
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D6:  ISSUES AND RESPONSES 

TRAIL   



The Issues and Response Trail (IRT) in the table below was developed to capture all the comments and 
queries submitted by I&APs. 
 

It is important to note that all comments and objections pertinent to the Boulders Wind Farm itself 
have been dealt with in the EIA reporting for the Wind Farm (DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057) and the 
associated PPP volume. Therefore, only comments relevant to the proposed sub-transmission line, 
which is under review in this application, have been responded to. 



Date & 
Time 

Person 
Affiliation/ 

Organisation 
Comment CES Response 

2019/10/22 
08:34AM 

Adri La 
Meyer 

DEA&DP: 
 

Directorate: 
Development 

Facilitation 

Dear Michael, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail of 21 October 2019. Kindly register the Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 
Planning as a commenting State Department for the BA application. 
 
Could you please provide me with 1 hard copy and 2 electronic copies of the Draft BAR when it is released for public comment 
please? You can mark it for my attention. 
 
You can also further exclude other Department officials from your mailing list and only keep me on the list. Reason being that 
the new BA application must still be assigned to the various commenting officials. I will be communicating with them regarding 
all correspondence received from you. You can thus take off Keagan-Leigh Adriaanse and other officials from your mailing list. 
 
Please feel free to contact me for any further information/clarity. 
 
Kind regards, 
Adri 

These requests were actioned by CES. 

2019/10/21 
11:25 

Lynn Jacobs 

DEA&DP: 
 

Sub-directorate: 
Coastal 

Management 
Directorate: 

Biodiversity and 
Coastal 

Management 

Good day 
 
Herewith your request for comment on the below mentioned BAR is acknowledged.  
 
Be advised that the Coastal Management sub-directorate will not provide a comment as the proposed development is located 
outside of the Coastal Protection Zone. Please see image below. 

Noted and no further engagement with the sub-directorate on 
this application  

2019/10/22 
13:41PM 

Doretha 
Kotze 

West Coast 
District 

Municipality 

Ref:  13/2/12/3/4 
  
Sir/Madam 
  
The West Coast District Municipality hereby confirms receipt of your email of 21 October 2019 (below). 
  
Kindly submit correspondence regarding this project to: 
  
Mr DC Joubert 
Municipal Manager 
West Coast District Municipality 
PO Box 242 
Moorreesburg  
7310 
mm@wcdm.co.za 
  
and  
WCDM Records 
westcoastdm@wcdm.co.za 
  
Regards 
 D o r e t h a  K o t z e 
Stads- en Streekbeplanner/Town and Regional Planner  
Weskus Distriksmunisipaliteit 
Langstraat 58 Long Street  
Posbus 242 PO Box 
MOORREESBURG 7310 
Tel:  022 433 8523 
West Coast District Municipality 

These requests were actioned by CES. 



Date & 
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2019/10/28 
02:54PM 

John 
Geeringh 

Eskom 

Please send me a KMZ file of the proposed grid connection. 
  
Kind regards 
  
John Geeringh (Pr Sci Nat) 
Senior Consultant Environmental Management 
Eskom Transmission Division: Land & Rights 
 
RE: 
Just resend please, nothing shows up on Google earth? 
 
Regards 
John 
 
RE: 
Sorry, problem solved. I am seeing them now. 
 
John 

Hi John, 
  
Please see the attached KMZ of the 5 route alternative 
corridors.  
  
Kind Regards 
Michael 

2019/10/24 
12:54AM 

Neels Hoek MERA ADVISERS 

Good day  
 
I refer to email below. 
 
As you are aware K 2017432278(SA)(Pty) Ltd has a Prospecting right application over various portions of the farm Duyker eiland 
including portions 1 and 3 of the farm Schuitjes Klip No 22 
I also attach a letter dealing with discussions between us and the windfarm representatives. 
 
Note that we agreed to abandon the area which overlap with turbines 41, 39, 38, 37, 40, 45 and 44, once all regulatory approvals 
for development of the windfarm has been received, and subject to the conditions contained in the attached letter. 
It is assumed that the electricity line is also planned within that area? 
 
Please could you provide me with the co-ordinates of the proposed electricity line and also indicate how that will impact future 
possible mining activities over the farm Schuitjes Klip, taking into account the above arrangement as per attached letter. 
 
Regards 
 
Neels Hoek 
MERA ADVISERS (Pty) Ltd 

Hi Neels, 
 
I have attached the Background Information Document and 
Map of the proposed powerline route alternatives. As can be 
seen from the map, Route Alternative 1 crosses the corner of 
Portion 3/22. Please take note of the following: 
 

• There are five alternative routes being considered, 
however only one will be constructed. 

