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PROOFS OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FROM I&APS 
 

Petitions 

NoWindFarms for Paternoster  

 

1 and 2 July 

The below comments were received via email from 31 respondents whose names and 

relevant designation within the community are provided in the table which follows. 

# Name Designation 

1 Alan Duncan Homeowner 

2 Andries scheepers Homeowner 

3 Charles Griss Homeowner 

4 Charlotte Baker Very Regular Visitor 

5 Cheryl de Porte Homeowner, business Owner 

6 Christiaan Lodewyk Wentzel Permanent resident 

7 Chris Wilkin Regular Visitor 

8 Christo Terblanche Homeowner 

9 Cleo Groenewald Homeowner 

10 Colette van der Merwe Homeowner 

11 Ernesta Van Deijl Homeowner 

12 Esti Du Plessis Homeowner 

13 Frances Hepbur Resident & employee at tourism based 

business 

14 Frederick Johanness Wessels Homeowner 

15 Hannes Jacobus Kleynhans Resident, homeowner, business owner 

16 Jacques Sherman Homeowner 

17 Jerry& Debbie Van Rooyen Resident homeowner 

18 Kenneth & Carla Pattison  Homeowner 

19 Laura Jacke Regular Guest 

20 Leon Lubbe Homeowner 

21 Margeurite du Preez Homeowner 

22 Marion Lubitz Farr Out Guest House 

23 Marlene Anderson  Resident and guest house owner 

24 Mr KH Bresselschmidt Homeowner 

25 Mrs Mariana Scherman Regular visitor 

26 Paul Vorster Homeowner 

27 Peggy Lannon Resident/homeowner/business owner 

28 Prof Dr Sudeshni Naidoo Homeowner 

29 Simone Jacke Hotel Owner 

30 Tertius Marais Guest House Owner & Property 

Investor 

31 Tamasine and Phil Ramwell Owner/Residents 
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NO 

 

BOULDERS WIND FARM 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT 

 

We are of the opinion that sustainable energy generation is definitely part of the 

solution to our electricity shortages. However, this may not be to the detriment of 

all of us in Paternoster, who have invested in this very successful village. Only 

German companies (Enercon, EnergieQuelle, and Saertex), a few farm property 

owners and very few South Africans (who do not live in Paternoster) will benefit from 

this venture. We, as ratepayers and property owners, have invested in the success of 

Paternoster, but stand to only loose from this proposed Boulders Wind Farm. 

 

VISUAL IMPACT 

 Wind turbines change the silhouette of the environment and have an adverse impact 

on the attractive appearance of Paternoster currently seen as the fisherman's village in 

an intact natural/rural environment. 

 Where the West Coast One turbines are approximately 150m high, the Boulders 

proposal is for even 15m higher turbines. 

 The most disturbing effect is the white flashing lights during the day and red at 

night, - as if you were heading down the main street in Johannesburg instead of 

walking along a wide open beach. According to the Report 3.4.5 The anticipated visual 

impact of lighting of the WEF at night is likely to be moderate The Report under 6.2.8 

refers to Residents and visitors to this area are therefore seen as sensitive visual 

receptors. Within a 10km radius, viewer incidence increases. We argue the example of 

Hopefield Wind Farm, which is a visual distraction at night already at a 30km distance 

on the road from Malmesbury. 

 

  

 The total proposed number of 45 turbines (in addition to the West Coast One Wind 

Farm), create the effect of a forest of moving structures with a height higher than all 

buildings in Cape Town. 

 The Noticeable negative visual effect, without a doubt, will result in a decline in 

tourism. 

 The R45 towards Paternoster is regarded a scenic route and as such may not be 
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spoiled by the Boulder project. The Integrated Heritage Impact 

Assessment and Assessment of Economic Impacts both refer to the importance of 

Vredenburg-Stompneus Bay and Paternoster- Stompneus Bay roads but totally ignore 

the historic, scenic and visual qualities of the Vredenburg-Paternoster Road, particularly 

in relation to views towards the visually prominent Kasteelberg koppie against a 

backdrop of moving wind turbines. 

 According to Conditions of the previous Environmental Authorisation 12/12/20/1581 

par.  10.7.4 Turbines must be placed at least 2km from the local road to Stompneus 

Bay. If this was adhered to, 13 less turbines would have been placed on West Coast 

One project and 30 could not be placed with the Boulders proposal. 

 Another very negative aesthetic impact is caused by the construction of power lines. 

No visual picture is provided, and in any case should be a requirement that no new 

power distribution may be erected above ground. 

