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PROOFS OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FROM I&APS 

Britannica Heights Residents 
 

Christa Botha 

 

From: Christa Botha <christabotha.queenie@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, 02 July 2019 16:52 
To: Louise Van Aardt <info@cesnet.co.za> 
Cc: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Subject: PROPOSED BOULDES WIND FARM 
 
Herewith are our concerns about the proposed erection of the above-mentioned windfarm 

adjacent to our residences on Britannica Heights in St. Helena bay: 

VISUAL IMPACT: 

We purchased this property for the peace, serenity and uninterrupted views if offers.  Now 

we are being "bullied" into having these HUGE, ugly, noisy structures erected right in front of 

our properties overlooking Paternoster. 

PROPERY VALUES:   

In the meeting recently held at 26 Columbine Crescent we were told that estate agents in St. 

Helena Bay mentioned there have been no property values affected by Vredenburg 1 

Windfarm.  There are NO properties located as close to that windfarm as WE will be to the 

Boulders turbines, so off course that first windfarm had no affect on property values. 

In the USA there have been studies done by various organisations, of which one is Forbes 

and Jude C Forbes asks the following question: 

WHY WOULD ANYONE CHOOSE TO BUY A PROPERTY OVERLOOKING A WNDFARM? 

Michael Mc Cann appraisal LLC based in Chicago concludes: 

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUES ARE ADVERSELY AND MEASURABLY IMPACTED 

BY CLOSE PROXIMITY OF INDUSTRIAL-SCALE WIND ENERGY TURBINE projects. 

Approximately up to 40%+ of value loss. 

Johan L. Goodwin (real estate broker in CANADA) states that wind turbines absolutely do 

impact property values and TURBINES COMPLICATE YOUR PROPERTY ENJOYMENT 

PERIOD and that alone spells depreciated values. 

Ontario Superior Court o Justice: determined that land owners living near large wind farms 

DO suffer from lower property values - up to a 55% reduction. 

There are too many studies to mention which have proved this point. 

South Africa are just erecting turbines everywhere without the proper impact studies have 

been made regarding erecting windfarms in close proximity to residential areas. 

HEALTH: 

In various studies done in  many countries the following problems were affecting residents of 

nearby wind farms: Noise - grating and incongrous sounds that distract rest (sleep), 
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headaches, fatigues, temporary feelings of dizziness, nausea, insomnia, palpitations, tinnitus 

- which are all cause a reduced quality of life. 

Families are suffering adverse health effects and undue hardships caused by the 

IRRESPONSIBLE placement of industrial wind turbines around their homes/properties.   

Then there is the FLICKERING of light by day AND night, as well as the blades glinting in 

the sun.  How on earth can we as residents who were here FIRST be subjected to this???? 

Birds/bats will be severely affected and this area is so rich in birdlife. 

Turbines also produce LOW FREQUENCY NOISE which causes 

"vibroacoustic desease" which is harmful infra sounds on the inner ear of humans.  I can just 

imagine how this must affect all animals close to the turbines as well! 

We are not against wind turbines for enegy, BUT NOT right in our faces and virtually on our 

doorsteps as we will only be negatively affected, so will tourism, jobs will be lost and the 

"jobs" promised to the community by these turbine companies are not true.  Specialists are 

imported to upkeep these turbines mostly from other countries. 

There are MANY other perfect locations for this proposed windfarm, so please relocate 

Boulders to another location more suitable. 

S.C. Botha 

J. Botha 

28 Columbine crescent 

Britannica Heights 

St. Helena Bay  

 

Gaylene Booysen 

 

Booysen, Gaylene: 

From: Gaylene Booysen [mailto:gaylenebooysen@gmail.com]  

Sent: Tuesday, 02 July 2019 14:03 

To: Louise Van Aardt <info@cesnet.co.za> 

Subject: Objection: Boulders Windfarm Draft EIA 

Good day, 

As interested and affected parties my family and I wish to raise an objection against the 
Boulders Windfarm development. 

Green energy is welcomed, but a more environmentally friendly site further removed from 
our rural communities is the answer, or else we will suffer the consequences on our tourism 
trade, business, property value, crime figures and the character of our sleepy villages. We 
will shortly commence building on our Erf in St Helena Bay, Britannica heights and do not 
want to live next to these ugly turbines  

This development is unwanted in our beautiful valley, please consider our objection. 
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Thank you, 

Regards 
Gaylene Booysen 
0733243131 
gaylenebooysen@gmail.com  
 

 

 

Engels, Anneline 

 

From: Anneline Engels <annelineengels@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 2, 2019 at 2:57 PM 
Subject: OBJECTION TO BOULDERS WIND FARM DEVELOPMENT - RESIDENT 
BRITTANICA HEIGHTS 
To: <info@cesnet.co.za> 

Dear Ms Talbot, Mr Johnson and company 

OBJECTION TO BOULDERS WIND FARM DEVELOPMENT 

Anneline Engels 

Erf nr.1867 

17 Columbine Crescent 

Brittanica Heights 

St Helena Bay 

Retirement property: 

I am a property owner of a small holding in Columbine Crescent, Brittanica Heights, 
St Helena Bay.  

