 

 Chapter 9 completely misses the point that the facility 
was advertised as being a “noxious/industry storage 

site”. It is not what members of the public construed, 

but is a direct consequence of the adverts places by the 

project proponent or their “consultants”. In my view, 

“Noxious/industry storage site” is the official wording that had to be used by the Town 
Planners in order to apply for consent from the Municipality. The EIA advertisements 

clearly indicated “radioactive source material”. Regardless of this, “Noxious/industry 

storage site” still does not imply that radioactive waste will be stored. The general public 

however persisted with sharing the notion that it will be a storage site for radioactive 
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the statements in paragraph 3 in particular are neither 

helpful nor addressing the subject matter in a factual 

and balanced way. 

waste. Paragraph 3 addresses the misinformation and also confirm that their concerns 

are understood, even though their concerns may be based on the wrong information. As 

such, it is helpful in providing the Environmental Commissioner’s office with 

background to the public consultation process that may ultimately assist them in reaching 

a decision on the ECC approval/rejection. 

 Section 10.5 lacks a description on how radioactive 

contamination can potentially arise and spread from 

the proposed premises. 

This is discussed in the RIA. 

 Section 10.5 would benefit from some serious fact 

checking and corrections. 

Added references to section 10.5. 

 Section 11.1 and its subsections are qualitative and do 

not present objective indicators that can be used to 

rank the various risks that were identified.  

A standard environmental assessment method was used for the impact assessment. 

 Many of the statements in section 11.1 are irrelevant 

(example: “A common example is the radioactive 

isotopes used to treat cancer patients.”) and not related 
to the project under consideration, not sure for whose 

benefit they were included? 

The opinion on this is noted. 

 Page 103, section 5.5.2, lacks quantification and 

would benefit (and be more credible) if it were to 

include actual gamma dose rates during on-site 

calibration, as well as off-site gamma dose rates during 

calibration. In the absence of specific exposure 

scenarios, the qualitative description provided in 

section 5.5.2 is too simplistic to enable a balanced 

judgement on the actual on- and off-site risk of 

exposure associated with on-site calibrations. 

The facility is not operational yet and, therefore, is considered prospective in nature. It 

is recommended in the report that gamma dose rate surveys be conducted before 

commissioning of the facility to establish baseline conditions at the facilities, at the site 

and around the site. Once commissioned, this should be repeated under actual operating 

conditions.  

The sections on potential exposure to the public were revised and now include several 

scenarios under normal operating conditions and exposure conditions. It is recommended 

that these scenarios be revisited once commissioned to ensure that they represent 

operational conditions. The prospective assessment should be updated with an 

operational safety assessment and incorporate any site and facility-specific changes. 

 Page 104, section 5.5.3, a few exposure scenarios 
would assist in quantifying the potential risk of 

exposure – the qualitative argumentation used not not 

adequately convey the measure of actual and potential 

The sections on potential exposure to the public were revised and now include several 
scenarios under normal operating conditions and exposure conditions. It is recommended 

that these scenarios be revisited once commissioned to ensure that they represent 

operational conditions. The prospective assessment should be updated with an 

operational safety assessment and incorporate any site and facility-specific changes. 
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risk of exposure of staff as well as members of the 

public. 

 Section 5.6 has the same deficiencies as identified in 

the previous bullets in that it lacks a measure for the 

actual risk of exposure. 

The facility is not operational yet and, therefore, is considered prospective in nature. It 

is recommended that these scenarios be revisited once commissioned to ensure that they 

represent operational conditions. The prospective assessment should be updated with an 

operational safety assessment and incorporate any site and facility-specific changes. 

 6.3.2.1 mentions Radiation Protection Officers 

(RPOs). In Namibia, RPOs are NRPA staff. What this 

section should refer to are the duties of the Radiation 

Safety Officer (RSO). Had you hired a competent 

Namibian specialist, such mistakes would not have 

happened!  

This “error” does not change any of the findings of the study and the ultimate 

responsibility, regardless of what the position is called, remains the same. A local 

specialist was engaged, but, due to an excessively expensive quote by the specialist, 

could not be contracted. Nevertheless the comment is noted and it was changed to 

Radiation Safety Officers (RSO). 

 Table 6.1 – the exposure periods assumed are most 

likely too short in an operational setting. This implies 

that the associated exposure dose estimate is likely too 
low. 

Section 6.2.2.6 discusses the effect of the shorter or longer exposure period. 

 Attention needs to be given to the number significant 

figures that is used to express the exposure dose 

estimates in the report, one cannot use an input of one 

significant figure and express a result using three 

significant figures – Maths 101. 

Noted. The tables were revised to be consistent and the values quoted in the text are 

presented in a consistent manner. 

 A Radiation Management Plan was not included in the 

document, although this is suggested in your email. 

The RMP forms the basis of radiation protection 

measures contained in the EMP. 

A radiation management plan and overall operational overview is provided in the final 

submitted document. 

Kristian Woker 

Email: 

19/06/2024 

 

Thank you very much for your mail of 18 June 2024 

and the detailed Report. It certainly makes for 

interesting reading. 

We have full understanding that such a facility is 
necessary but not in the middle of a town. We have 

several residential area’s nearby and Swakopmund is 

a well-known holiday destination. 

Initial Response 

Your email and objection is noted and will be included in the EIA. You will also be 

notified upon final submission of the documentation, with the final document also shared 

with all registered parties. 

Subsequent Response 

The RIA as presented in Error! Reference source not found. was reworked and 

expected exposure for nearby residents, neighbours and passers-by was calculated. Refer 
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This facility will also devalue our property, as no one 

would like to rent next to such a facility (no matter 

how good the precautions are). It is just how human 

nature works. 

We thus still OBJECT to this facility. It needs to be 

located in a safer and more remote area like the 

Industrial properties near the airport of Walvis Bay. 

to section 6.3 in the RIA. As can be seen, exposure to nearby neighbours and passers-by 

is extremely low. 
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