 The 1200 m² platform at each turbine along with the approximate doubling of roads to 

all turbines have a negative impact on the landscape 

 

 SENSE OF PLACE 

 Referring to the impact on the SENSE OF PLACE under Report 6.9.1 and 6.9.2 - An 

impact on the sense of place is one that alters the visual landscape to such an extent 

that the user experiences the environment differently, and more specifically, in a less 

appealing or less positive light.The potential cumulative visual impact of the wind farms 

on the visual quality of the landscape. - The cumulative visual impact of the West Coast 

1 WEF and the Boulders WF is expected to be of high significance. 

 Paternoster is characterised by West Coast architecture that offers a picturesque view 

of the residential area against the backdrop of large areas of low sensitivity croplands 

alternating with occasional intact or near-natural fragments of indigenous vegetation 

and rocky outcrops. In terms of 4.1.3 the cumulative impacts, when considered in 

conjunction with the West Coast 1 facility, the study found the Visual Absorption 

Capacity of the receiving environment to be low, as a result of the vegetation and open 

vistas that are largely uninterrupted by urban development. This combined with the 

height of the proposed wind turbines results in unavoidably HIGH visual intrusion. It was 

also noted that the landscape is close to, if not already visually saturated and can 

possibly not accommodate the additional turbines without irrevocably changing the 

cultural landscape. Further to this, the greater size of the Boulders turbines makes them 

far more imposing and intrusive when viewed from the same distance as West Coast 1 

turbines, and generally more visible when viewed at a distance. In addition 5.1.3 

mentions that the greatest impact arising from visual intrusion is loss of sense of place 

and degradation of the significant rural landscape. These factors can have negative 

impacts on the significance of heritage resources and the cultural landscape that is 

difficult to mitigate due to the size of the turbines and their visibility in the landscape. 

 Even with the proposed moving of 7 turbines to the east these well-defined descriptions 

in the Report are still applicable and enough reason NOT to proceed. 
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 HERITAGE  IMPACT 

 According to Klein & Cruz-Uribe 1989; Smith et al 1991 there is to be no 

development/change to this heritage area within a 2km radius from Kasteelberg . 

However this stipulation does not specify from what point of Kasteelberg (top of the 

koppie or where the ritual sites were?) The difference may well have an effect of an 

extra 1km, which might impact on 5 turbine positions. 

 One of the demonstrated supporters (K Sadr- School of Geography, Archaeology and 

Environmental Studies at WITS) put in a conditional support, stating- as long as no 

turbines and associated infrastructure are constructed anywhere higher than the 80m 

(above sea level) contour line of the hill Kasteelberg. Most of the proposed turbines are 

positioned at more than 80m above sea level. Considering that both tops of Brittania 

Heights and Kasteelberg are approximately 150m above sea level and the turbines 

positioned at an average level of 95m plus 165m will dwarf Kasteelberg with more than 

100m. This leaves little ambience for a heritage site. 
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Boulders Wind Farm seen from Kasteelberg 

INTERNET AND AIR SPACE 

 Problems exist with the quality of the internet due to interference from the turbines. 

The Report’s answer under 10.1 is If complaints are received from surrounding 

landowners regarding this issue, the developer must investigate and mitigate these 

issues to the best of their abilities. What mitigation measures are the best of their 

abilities? 

 As mentioned under 4.1.9 potential of wind turbine generators to interfere on radio 

navigation equipment the BWF falls outside the 35km distance from the Langebaanweg 

Aerodrome, but is only 15km away from the Saldanha Aerodrome. In addition 

farmers (on whose land wind turbines will be built) no longer seem to have a need for 

crop spraying by planes,adjacent farmers still might regard this as essential? 

 Also mentioned under 4.1.9 much care should be taken to consider visual flight rules 

routes, proximity of known recreational flight activity such as hang gliders, enroute 

navigational facilities etc.  Light aircraft and microlights using the area regularly for 
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recreation will be negatively influenced by the BWF. 

 The developer’s bird studies refer to NO-GO areas eg. water ways and beacon points 

(for hunting, feeding nesting grounds). Obviously birds will fly between these points and 

this is exactly where the turbines are supposed to be erected. 

 Referring to Bat mortality and mitigation by curtailment plans (once a threshold of 

fatality is reached): increasing the cut-in speed for specific turbines with high bat fatality 

rates at specific times of night, under specific environmental conditions when fatality is 

greatest. This impact may be minimised by siting turbines away from important habitat 

features for bats, as well as bat roosts. Our concern is that monitoring and control of 

the cut-in speed at night will not be enforced. 

 

 HEALTH ASPECTS 

 Although this may not be seen as important enough, animals (domestic and wild) may 

well be affected, specifically with regard to vibration and the stroboscopic effect of 

the turbines. We argue that this might chase them away even from the NO-GO areas. 

Can the Developer refer to studies in this regard? 

 People become aware of noise as soon as this is 3– 5 dBA above the ambient noise. 

The report shows that the minimum effect will be more than 7dBA above ambient noise. 

Distance plays a major role but low frequencies (of the turbines) travel much further. 

 Noise and health impact studies in the Report downplay the effect because the 

turbines are not positioned close (2km) to dwellings. AS per 11.3.1 The developer must 

investigate any reasonable and valid noise complaint if registered by a receptor staying 

within 2,000 m from the location where construction activities are taking place or from 

an operational wind turbine. It seems unlikely that in a case of such legitimate claim the 

turbine installation would be dismantled. 

 In a recent law case in Ireland the wind energy company, Enercon had to admit in open 

court that their wind turbines damaged the human health of nearby residents 

 PROPERTY VALUES 

 If the Applicant argues that some property owners may often have unsubstantiated 

perceptions concerning the negative impact of renewable energy projects on property 

prices in general, which is why it is a frequent concern raised by the I&APs. The above 

shows that such perceptions cannot be corroborated with any empirical evidence, 

therefore, it is important to dispel these as early as possible i.e. during planning stages 

of the project. We argue the opposite, that the Developer is absolutely unable to prove 

that renewable energy projects have a positive effect on property prices. 

