
Set 01
1.  After review of the call for tender document and the provided feasibility study, our technical team concludes that the scope is currently not sufficiently precise to be able to define the studies necessary and the required deliverables in order to complete the mission to the satisfaction of the client. For example, the following is unclear:
0. Site studies available at the beginning of the mission (geotechnical information). We see that the site investigation would happen in parallel to the preliminary design studies, this seems incompatible with the design of the civil structures.: RESPONSE: The CISF will be established on the Vaalputs site. The Vaalputs site geotechnical information is provided in Chapter 3 of the Feasibility Study that was shared with the service providers. No further information is available.
0. Type and number of dry casks to be considered. RESPONSE: The design specifications, requirements and characteristics are provided in Chapter 4 of the Feasibility Study. The CISF must provide storage for at least about 5 000 SFAs (2 500 MTHM equivalent) from Koeberg reactors (1 800 MWe) and about 1 200 SFAs from Necsa’s SAFARI-1 research reactor (20 MWe), assuming a 60-year operating lifetime of the reactors. Of these respective volumes, the service provider must assume that 20% (for Koeberg and for Necsa) will stored in dual-purpose metal casks and 80% (for Koeberg and for Necsa) in concrete casks. Also assume that each has a max capacity of 32 PWR spent fuel assemblies (SFAs).
0. Expected level of details of the preliminary design: RESPONSE: This is provided in the Scope of Work / Terms of Reference in the bid document.
Because the request is to price in lump sum, we fear that we might be adding unnecessary risk provisions or that we might simply be off subject. Therefore, could NRWDI consider a technical clarification meeting early next week in order to better align the understandings.  
1. Extension of closing date: should NRWDI accept to hold a technical clarification. An extension of the closing date is necessary to prepare a qualitative offer and respect our own internal governance validation steps. Response: The tender did not make provision for a briefing session. Technical clarification enquiries should be communicated in writing and responses to be shared with all prospective bidders. Furthermore, as communicated previously, your request for the extension of the closing date of the tender was not granted and the decision is retained.
1. Bid submissions: please confirm that electronic submission of bid documents is accepted. Response: According to the SBD1 (Invitation to bid) document prospective bidders must submit their bid documents (hard copy) in the “TENDER BOX AT NECSA GATE 3; R104 ELIAS MOTSOALEDI STREET (CHURCH STREET WEST EXT) PELINDABA; BRITS MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT, MADIBENG MUNICIPALITY NORTH WEST, 0240”. The electronic submission of bid documents is therefore not accepted.
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