My husband and I bought this small holding of about 1 hectare in Columbine 
Crescent at the end of 2015, property transfer took place in beginning of 2016, and 
we thought we had a fantastic deal with retirement in sight - the small, low 
maintenance farmhouse with a solar power system, grey water storage tank, 
indigenous water saving garden, wild life like Steenbokkies, tortoises, porcupine, 
hare, mongoose, guinea fowl, and a selection of birdlife roaming freely on the 
property and on the hill of this small holding development. 

The building guidelines suited us perfectly: “To retain the rural character of the 
development, one may only clear a max of 2500 sqm of the natural fynbos for 

mailto:gaylenebooysen@gmail.com
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development of the homestead and garden. The remainder of the stand may not be 
cleared and needs to remain in its original natural state.” 

We loved the view across the valley of the neighbouring farms and Paternoster in the 
distance. We even had a sea view from the elevated position of our property, with no 
obstructions possible due to the building guidelines prescribing a height of 7m 
(double storey) at the highest of any dwellings in front of us. 

We are planning to retire to this quiet, peaceful and virtually crime free rural 
neighbourhood with our dogs as soon as we can sell our current residence in 
Saldanha.  

I have to emphasize, we were not in any stage of buying the property informed or 
warned either by the previous owner or the estate agency SEEFF of this planned 
wind farm development right next to us on the neighbouring farms and in our face!  

If we were informed, we would not for a second have considered buying this piece of 
land that seemed to be everything a retired couple could wish for, after residing in a 
busy, industrial and crime ridden town like Saldanha.  

Now we are confronted with this application for the Boulders Wind Farm introducing 
45 turbines of 165m in height, with the closest one only about 4 km away! With these 
turbines right in our view, we would be able to see every turbine in full length, al 45 
of them. And they won’t be in our BACKYARD, but right in our front view where we 
expected to have a very scenic view of farmland and the sea.  

So it is understandable that at this stage we are FURIOUS and feel cheated, and we 
would like somebody to be held responsible for this. 

Please find attached my OBJECTIONS to the proposed Boulders Wind Farm, and 
my reviews of the impact studies conducted by certain specialists. 

Regards. 

Anneline Engels 

Cell: 082 658 6599 

2 July 2019 
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Colin De Kock 

 

Draft Environmental Impact Assessment Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm 
West Coast District Municipality 
Western Cape Province 
DEA Ref. No: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057 
 
01/07/2019 
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My comments regarding the Draft Environmental Assessment Report are attached: 

1. The extract noted below is extremely concerning as it would appear that this iteration 

of the Avifaunal Final Impact Assessment Report was, in the main, a mere desk-top 

exercise using old, out-dated data, by foreign consultants with little experience of the 

area. 

No apparent effort was made to interrogate possible population and distribution changes 

caused by the erection and operation of the West Coast 1 WEF. 

As basis to the impact assessment, this report refers to the findings of the bird pre-

construction monitoring surveys conducted at the proposed Boulders Wind Farm (WF), 

between June 2014 and May 2015. 

2. It is of concern that the actual numbers of the sensitive species which were reported 

by the specialist observers and which have been recorded by the relatively high 

number of ADU atlassing cards, have not been adequately recorded and/or listed in 

the specialist study. It would appear that the transects which were walked by the 

specialists were not carried out, in the main, in areas of higher density of birds. 

 

3. The effects of this proposed WEF when added to the existing West Coast 1 WEF will 

place in excess of 90 wind turbines over the established gathering and breeding 

areas of the resident Blue Crane grouping which is consistently in excess of 100 

birds. 

As  result of the Avifaunal Final Impact Assessment Report depending on old, quite possibly 

no longer relevant, data collected in 2017 at the time of a previous EIA (subsequently 

withdrawn), the current Avifaunal Final Impact Assessment Report makes no mention of the 

effect the construction of the West Coast 1 WEF has had on the distribution of bird 

populations which used to extend over the full area of the West Coast peninsula and which, 

as a result of the construction of West Coast 1, have moved territory and clustered in the 

area of this proposed development. It is currently a common experience to count higher 

numbers in bird groupings in the proposed area whilst carrying out regular censussing of bird 

numbers and species. 