 The report refers to the increase in property values over a 10-year period, but can in no 

way prove that it will be better than without the BWF. The BWF cannot have a 

positive effect on property values. 

 The Report refers to a financial impact comparison made before and after 

completion of the West Coast One wind farm. This is a futile exercise because the 

WCO is situated largely ‘behind’ Paternoster and does not have the same effect as the 

Boulders proposal. We should rather insist on a study why European countries have 
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stopped erecting turbines? 

 Referring to 2.3 regarding Property Values, Tourism and Economic Issues- The key 

causes for the declining performance, as derived from interviews with tourism facilities’ 

owners, are the drought experienced in 2017/2018, increased competition, and 

affordability for the tourists. No mention is made about crime as a major factor in 

decline in visitors. This directly relates to the void left when job seekers cannot find 

employment on a permanent basis. Property prices in Paternoster did not increase at 

the same rate as for instance in Vredenburg. To mention that according to Four quoted 

overseas studies - It could find no statistically-significant evidence that proximity to a 

wind turbine affects home valuescannot be submitted as proof, since many more 

overseas installations have caused a huge uproar. What reference is used when stating 

that some of the local tourism product owners have experienced a positive effect on 

their business activities as a result of the development of West Coast One Wind Farm 

during its construction. Our view is that MOST of the local tourism product owners have 

experienced a NEGATIVE effect. 

 

JOB OPPORTUNITIES AND SOCIAL IMPACT 

 Creation of job opportunities and skills development, are largely unfounded. 

Experience from West Coast One, jobs did not materialize, except for one contractor 

appointed to erect not much more than a few carports at the site offices. 

 The Report argues that- The proponent should implement a “locals first” policy, 

specifically with regard to unskilled and low skilled opportunities. The focus should be in 

communities in Paternoster and St Helena Bay.We regard the influx of a high volume of 

job seekers over a 2 year time span as a huge problem. Past experience has shown 

that at the end of their 2-year employment low skilled labourers don’t return where they 

came from and aggravate local unemployment. This unemployment is a contributing 

factor to crime, which in turn is directly responsible for decrease in property values. 

 It would be interesting to know which training opportunities will be offered to qualified 

local people to be up-skilled to undertake certain roles during the construction and 

operation. We understand that at least a substantial number of projects are necessary 

to warrant a local manufacturing plant of e.g. the rotor blades. Until such time, however, 

this effectively means that we as taxpayers are subsidising jobs in Germany. 

 The Social Impact Assessment Report boasts that the procurement spend over the 20 

year operation phase for BW1 to BW4, 1S2 and IS2 will be inthe region of R 75 

billion – does this mean that we have to anticipate 3 further Boulders Wind farms? 

 The number of jobs created by the Paternoster tourism industry on a permanent basis 

outweighs that of the BWF many times over and cannot even start to compare. 

 ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SUPPLY 

 Under Alternatives 5.3 reference to dependence of nuclear energy generation on high 

volumes of water preclude its development on the proposed site. This is not true with a 

pebble bed reactor, which is safe and is not water dependent and is not dependent on 

sun or wind. 
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 The fact that wind conditions are less favourable during winter (when demand 

is highest) means that Escom still must provide for maximum demand. Until energy 

from renewable resources cannot be stored, a reliable source as a back-up (eg 

nuclear) must be provided. If this is available, then the wind farm becomes obsolete 

again? 

 Gas generated electricity, (being able to switch on and off when not enough power is 

generated by the wind farms) is very expensive. Similarly battery systems of this 

magnitude are still in the beginning stage of development.  

 Furthermore the Report argues that it is essential that the Western Cape increases its 

resilience against external energy supply disruptions and the massive price fluctuations 

caused by national or international decisions with regard to energy commodities (coal, 

oil)-The Western Cape electricity supply has not been separated from the rest of South 

Africa and even were this to become reality should still not be to our detriment.  

 It is incomprehensible why the State does not have a coordinated planwith all 

available technologies (solar/ wind/ coal/ hydrologic/ gas etc) to establish where 

developers are allowed to initiate with a particular solution. 

 The Methodology For Assessing Impacts and Alternatives under 7.3.1 mentions that 

if An irreversible and permanent change to the affected system(s) or party(ies) which 

cannot be mitigated. For example the permanent loss of land. These impacts would be 

considered by society as constituting a major and usually permanent change to the 

(natural and/or social) environment, and usually result in severe or very severe effects, 

or beneficial or very beneficial effects. Though the turbines are presented as only a 

25+year installation, we argue that even this so called temporary development has a 

life time negative consequence of VERY HIGH significance. 

 Boulders’ ideal location, due to low cost (close to electrical- and road infra structure 

and nearby harbour), certainly is very profitable for the developer. We as ratepayers 

were instrumental in establishing this infra structure which the developer now hopes to 

profit from to our detriment. 

 DECOMMISIONING 

 When the Report 2.3.5 refers to decommissioning of the Wind Farmafter say 25 

years, the Applicant must not be surprised at our skepticism.  Similar ‘rehabilitation’ of 

mines has shown that these are sold close to the end of their life expectancy with a 

new owner not being able to pay for these cost, conveniently going bankrupt, leaving 

the responsibility to the State. The State, in turn opts for doing nothing, leaving a 

previously beautiful area devastated for our grandchildren to ‘enjoy’. 

 In case of Non Compliance according to 10.1 Any non-compliance with the agreed 

procedures of the EMPr is a transgression of the various statutes and laws that define 

the manner by which the environment is managed. Failure to redress the cause must 

be reported to the relevant authority for them to deal with the transgression, as it deems 

fit.- This questions who would be allowed to access the farms to check compliance – for 

instance would bird watchers be allowed to do regular checks?  

 There should be a trust to which the developer from the beginning deposits enough 

money that allows for the removal of the turbines, platforms, roads, 300 to 700 tons 
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concrete foundations, and rehabilitation of the environment 

 

SUPPORT FOR THE BOULDERS WIND FARM 

 There is a perception that public participation is used only to meet legislative 

requirements. As ratepayers we are afraid that the public participation process is used 

to demonstrate due diligence without giving enough attention to valid 

objections/comments. 

 Demonstrated supporters for Boulders Wind Farm are:  

o Uitkoms boerdery, Geldenhuys Jonker Attorneys and Saretec- who stand to 

profit from the development 

o Western Cape Government Dept. Economic Development and Tourism, Cape 

Chamber of Commerce and Industry, City of Cape Town Energy, Western Cape 

Transport Administration and Licensing, Wesgro Cape Town and Western Cape 

Tourism, Trade & Investment – to these departments our response should be if 

they would consider putting up a wind farm on Table Mountain. 

o University of the Witwatersrand (K Sadr School of Geography, Archaeology and 

Environmental Studies) put in a conditional support– please note the earlier 

condition under Heritage Impact. 

o Elru -Building Tomorrow Today- strange to draw support from a Cape town kids 

education centre 

 Organizations submitting a single document with many signatures of opposition are 

only registered as a single source of comments. Simultaneously the above letters of 

support from parties outside the affected area as well as parties who stand to benefit 

are handled on par with hundreds of objectors thrown in as one.   

 Rate payers would like to have insight in how restrictions are enforced. It is important 

that a method be implemented whereby residents can see how all objections or 

concerns are addressed. 

 

There is absolutely no reason why anyone in Paternoster should support the 

intended Boulders Wind Farm. 

 

 Section 2 of NEMA contains principles (see Table 4-1) relevant to the proposed wind 

farm, and likely to be utilised in the process of decision making by DEA 
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Britannica Heights Petition of 106 People 
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Farmers/ Land Owners 
 

Heydenrych Pierre 

 

Ek wil graag die volgende kommentaar lewer op BOULDERS WINDFARM se 
Omgewingsproses: MY AGTERGROND: Ek die skrywer  boer al die afgelope 50 jaar in die 
omgewing.    
I want to provide the following comments on the BOULDERS Windfarm’s Environmental 
Process: MY BACKGROUND: I the writer am farming for the past 50 years in the area. 
Ek is gebore op die plaas waar ek tans boer.   Ek is een van die grootste belastingbetalers in 
die omgewing en is net so geregtig om ekonomiese geleenthede te benut soos almal.    
I was born on the farm where I am currently farming. I am one of the biggest/largest tax 
payers in the area and am just as entitled to the utilisation of economic opportunities as 
everyone else. 
Ek het  al meer grond afgestaan aan die gemeenskap van Paternoster as enige ander 
persoon.  
I have been giving more land to the community of Paternoster than any other person. 
Ek is meer vertroud met die omgewing as enige inwoner en veral die beswaarmakers.  
I am more familiar with the environment than any other resident and especially than the 
people objecting. 
 
BOERDERY Net ‘n kort opsomming , dit dit raak vir my onmoontlik om hier onder normale 
praktyke verder  te boer daarom het ek dit goed gedink om my na alernatiewe soos 
Windenergie te wend nadat ek genader is deur die instansie oor die goeie “windmetings” wat 
hier gedoen is.  
FARMING Just a short summary, it becomes impossible for me to under normal practice 
farm any further hence me considering alternatives such as Wind energy after I have been 
approached by the institution/company regarding the good ‘wind measurements’ that was 
done here. 
Ek word blootgestel aan ernstige veediefstal en honde vanaf Paternoster en omgewing wat 
my skape vang en verskeur van onbeheerde eienaars. 
I am especially exposed to serious livestock theft in the area and dogs from Paternoster of 
owners not controlling them, that catches my sheep and rip them apart. 
Dit is alombekend dat aardverwarming  besig is om ‘n baie groot rol by ons omgewing te 
speel en dus ‘n baie groot impak op my Boerdery omstandighede te hê.   
It is well known that global warming are playing a very big role in our environment and that it 
has a huge impact on my Farming circumstances. 
Omdat ek hier gebore is kan ek sien hoe die reënval al minder raak en hoe die seevlak styg.   
Because I was born here, I can see how the rainfall are getting less and how the sea level 
are rising. 
Dit wil vir my voorkom asof plaaslike Boerdery gestaak moet word om hulle wil af te dwing, 
ek kan ongelukkig nie hiermee saamgaan nie.  
It appears to me that local Farming has to be stopped to force their will on to it, I can 
unfortunately not go with this. 
 