 

4. There are several established flyways over the West Coast peninsula which cross 

over the already established West Coast 1 WEF as well as the installation proposed 

by this application. In addition to the high number of migrant waterbirds transiting 

between the Verlorenvlei/Berg River wetlands and the Langebaan Lagoon, which 

usually fly at night, these flyways are also used by birds such as African Fish Eagle 

and Osprey. 

 

The flyways extend, amongst other routes, over a significant portion of the range of hills to 

the west of St Helena Bay. The established West Coast 1 WEF and the proposed Boulders 

WEF combined will place an extended dense array of wind turbines over the same portion of 

the hills. Waders, and other birds, particularly when migrating south in large groupings, flying 

over St Helena Bay, will increase their altitude to overfly the hills and be faced immediately 

with a barrier of wind turbines placed across the full width to their flightpath. The same would 

obviously apply when approaching from the south. 
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It is common cause that the client has withheld radar mapping data which means that the 

Avifaunal comment on radar data, particularly that of migrating species, cannot be checked 

for veracity.  

Obstruction of flyways is in contravention of several international conventions to which South 

Africa is a signatory, e.g. the Ramsar Convention on Migratory Species, UNEP Convention 

on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals, Afro-Eurasian Waterbird 

Agreement and the Benguela Current Convention. 

 

5. Placing of wind turbines 

 

This comment is made based on the information in Fig 1-2: Project Layout of the proposed 

Boulders Wind Farm contained in the DRAFT Environmental Impact Assessment Report – 

May 2019. 

It is common cause that variations have been made to the final proposed layout, and that 

I&APs have not been provided with this information as required by the Act and neither has 

the diagram Figure 1-2 of the Report available on the CES website been amended. 

The comment, however, is made with reference to both the documented layout as well as to 

any revised layout. 

 

The draft refers to Environmental Sensitivity Mapping which reflects no-go areas located 

within the project site. 

The Sensitivity Map reflects a particularly broken up, patchwork series of no-go areas, over 

the entire proposed site, with some non-no-go areas wholly, or almost wholly, encircled by 

no-go areas.  

The patchwork nature of the defined no-go areas is not acceptable. A discrete monolithic 

area should be defined as such, without a patchwork of go areas encircled by the larger no-

go area.  

To design the wind turbine siting as is, is almost an invitation for birds will fly in the greater 

no-go area, only for them to be confronted, here and there, by wind turbines.  

 

On the farm Het Schuytje 21, the row of turbines 28, 29, 30, 32,34 35 is placed adjacent to a 

no-go area and the row of turbines 15, 22, 23, 24, 25 is similarly placed adjacent to another 

no-go area situated with a distance of approximately 300 – 400 m between the two rows of 

wind turbines. 

With the wind turbines having a blade disc diameter of ± 90m and allowing for the rotor 

swept area not impinging on the no-go areas and for spacing between wind turbines, the 

corridor between the rotor swept areas of the wind turbines could be less than 100m. 

 

Turbines 12, 14, 16, 17, 18 and 20 are placed in no-go areas or immediately adjacent to no-

go areas. 
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It is an unacceptable risk to compel birds to attempt to navigate the proposed lethal hazard. 

 

As it is not possible for birds to determine the immediate transition from no-go to go to no-go 

areas, there should be a medium sensitivity (transition) buffer of at least 200m around any 

no-go area. This proposed requirement is backed up by the statement by the Avifaunal 

Report consultants regarding 200m no-go areas and more particularly by the 2000m medium 

sensitivity buffer requirement noted in the extract below:  

‘500m no-go areas buffer, and 2000m medium sensitivity buffer around the active 

Secretarybird nest identified during the pre-construction monitoring period. 500 metres 

around this active raptors nest must be considered as a NO-GO area (no wind 

turbines are proposed for this area). Additionally, a 2000m buffer has been established 

around the nest to prevent disturbance of these particular individuals during the construction 

phase.’  

 

The result of rational sensitivity mapping including no-go and transition areas, and excluding 

irrational patchwork, would mean that there is no likelihood of this proposed development 

being able to comply. 

 

Mention is made of a minimum blade tip height of 55m above ground level. On level ground 

this may well allow for some slight measure of avoidance, however, on this site the hilly 

nature of the site means that whilst individual blade tip heights may be no less than 55m 

above the immediate ground level, a bird flying through the wind farm would be faced by an 

array of wind turbines placed at various heights., which is unacceptable.  

 

The conclusion in the extract noted below is questionable as the birds would have been 

flying above sloping ground well below sight horizon height and would have, at best, 

provided questionable radar returns. Once again, the withholding by the developer of radar 

data is questioned. 

Overall, of all flights recorded by the radar, only 1% of flights were shown to occur within the 

rotor swept zone, and most of these flights were recorded along lines of natural vegetation 

and along slopes facing the dominant prevailing winds in the area (SW).  

 

The mention of ‘less than 10m height’ noted in the extract below is generally incorrect as 

Blue Cranes are regularly sighted at heights in excess of 20 - 30m, particularly when 

transiting between feeding and/or breeding areas. It is common cause that flights post-

flushing are usually for a short distance and of low height merely to exit the immediate area 

when disturbed. 

‘Due to its abundance and conservation status, the Blue Crane is a species of concern since 

it may be prone to collision at certain times (e.g. when commuting between roosting and 

feeding sites or commuting after farming activities which increase food availability). 

However, the species has been observed flying at rotor height only during very brief periods 

during the monitoring programme. In the remaining observations, Blue Cranes were mostly 

observed close to drainage lines and the associated habitats in the southern section of the 
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study area, in large flocks, feeding or resting on the ground. On some occasions, the 

observers’ presence flushed some birds. However, flights were still generally very low (less 

than 10m height) and short distanced.’ 

Of concern is the fact which the report downplays of the disturbances throughout the 

duration of the construction contract is that the total time-line of project activities from road 

creation to final commissioning of the WEF, which will impact directly, and negatively, on the 

resident bird populations. The time-line which could be up to three years would extend 

through at least two, and possibly three, breeding seasons, thereby causing breeding 

disturbance and the high likelihood of causing abandonment of further breeding and 

elimination of currently resident species.  

All of this disturbance would be prior to the long-term after-effects of an operational 

windfarm. 

It has been difficult to obtain during-construction and post-construction records of bird 

fatalities from many WEF’s in the Western Cape area as alluded to in the extract below. 

The potential impacts of wind turbines on South African bird communities are still largely 

unknown and still being determined and refined as more information is made available 

(Ralston-Paton et al., 2017). Therefore, data collection and further investigation is needed 

and pre- and post-construction monitoring should be implemented to fill these gaps and 

promote the sustainability of wind energy developments in South Africa. 

A contractual mechanism which ensures the public availability of the results of such 

monitoring must be put in place. 

 

6. Numbers of the construction issues are of serious concern should permission be 

given for erection of the wind farm: 

6.1 The excavation for a mass base for each tower means that in the order of 1800 

m³ (assuming base dimensions of 15m x 15m x 5m) of material will be excavated 

(± 1125 m³ + ± 60 % bulking) per tower. 

That gives total excavated material from tower bases of in excess of 80000 m³. There is no 

apparent indication of how and where this material will be stored during excavation or where 

it will be permanently disposed of. A major concern is the dispersal of this material. There 

are no adequate dispersal sites in the area and the potential for a major dust problem for the 

residents of Britannia Bay and Paternoster in windy conditions is extremely high. 

The tower foundations are large reinforced concrete footings. It is assumed that the material 

removed during excavation will be utilised within the site to create hardstand areas for the 

cranesand in reinstating the site after construction. 

The comment above from the ITS Transport Impact Assessment is incorrect in that very 

little, or any, of the excavated material will be suitable for such hardstands. 

There is no indication of any dust mitigation actions to be applied during the construction 

phase.  

6.2 The Stompneusbaai/Vredenburg road DR2160 is due to be upgraded and in 

addition, in excess of 10km of access roads will have to be constructed. 
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The documentation refers to upgrading of farm roads for access roads. This is disingenuous 

as the farm roads referred to, and which will be subject to upgrade, are currently very little 

more than farm tracks. These tracks will have to be converted to full specification access 

roads ab initio so as to be able to cope with the load masses of the tower base heavy plant, 

the load masses of trucks removing excavated material, the load masses of pre-mix 

concrete delivery to each base, the load masses of the delivery of turbine elements (mast, 

gondola and rotor blades) and the load masses of the heavy-lift mobile cranes which will 

unload mast elements and then hoist mast elements, so comment referring to upgrading is 

disingenuous. 

The sub-base and wearing course material requirement will be in the area of 6 - 9 m³/linear 

meter of road construction, that is 6000 - 9000 m³/ km of constructed access road. 

The internal access roads will be constructed mainly of local materials sourced from the local 

surrounding areas and these roads will be retained and used for inspection and maintenance 

ofthe wind turbines during the operation phase 

The extract above from the ITS Transport Impact Assessment is incorrect as there is no 

known supply of material suitable for road construction in the local area and all such material 

would have to be trucked in from distant excavation sites. The volume of traffic by large 

tipper trucks through St Helena Bay and/or Vredenburg is unacceptably high as is the 

potential for damage to the existing road system. 

There is no indication of any dust mitigation actions to be applied during transport and 

storage of road materials during the construction phase.  