TOERISME Die sogenaamde toerisme waarvan daar so baie opspraak gemaak word is 
besig om stadig maar seker ons infrastruktuur te vernietig as gevolg van toeloop van mense 
in die omgewing.   
TOURISM The so called tourism of which so much hype is made of, is slowly but surely busy 
destroying our infrastructure as a result of the volume of people to the area. 
Toerisme lewer geen bydrae tot my Boerdery nie.  Ek moet  daagliks drade en paaie instand 
hou as gevolg hiervan.   
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Tourism adds no value to my Farming. I have to maintain fencing and roads on a daily basis 
as a result. 
Ek moet mense inspan om vuilgoed (plastieksakke) wat op my lande waai op te tel, want as 
‘n bees of skaap ‘n plastieksak kry sal hy hom vreet en daaraan doodgaan.  
I have to allocate people to pick up plastic bags blowing on to the land, because if cattle or 
sheep get hold of plastic and eat it, they will die. 
Drie jaar terug het ek byna R300 000 verlies gehad van onbeheerde rondloperhonde van 
inwoners sowel as toeriste se honde wat my skape gevang en verskeur het.  
Three years ago I nearly had R300 000 worth of loss as a result of uncontrolled stray dogs of 
residents as well as tourists’ dogs that caught my sheep and killed them. 
Dit was so erg dat die SABC ‘n program daaroor gemaak het en dit op Fokus uitgesaai het.  
It was so bad that SABC made a programme about it and it was broadcast on the ‘Focus’ 
programme. 
Geen inwoner of Toeris het my as Boer probeer help of probeer bystaan deur dit nie.   
No resident or Tourist tried to help or support me as a Farmer; through this. 
Die aansoek van die nuwe Windplaas is slegs ‘n uitbreiding van die bestaande Windplaas en 
kan ek nie sien waarom die  beswaar makers so besorg is nie, want die bestaande 
Windplaas het geen invloed op die inwoners van Paternoster en omgewing nie, en in ander 
dorpe wêreldwyd en in Suid-Afrika word dit reg langs dorpe gevestig.   
The application of the new Windfarm is only an extension of the existing Windfarm and I 
cannot see why the complainants would be so concerned, as the existing Windfarm has no 
influence on the residents of Paternoster or environment, and in other towns all over the 
world, and in South Africa, it is established right next to towns. 
Dit is vir my onregverdig teenoor my om deur Paternoster- en omgewing se inwoners te 
besluit waarmee ek mag boer of nie.  
For me it is unfair towards me, to be decided by Paternoster and environment/area’s 
residents of what I am allowed to farm with or not. 
Die inwonders van veral Paternoster is onder die indruk dat Paternoster en omgewing te 
“gesog” is vir ‘n Windplaas, daar is baie ander toeriste dorpe wat ook Windplase het en dit 
het geen effek nie.  
The residents of especially Paternoster is under the impression that Paternoster and area 
are too prestigious for a Windfarm, there are many other tourism towns that also have 
Windfarms and it has no effect. 
Die verhoogte toerisme in Paternoster speel ‘n belangrike rol in die vernieting van 
plantegroei ensv.  Hier word meer diere soos bokkies, jakkalse, voëls en eende doodgery as 
wat enigiets anders kan skade doen. 
The increased tourism in Paternoster plays an important role in the destruction of vegetation 
etc. We have more animals such as buck, jackal, birds and geese as road kill than anything 
else that could do harm. 
Ek patroleer die paaie tussen my plase meer as enigiemand in hierdie omgewing daagliks 
en is seker van my feite wat ek stel, en word hier nie goed uit my duim gesuig soos die 
beswaarmakers nie. 
I patrol the roads between my farms more than anyone else in the vicinity on a daily bases to 
be sure of the facts that I state, and therefore do not thumb suck as with the opposers. 
ALGEMEEN Gegewe die agtergrond waar die aansoek twee keer deur inwoners probeer 
stop is, deur die sabotering van die proses is dit vir my duidelik dat dit ‘n PERSOONLIKE 
agenda is, want die Department het by twee geleenthede die besware opgehef.   
GENERAL Given the background where the application were attempted to be stopped by 
the residents, two times, by the sabotaging of the process, it is clear to me that it is a 
PERSONAL agenda, because the Department had at two occasions lift the objections. 
Ek kan myself nie insien waarom die projek nie moet voortgaan nie. 
I cannot see why the project should not go ahead. 
Ek was by twee van die huidige inligtingsvergaderings bygewoon, en die besware wat ge-
opper is blyk definitief na ‘n PERSOONLIKE agende en dra dus geen objektiewe feite vir die 
kansellasie van die projek nie.   
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I have been present at two of the current information meetings, and the objections that were 
made definitely seem to be PERSONAL agendas and therefore carry no objective facts for 
the cancellation of the project. 
Dieselfde persone wat ek opgemerk het by die vergaderings is dieselfde persone wat 
voortdurend beswaar maak met wat ek ookal wil doen of beplan hetsy ontwikkeling of 
hersonering van grond ensv.    
It is the same people I have seen at the meetings who continuously makes the objections 
with whatever I want to do or plan whether it be development or rezoning of land etc. 
Sommige van die beswaarmakers is nie Suid-Afrikaanse Burgers nie en sommige nog nie 
eens 2 jaar inwoners nie.   
Some of the ‘objectors’ are not South African citizens, and some not even residents for 2 
years yet. 
Die belastingbetalers en inwoners is gou om oor kleinigehede besware te opper, maar ek 
vra die volgende:  
The tax payers and residents are quick to object to minor issues, but I ask the following:  
- Drie jaar terug het ek R300 000 verloor met honde wat skape vang en niemand het my 
probeer help nie.  
- Three years ago I lost R300 000 with dogs catching my sheep and nobody attempted to 
help me. 
- Niemand doen iets oor die wettelose steel van my vee en die knip van my drade nie.   
- Nobody did anything about the lawless theft of my small stock and the cutting of my 
fencing. 
-Hoekom word die internettorings nie verwyder wat sonder ‘n EIA gedoen is nie.   
-Why do the internet towers not get removed which were done without EIA’s? 
-Hoekom reageer hulle nie oor onwettige bou van geboue in Paternoster nie?   
-Why do they not react to the illegal construction of buildings in Paternoster? 
- Hoekom reageer hulle nie oor onooglike warmwater silinders wat aangerig is op RDP huise 
nie? 
- Why do they not react on unsightly warm water cylinders that were constructed on RDP 
houses? 
Dit wil vir my voorkom asof die beswaarmakers plaaslike Boerdery wil staak om hulle sin te 
kry. Ek kan ongelukkig nie hiermee saamgaan nie. 
It appears to me as if objecting people wants to stop local farming to get their way. I can 
unfortunately not agree with this. 
Ek glo aan ‘n ordelike en wetlike proses wat gevolg moet word, maar daar word gedurig 
ingemeng deur oningeligte inwoners deur ‘n verkeerde gesindheid te openbaar voordat hulle 
al die feite het. 
I believe in an orderly legal process to be followed, but there are continuous interference by 
uninformed residents through an incorrect attitude displayed before they have all the facts. 
Hierdie projek gaan ‘n baie groot ekonomiese inspuiting bring vir die plaaslike omgewing, 
asook vir die plaaslike Gemeenskap, wel by die opringting en permanete basis. 
This project will bring a very big economical injection for the local environment, as well as for 
the local Community, at the construction and permanent basis. 
Die huidge kragsituasie in Suid-Afrika is geen geheim nie en die Regering se beleid om trent 
skoon energie.   
The current electricity situation in South Africa is no secret and the Government’s policy 
around clean energy. 
Die Kaapste Metro is besig met ‘n hofsaak om Eskom te verplig om direk by onafhanklike 
kragvoorsieners krag aan te koop. 
The Cape Metro is currently busy with a court case to obligate Eskom to directly purchase 
electricity from independent power suppliers. 
Ek wil graag op rekord plaas dat enige sinnelose vertraging wat veroorsaak word deur die 
beswaarmakers wat ge-opper word met ‘n eis vir skadevergoeding indien ons onregverdig 
vertraag word met die Windplaas projek. 
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I want to place on record that any senseless delay that are caused, by objecting people, that 
are raised, will result in a damage claim in case we are unfairly delayed with the Wind Farm 
Project. 
Ek vertrou dat my inset as positiewe bydrae tot die bevesting van hierdie broodnodige 
SKOON ENERGIE projek sal wees. 
I trust that my input will be a positive contribution to the confirmation of a much needed 