6.3 The volume of concrete to be delivered to the turbine bases by mixer-trucks 

(1125 m³ at 10 m³/load = ± 112,5 return road trips/turbine base) which indicates 

high potential for damage and destruction for surrounding road infrastructure. 

Even if the concrete is mixed on site, in which case there would be further damage and 

degradation surrounding a batch mixing plant and its concomitant materials storage areas, 

the base materials (sand/stone/cement) will have to be delivered through St Helena Bay 

and/or Vredenburg causing serious traffic congestion and high potential for road damage for 

surrounding communities. 

The ITS Transport Impact Assessment makes no apparent finding on the impact of this 

material delivery from remote suppliers to the site. 

 

6.4 The delivery of turbine elements will have extreme disruptive and negative 

impacts for traffic, and road damage, in the St Helena Bay and/or Vredenburg 

areas as the road infrastructure has no capacity to manage such traffic 

congestion. 

The ITS Transport Impact Assessment refers to, in comment 6.0 Existing Conditions, the 

dimensions and state of MR533 St Helena Bay Provincial Main Road 

The reference is correct only from the R399 up to the entrance to Laingville, whereafter the 

road narrows, the condition of the road surface deteriorates and there are few hard 

shoulders. 
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The above assessment makes no reference to the state, width and incline of Stompneus 

Bay Provincial Divisional Road DR 2160 from the turn off in Stompneus Bay over the hills or 

its suitability for the delivery of extreme loads. 

 

Colin de Kock 
0832505217 
coldek@icon.co.za 
P.O. Box 597 
St Helena Bay 
7390 
 

Engels, Louis 

 

(Translated into English below) 

From: Louis Engels [mailto:drengels@mweb.co.za]  
Sent: Monday, 01 July 2019 11:45 
To: Louise Van Aardt <info@cesnet.co.za> 
Subject: Brittanica Heights Boulders Windplaas 
Dear Louise, 

About proposed Boulders Wind Farm 

I would like to object to the development of the intended Boulders Wind Farm for the 

following reasons: 

1. Negative visual impact 

• I own a house on a smallholding at Brittanica Heights with unobstructed views of 

Paternoster and the sea. The construction of wind turbines will undoubtedly have a negative 

impact on my view. 

• The peaceful rural atmosphere will definitely be disturbed. 

• The height above the horizon of the turbines and its movement will lead to serious 

obstruction of my view. 

• The flashing lights day and night will be seriously disturbing. 

2. Economic impacts 

• There is no chance of increasing the value of my property through the proposed 

development - only reduction. 

So I stand seriously against the above development. 

Sincerely 

Louis Engels 

 

Adendorff, Barbara 

 

From: Country Cabin St Helena Bay <countrycabinsthelenabay@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, 26 June 2019 15:00 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 

mailto:coldek@icon.co.za
mailto:drengels@mweb.co.za
mailto:info@cesnet.co.za
mailto:countrycabinsthelenabay@gmail.com
mailto:m.talbot@cesnet.co.za
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Subject: Boulders Windfarm 
 

Dear Maura, 

Re: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT BOULDERS WIND 

FARM I herewith enclose my objections as an affected and interested party regarding the 

above as follows: 

1) The proposed Wind Turbines have a direct highly negative visual effect on the properties 

of Britannica Heights. 

We bought our properties here because of the uninterrupted views of the natural/rural 

environment. 

2) The continuous flashing lights day and night of the proposed Wind Turbines and the 

acoustic impact is altogether detrimental to our health. 

3) The natural beauty and bird life of this area would be replaced with a forest of moving 

structures of a height that is higher than all the buildings in Cape Town. 

4) Our Properties‘s will drop drastically by approximately 80% and we would insist on 

compensation with the help of legal advice. 

5) Our Tourism Business would drop to zero. Who on earth would book a holiday looking on 

to flashing lights day and night?? Again we would insist on compensation for the loss of 

business for our B&B’s and self-catering establishments. 

6) We therefore suggest that you relocate your planned Wind Farm by continuing the 

expansion of the Westcoast One Turbines to the area of the R399, where there is no 

interference to residential areas and it would be financially more viable as it would be next to 

an already established road. 

Kindly confirm the receipt of my objection. 

Kind regards, 
Barbara Adendorff 
32 Columbine Crescent, Britannica Heights,St Helena Bay. 
 

From: Country Cabin St Helena Bay <countrycabinsthelenabay@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, 02 July 2019 16:32 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Subject: Proposed Boulders Windfarm 
 

Dear Maura, 

I the undersigned am the husband of Barbara Adendorff, the owner of Erf 1792, Britannica 

Heights, which overlooks the proposed Windfarm . 