CLEAN ENERGY project. 

Other Residents around the Peninsula 
 

Kotze Danie 

 

Boulders Wind Farm 

30 June 2019 

This is with regard to Boulders Windfarm with DEA Reference number 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057 

I have the following comments and concerns. 

 

1. Visual and Noise Impacts:  

 

The West Coast One Wind Farm is situated nearby and the closest wind turbines to my 

house is 2.4 km. When the dominant wind from the southeast or east are blowing the 

swoosh sound from the turbine blades can be heard very easily. 

The shadow flicker during the day and night flickering of the lights would definitely be a 

disturbance, but the effect thereof cannot be determined, because I have not lived closer 

than 2.4 km from a turbine before?  

I do not know if the close proximity of the proposed turbines would cause sleep disturbance 

for my family or farm workers or not?  

The residents of Klipheuwel farm (part of the West Coast One WEF) was evacuated due to 

noise and visual impacts. 

Why do the residents of Brittanica Heights and Paternoster have the right to decide that the 

visual and noise impacts from the proposed windfarm would be disturbing and that the 

developer mitigated the layout  to support  this, but my family and farm workers don’t? 

The people living close or nearby turbines are generously compensated by income from the 

wind turbines on their property, but my family and farm workers won’t.  

A buffer zone of 500 m from my house is definitely inadequate for visual and noise impacts 

for my family and farm workers.  