Here are my comments: 

1) Visual Effects: if implemented, the Windfarm would totally destroy the view from our 

property over the farmland towards Paternoster and the tranquility of the area, which is the 

main reason why we settled here. When Eskom for example planned the extension of their 

power line to Stompneus Bay, a prospective buyer of the plot adjacent to ours withdrew his 

offer. Following objections from plot owners of Britannica Heights, Eskom rerouted the 
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Power line along the valley on the adjacent farm. The visual impact of the proposed Wind 

farm would be INFINITELY WORSE THAN THE POWER LINE. 

2) Health Effects: in terms of the WHO: 

“Wind energy projects have profound implications for people who live close to Windfarms , 

including annoyance and sleep disturbances “.  

“ Developers and Policy Makers should engage seriously, honestly, open and inclusively 

with affected communities “ “Wind Turbines emit noise at sufficient levels to propagate over 

large distances.” 

The National Research Council, Energy projects 2007 NRC , Washington DC: 

“Wind Energy projects create negative impacts on human health and wellbeing “ The 

proposed Wind farm is therefore totally unacceptable. 

3) Alternatives: In terms of the NEMA EIA Regulations all Scoping Reports must contain a 

description of any reasonable alternative and comparable Assessment.  

In this regard I wish to point out that there are alternative sites which are out of sight of 

property owners. Another alternative would be solar power. 

A.M. Adendorff 

Registered I&AP 

Ralphs, Mary 

 

From: mary <maryralphs@mweb.co.za>  
Sent: Thursday, 16 May 2019 16:43 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Subject: Re: Boulders Windfarm PPP Advert 
Dear Maura 

 

With reference to the advert in Appendix A of the Draft EIA, the deadline for written comment 

is 21 June, but the email sent today gives this date as 18 June. 

Please clarify. 

Assuming 21 June is the correct date, holding the public meeting on 19 June, allows IAPs 

just two more days to submit comments.  

This seems exceptionally tight. Please let me know what the regulations are around timing? 

With thanks 

 

Mary Ralphs (registered IAP) 

 

From: mary <maryralphs@mweb.co.za>  
Sent: Wednesday, 22 May 2019 20:20 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Cc: Barbara Adendorff <countrycabin@telkomsa.net>; Portsmouth 
<DougandGay@portsmouth.co.za>; Anne Todd <toddbat@iafrica.com>; Engels 
<annelineengels@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Boulders Windfarm PPP 
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Dear Maura 

Thank you for getting back to me and for providing clarity on the deadline for responses.  

The turnaround time still seems exceptionally short given the amount of text we have to 

wade through, and especially as we thought the process of drawing up the EIA and 

commissioning the specialist reports was all placed on hold while the legal appeals were 

underway.  

It is disconcerting to find that this process all merrily continued behind the scenes, as we 

were led to expect that IAPs would have opportunities to give input to the specialists while 

they conducted their research and evaluations.  

In terms of a meeting with residents of Britannica Heights, I think it would be best if you 

arrange a venue in St Helena Bay (perhaps at the hotel or civic centre?) and then notify all 

the Britannica Heights IAPs about it. There are quite a number of us now and we are unlikely 

to fit in anyone's lounge. It would be unfortunate if residents were prevented from attending 

because the venue is not large enough. This is, in fact, precisely what happened when 

Savannah last organised a meeting for residents of the Heights. We were asked to keep 

numbers small and then they arrived with a large contingent that all but outnumbered the 

locals. We sincerely hope CES won't resort to this kind of bulldozing. 

 

Thank you for offering to respond to queries via email in the meantime. I do have a question 

related to the visual impact of the turbines.  

I am sure you are aware that the proposed wind farm has been on the cards for some years 

and IAPs have had to engage with it several times. Each time, we have asked that a set of 

photographic images be provided showing the site landscape with a mock up of accurately 

placed and sized turbines superimposed on it. Given that the visual impact will be high, we 

think we have a right to be given a pretty good idea of what the turbines will look like from Da 

Gama Road and Columbine Crescent in Britannica Heights, but also from St Helena's main 

through-road, the entrance to Paternoster, the marina at Veddrif, etc.  

At the scoping document stage, we were told that such mock-ups could not be provided 

because the placement of the turbines had yet to be determined.  

 

Now that a definite proposal around turbine placement is in place, please could CES provide 

and circulate these images as a matter of urgency. They are a vital and very basic piece of 

visual information and we are astonished that they have not been included in the EIA.  

 

Regards 

 

Mary 

 

From: mary <maryralphs@mweb.co.za> 

Sent: Thursday, 23 May 2019 11:05 

To: Louise Van Aardt <info@cesnet.co.za>; Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 

Subject: Re: Boulders Windfarm I&AP Public Review Extension 

Dear Maura 

I missed this email yesterday. It is utterly disingenuous to frame the correcting of the 

contradictory dates on CES's documents as an "extension of the review period”. 