 

2. Water Resources: 

 

We do not have natural water supplies and use mainly Municipal water, which was 

interrupted 4 times this year for 1 day  or more.  
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Where will this project get its water from and how will it influence our supply?(This was not 

answered in DSR?)  

Every December month our water supply is under great pressure because of the increase in 

consumption over the holiday period. 

We are currently under heavy water restrictions, with increased water tariffs that causes 

higher inset costs. 

We live in a low rainfall area and the past five years we are experiencing an ongoing drought 

that caused huge losses in income and we had to sell or reduce livestock to make ends 

meet. 

In the DSR the Saldanha Bay Municipality clearly stated that a project of this scale not be 

approved at this time due to lack of water. (What happened about the fact that we are still 

experiencing restrictions due to the ongoing drought?) 

I suggest that all building projects be cancelled till we can overcome this dreaded drought, 

that’s the worst in 100 years. 

3. Roads: 

How will the gravel road from Vredenburg to Stompneusbay (P2160) be maintained, 

because it will carry heavy loads, many trucks and other vehicles involved in this project.  

If not properly maintained who will be held responsible?  

We already struggle with the West Coast District Municipality to maintain the road, which are 

95% of the time in a horrible condition.  

Our vehicles get a beating on these roads every day as it is and no one takes responsibility 

for the damages.  

The WCDM do not have the funds to maintain this road, according to them, and how will this 

be overcome? 

 

4. Security: 

This is a big concern because my farming activities mainly consist of Sheep and Cattle 

farming and we already have a big problem with theft of livestock. 

The proposed windfarm will have security at the entrances of the farms included in the 

project, but we as neighbours won’t . 

How will we be protected against the rise in activity and unknown people claiming to be part 

of the project. 

At night who will be responsible for securing my livestock and assets? 

If any livestock loss or theft occur by workers or contractors from the proposed development,  

Boulders Windfarm will be held responsible 

 

5. Heritage:  

I have a Heritage resource on my farm (KBS) Kasteelberg and there are a 3.5 km no wind 

turbine buffer zone around it set by Heritage Western Cape’s CEO Mr. Andrew Hall on 2 

November 2011  and no turbines within 2km on both Western and Eastern Side of the 

Stompneusbay gravel road(P2160) to protect sense of place of this Grade 2 Heritage site. 
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5.1. BackGround 

If you are not aware, my farm Boebezaks Kraal 0/40 and 4/40 was part of The West Coast 

One Wind Energy Facility project but was excluded from the project due to a 3,5 km no wind 

turbine buffer zone around Kasteelberg (KBS) set by Heritage Western Cape (HWC Case 

Number 1152) and no turbines within 2km on both the western and eastern side of the 

Stompneusbay gravel road(P2160) 

These heritage buffer zones resulted in my farm being excluded from the WEF resulting in a 

huge loss of income for me, my family and farmworkers. 

5.2.History 

 

During the EIA process and development of the West Coast One WEF (WC1 WEF), 19 

turbines was placed on my farm on the lower slopes of Kasteelberg and to the Southern part 

of my farm. 

The heritage specialists as part of the EIA process, recommended in the HIA, not less than 

2km buffer zone around Kasteelberg and a 500 m buffer on both sides of Stompneusbay 

road. 

These Heritage buffer zones resulted in less footprint  for turbines on my farm and the 

remaining  12 turbines was placed on the southern part of my farm outside of Kasteelberg 

2km and road 500 m buffer zones suggested by HIA specialists. 

Heritage Western Cape (HWC) then commented on EIA on 3 November2010 (attached 

please find HwcCommentonEIA.pdf) and recommended a NO GO option for the West Coast 

One WEF with the reasons stipulated. 

The DEA somehow disregarded this comment by HWC and the Environmental 

Authorisation(EA) was granted on 13 March 2011 with the 2km buffer around Kasteelberg, 

with condition that the Heritage buffer zones be further discussed and agreed upon between 

WEF developer and HWC(please find WCOneAuthMarch2011.pdf) on page 14 and 15 

(10.7.1 and 10.7.4). 

 

HWC then appealed against Environmental Authorisation  on 19 April 2011 (please find 

HWCAppealWC1.pdf) and in this document HWC clearly states reasons for the High 

Heritage Significance of Kasteelberg and the NO GO option for the WEF. 

 

a) The High Heritage Significance of the Kasteelberg Archaeological sites. 

b) Impacts of Sense of Place and Cultural Landscape. 

 

The grounds for appeal was given on page 3 of this document and at the bottom of page 3 

and top of page 4, HWC clearly states that 2 km buffer zone around Kasteelberg was 

inadequate and that a buffer of at least 5 km, possibly more should be placed. 

 

The NO GO option for the West Coast One WEF was given by HWC. 

This document was signed by CEO of HWC, Mr. Andrew Hall. 
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The developers of WC1 WEF and myself tried numerous times to persuade the CEO of 

HWC to reduce the 5 km buffer zone, by corresponding with HWC with no positive response. 

The WEF developers asked HWC if a mitigated layout of no turbines on western side of 

gravel road to Stompneusbay would be approved, but still no positive response from HWC. 

 

On 14 September 2011 Kasteelberg was nominated as Provincial Heritage Site (PHS) due 

to its importance as Grade 2 Heritage site by HWC. 

Me and my family was worried about security and asked for more information from HWC due 

to people visiting this PHS without our concent, with no reply from HWC.  

At this stage the developers mitigated the layout of the WC1 WEF to only having turbines on 

the Eastern side of Stompneusbay road (P2160) with 500 m buffer from this road on eastern 

side, with no turbines on western side, excluding my farm from WC1 WEF completely, due to 

the 5 km buffer zone set by CEO of HWC. 

 

The developers replied to DEA, against Appeal from HWC, and asked for approval if they set 

a 3.5 km buffer around Kasteelberg  with no turbines placed on western side of the road, 

excluding my farm from the WEF. 

 

5.3. Decision  

 

On 2 November 2011 at an Impact Assessment Meeting held at offices of HWC, the CEO of 

HWC and IACOM members agreed to support the mitigated layout of the WC1 WEF 

developers with the 3.5 km buffer around Kasteelberg. 

I was present at this meeting where the CEO of HWC, Mr. Andrew Hall supported this 

revised layout and set the 3.5 km buffer zone around Kasteelberg and 2km on either side of 

Stompneusbay road (P2160) for future development. 

The Minutes of this meeting was done by Me. Jenna Lavin.   

 

The lack of feedback from HWC resulted in the nomination for PHS of Kasteelberg being put 

on hold. 

 

The DEA then approved and amended the EA for WC1 WEF. 

My farm was excluded from the WC1 WEF and that was the reason why the buffer zone was 

not changed in the amended EA. 

 

This decision made by the CEO of HWC, Mr. Andrew Hall  resulted in my farm being 

excluded from the West Coast One WEF, resulting in total loss of income from this WEF, for 

my family and farm workers. 

 

5.3 New Heritage Impact Assessment 
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The Heritage Impact Assessment(HIA) from Archeological Contracts Office (ACO) for the 

Boulders windfarm varies drastically from the HIA for West Coast One Wind Farm also 

compiled by ACO! 

A Heritage officer/specialist of ACO was present at the IACOM meeting held on 2 November 

2011 at HWC where the 3.5 km buffer zone was implemented.  

So ACO should know the extreme significance of this site, and should have implemented a 

3.5 km buffer zone from the start. 

It is exactly the same kind of development and impacts stay exactly the same, so the 

outcome of the HIA should be exactly the same or even higher buffer zones should have 

been implemented. 

Why was? 

a) The 2km buffer zone around Kasteelberg  reduced to 1.5km  on eastern side. 

b) The 500 m buffer zone from Stompneusbay road was reduced from 500 m to 250 m 

c) Why is this proposed PHS Kasteelberg with Grade 2 Significance now suddenly not so 

important by ACO? 

 

The reasons given by ACO in HIA are unfair and ungrounded and was merely the opinion of 

one of their own heritage specialists. 

The viewsheds from the existing WC1 WEF towards Kasteelberg is still unchanged. 

The viewsheds from Vredenburg on Stompneusbay road towards Kasteelberg to the western 

side is still unchanged. 

The viewsheds from Brittanica Heights(Stompneusbay/St Helena Bay) to Kasteelberg is 

unchanged with turbines to the far east, 3.5 km away. 

The viewsheds from Paternoster PHS and the sea to Kasteelberg is unchanged with 

turbines  in the far back with 3.5 km space in between. 

Apparently the independence and integrity of ACO was compromised in the compiling of this 

HIA, or my farm was apparently victimized by ACO during the compiling of WC1 WEF HIA? 

Alternative: 

 

In the FSR it is stated that there was no alternatives for this project, but during the EIA 

process done by Aurecon for IDP Power there were alternatives! 

Boulders Windfarm have lease agreements for some of these farms. 

See attached map(IDPMap2011.pdf) 

How is it possible to state that there was no alternatives? 

Conclusion: 

I am a struggling farmer in a low rainfall region with no other income than farming. 

The income from Wind energy from the WC1 WEF was the only way to insure income for the 

future for my family and farm workers. 

Due to a heritage resource on my farm, this income was lost, and I had to sell livestock to 

make ends meet during this drought stricken times and with the weak economy. 
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At the IACOM meeting at HWC on 2 November 2011 the CEO of HWC proposed that he will 

speak to the Minister Of Cultural Affairs for compensation for landowners of High Heritage 

graded Sites, but till today no response from either. 

I have sent numerous emails to HWC informing them of my intentions below with no 

response. 

My conclusion in this regard are, if any Wind Turbines from Boulders Windfarm be approved 

within this 3,5km buffer zone from Kasteelberg(KBS) and within the 2km Stompneusbay 

gravel road(P2160) buffer zones on both western and eastern sides of P2160, I will take 

Legal action against Heritage Western Cape, its Governing Authorities and the Department 

of Environmental Affairs for Loss of Income, Tort and Victimization. 

If any documents are unclear do not hesitate to contact me! 

 

Yours Sincerely 
Danie Kotze 
Rooiheuwel Trust 
Rooiheuwel 
P.O.Box 45 
Vredenburg 
7380 
Cell: 0834618231 
E-mail: danierooiheuwel@gmail.com 
 

mailto:danierooiheuwel@gmail.com
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