I know some of us like to live in a post-truth world but, really?  
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What I originally asked for was some information about what the regulations are for the 

public review period. Please could you clarify what the minimum and maximum periods are? 

Regards 

Mary 

 

From: mary <maryralphs@mweb.co.za> 
Sent: Friday, 24 May 2019 15:07 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Cc: Peter Pickford <pbpickford@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Boulders Windfarm I&AP Public Review Extension 
 
Dear Maura 

 

Since CES have allocated the legal minimum amount of time to the review period, I would 

like to request that this be extended to 31 July. 

 

Failing that, I would like to add my support for Peter Pickford’s request that you take into 

account that many of the IAPs likely to be most directly affected by the wind farm work in the 

hospitality industry and will be extremely busy from 14 to 18 June because of the June 16 

public holiday, and beyond that until 8 July because of school holidays. 

 

It seems only reasonable that this be taken into account. If a real (as opposed to a fake) 

extension is not possible, please supply reasons for this. 

 

Sincerely 

 

Mary 

 
From: mary <maryralphs@mweb.co.za>  
Sent: Monday, 10 June 2019 20:11 
To: Michael Johnson <m.johnson@cesnet.co.za> 
Cc: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Subject: Re: High resolution images of the Boulders Wind Farm 
 

Dear Michael 

 

With respect, relocating seven turbines might make you feel better but is going to make zero 

difference to how much damage the turbines do on several levels if the project is allowed to 

go ahead.  

 

Please do send me the other images. I will make sure that people I show them to know that 

the layout they show is not final.  
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The problem with the set that I have is that they are not comparatively sized - the turbines 

are closer to Britannica Heights than to Paternoster but the size of the turbines shown is 

smaller.  

 

I want to see if the earlier set is more accurate.  

 

Thanks and all the best 

 

Mary 

 

From: mary <maryralphs@mweb.co.za>  
Sent: Monday, 17 June 2019 18:50 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Cc: Michael Johnson <m.johnson@cesnet.co.za>; mark@egelliott.co.za; Portsmouth 
<DougandGay@portsmouth.co.za>; Anneline Engels <annelineengels@gmail.com>; Anne 
Todd <toddbat@iafrica.com>; Barbara Adendorff <countrycabin@telkomsa.net> 
Subject: Re: BRITANNICA HEIGHTS IAP'S BOULDERS WIND FARM FOCUS MEETING - 
WEDNESDAY 19TH JUNE 2019 
 

Dear Maura 

 

Several key residents have indicated that they are unable to make either of the meetings to 

be held this coming Wednesday.  

 

Is there any chance of CES changing the date and time to accommodate them? Ideally we 

would like an event to be held either on a weekend or from about 5.00pm on a weekday. 

 

In addition, if only one hour is to be allocated for this meeting, we would like to request that 

CES limit their presentation to no more than 20 minutes.  

 

Most residents have have heard four or five such presentations since 2010 so we don’t really 

need to hear the general and basic information again. We would, instead, like to focus on 

specific questions and would appreciate it very much if you could comment on the following 

in your presentation: 

 

1) Why have you not considered any alternative sites in this immediate area - please bring a 

slide that shows an accurate wind map and the exclusion zones linked to the airfield etc. to 

elucidate your response. 

 

2) Why are all the objections we and others made to the scoping report absent from the draft 

EIA, while letters of support from the farmers involved etc, are included?  

 

3) Please clarify the process from this point onwards, that is: what are the time constraints? 

to whom do we address our objections to the final EIA? if the final EIA is approved by the 

Dept of Environment, what other agencies still have to give their approval, and to whom do 

we appeal? 

 

4) Why are two visual impact studies included in the draft EIA and why does the main report 

largely ignore the findings of the LOGIS study?  
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5) The heritage report states: "Impacts anticipated as a result of the proposed WEF to visual 

character and sense of place are not possible to mitigate. There is also no mitigation to 

ameliorate the negative visual impacts on tourist access routes and tourist destinations 

within the region.” Please clarify why the conclusions of the main report ignore these 

statements. 

 

6) The author of Appendix 9 on property values appears to be entirely unaware of Britannica 

Heights, and fails to mention the area even once in his report. Please clarify how this can be 

rectified? 

 

7) Are you aware of other wind farm proposals in South Africa that have been successfully 

relocated and how was this achieved? 

 

With many thanks 

 Mary  

 

From: Maura Talbot  
Sent: Tuesday, 25 June 2019 16:13 
To: 'mary ralphs' <maryralphs@mweb.co.za> 
Subject: RE: Follow up from Britannica Heights focus group 
 

Dear Mary 

See my responses to your questions below in capitals. 

Regards 

Maura 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: mary ralphs <maryralphs@mweb.co.za>  
Sent: Tuesday, 25 June 2019 15:20 
To: Maura Talbot <m.talbot@cesnet.co.za> 
Cc: Portsmouth <DougandGay@portsmouth.co.za>; Georges Schleger <ve2ek@yahoo.ca>; 
Anneline Engels <annelineengels@gmail.com>; Anne Todd <toddbat@iafrica.com> 
Subject: Follow up from Britannica Heights focus group 
 

Dear Maura 

Arising from the meeting held with Britannica Heights residents last week, please could you 

respond to the following issues: 

1) The proposed hub height of the turbines: the main report mentions the maximum height of 

120m, but at the meeting, reference was made to the fact that they will be "not much higher" 

than the existing turbines at West Coast 1. Please provide the accurate hub height and 

indicate where in the draft EIA this information provided.  

THIS INFORMATION IS IN THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION SECTION 2.2.1.   
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2) Similarly, there is some confusion about the turbine layout; please could you confirm that 

the final proposed turbine layout is as per the draft EIA.  

SEE ATTACHED KML FILE WITH LOCATION OF TURBINES ON GOOGLE EARTH. SEE 

ALSO FIGURE 2-4 ON PAGE 21. 

3) As noted during the meeting, a slide that contained a table summarising the social 

impacts of the wind farm was illegible to participants. Please send us a copy of that slide. 

SEE ATTACHED WORD DOC 

 

4) Please also email us a copy of the poster that summarised the proposed shareholding in 

the wind farm. You might remember that one of the development team tried to hold this up 

against the wall at the meeting, but the information it contained was too small to be visible 

from where we were sitting.  SEE ATTACHED POSTER. 

 

5) During the meeting, one of the residents questioned why none of your reports deal with 

the health impacts related to very low frequency sound generated by wind turbines. One of 

the members of your team undertook to send us some further information about this.  IT 

WAS THE CLIENT WHO MENTIONED THIS.  I WILL NEED TO SOURCE THAT FROM 

THEM AND SEND LATER.  

 

6) We have found little reference in the draft EIA to post-construction monitoring of bird and 

bat fatalities at the West Coast 1. Although we are now aware that this information is 

available and it seems logical that it should have informed both the scoping report and the 

draft EIA. Please could you indicate if the findings from these reports have studied and 

where in the draft EIA this information is reflected? 

THIS MONITORING DATA WAS REVIEWED BY THE BIRD SPECIALIST AND IS 

DISCUSSED IN THIS SPECIALIST REPORT.  See page 6. 

 

7) While you responded briefly to the emailed question about timeframes, please could you 

put this in writing as well? That is,  

* When must the final EIA be ready?  WE HAVE UNTIL OCTOBER AT THE LATEST TO 

SUBMIT BUT WILL SUBMIT WHENEVER IT IS FINNISHED.  WHEN THAT WILL BE 

DEPENDS ON THE AMOUNT OF TIME IT TAKES TO ADDRESS ALL THE COMMENTS 

AND FINALISE THE REPORTS WITH INPUT FROM THE SPECIALISTS AND THE 

CLIENT. 

* If the final EIA is approved by the Dept of Environment, what other agencies still have to 

give their approval, and by when?  ALL THE OTHER REGULATORY AUTHORITIES WILL 

BE SUBMITTING COMMENTS AS PART OF THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS. IF THE 

DEVELOPERS RECEIVE ENVIRONMENTAL AUTHORISATION, THEY WILL STILL HAVE 

TO SUCESSFULLY GO THROUGH A COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS FOR THE 

IPPPP WHICH IS CURRENTLY ON HOLD. 

* To whom would we appeal against such approval and within what timeframe would we 

have to do so?  
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THERE IS A SPECIAL APPEALS BODY FOR EIA'S. CES WILL NOTIFY YOU OF WHO 

AND WHERE TO SUBMIT YOUR APPEAL WHEN WE NOTIFY YOU OF THE DEA 

DECISION ON THE APPLICATION FOR AUTHORISATION.  WE HAVE TO NOTIFY ALL 

IAPS ABOUT THE DECISION WITHIN 10 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF SUCH. ANYONE 

WISHING TO APPEAL WILL THEN HAVE 20 DAYS TO SUBMIT AN APPEAL.  THE 

APPEAL PANEL THEN HAS 60 DAYS TO MAKE THEIR DECISION.  

As you are aware the 2 July deadline is fast approaching so we would appreciate your 

response to these questions as soon as possible. 

Yours sincerely 

Mary 
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