• A buffer of 150m around each alternative (i.e. a 300m 
corridor) is being assessed to allow for micro-siting of 
pylons. 

• The pylons for this line will have an average spacing of 250 
m and will require a servitude width of 31 m. 

 
Please note that the draft BAR will be available tomorrow for 
the 30-day review period. Please have a look at it and let me 
know if you have any further questions. 
 
Kind Regards 
Michael 

2019/10/29 
10:00AM 

Ryno 
Summers 

Paternoster 
Seaside Cottages 

Dear Mr Johnson 
Are there any work available for the local people if so I really don’t have a problem with the wind farm. 
 
 
--  
Ryno Summers 
Paternoster Seaside Cottages 

Hi Ryno, 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
 
The developer intends to promote local economic growth and 
development through direct and indirect employment, as well 
as the identification and implementation of social development 
schemes during the projects operational phase. In accordance 
with the Department of Energy’s bidding requirements of the 
REIPPP programme, a percentage of the revenue per annum 
from the operational wind farm will also be made available to 
the local community through a social beneficiation scheme. 
 
Kind Regards 
Michael 



Date & 
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2019/10/29 
09:25AM 

Stephanie-
Anne 

Barnardt 
HWC 

Good day Johnson 
 
Thank you for notifying Heritage Western Cape.  
 
Please note that Heritage Western Cape has endorsed that Heritage Impact Assessment, please see attached. 
 
Please note that once the final layout has been presented, a pre-construction must be conduct by suitably qualified archaeologist. 
 
Kind regards, 
Stephanie-Anne Barnardt 
Heritage Officer (Archaeology) 

Noted. This has been communicated to the applicant.  
 
Specialist walk-throughs are already included as a mitigation 
measure under the Site Establishment Impact (Planning and 
Design Phase) on page 97 of the BAR and page 23 of the EMPr.  
 
Please note that this has also been included as a mitigation 
measure for the Disturbance of Archaeological Material Impact 
(Construction Phase) in the BAR (page 102) and EMPr (page 34).  

2019/10/30 
09:23AM 

Mona 
Nathan 

Cape West Coast 
Biosphere 

Good day Mr Michael Johnson 
 
The Cape West Coast Biosphere Reserve (CWCBR), of the UNESCO: Man and Biosphere Program, aims to implement sustainable 
development principles along the West Coast, in addition to integrating rapid growth with biodiversity and heritage conservation. 
The CWCBR extends from the Diep River in the south to the Berg River in the north and inland to Malmesbury and therefore the 
proposed development is located within the CWCBR. In this regard, the CWCBR would like to register as an I& AP and receive 
further correspondence and documentation regarding this development. 
 
Kindly acknowledge receipt of this email. 
 
Kind Regards 
 
Mona Nathan 

Good Day Mr Nathan, 
 
Thank you for your email. I can confirm that you have been 
included as an I&AP. 
 
Please note that we are currently in the 30 day public review 
period which ends on the 27th of November 2019.  
 
Copies of the Draft BAR and EMPr are available for review and 
comment at the following locations: 
 
• Vredenburg Public Library; 
• St Helena Bay Public Library; and 
• The CES website (http://www.cesnet.co.za/boulders-

132kV-sub-transmission-line-eia) 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions. 
 
Kind Regards 
Michael 

2019/10/30 
06:03AM 

Beverly 
Pickford 

I&AP 

REF: BL PICKFORD COMMENTS FOR DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 132 KV LINE FOR PROPOSED BOULDERS WIND FARM  
 
Dear Mr Johnson, 
 
I would hereby like to register as an Interested and Affected Party (I&AP) for the Boulders 132KV sub-transmission line Basic 
Assessment Process. 
 
Herewith, attached, are my comments with regard to the Draft Basic Assessment Report for the 132KV sub-transmission line. 
When the cumulative effect of the Wind Farm and its turbines with that of 6,5 to 9,4 kilometres of 132KV power line and pylons 
is double that of one or the other, it seems a deceit to present them as two separate entities, as though one could exist without 
the other.  
 
Please know that I am deeply disappointed by the complete lack of representation and regard of the Comments of the I&APs  
and the specialist reviews in response to the First Draft EIA for the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm, as presented by CES in their 
Final Draft EIR to the DEFF.   
 
I trust that CES may re-consider this standpoint. 
 
YOURS TRULY, 
BEVERLY PICKFORD 
 
 
 

Dear Mrs Pickford, 
 
Thank you for your comments. I can confirm receipt of your 
email and have included you in our database of Interested and 
Affected Parties so that you can be kept up to date with the 
Basic Assessment process. 
 
Please note we will also be hosting an open day to present the 
findings of the draft BAR on Tuesday 5th November from 3pm-
7pm at the at the Vredenburg NGK, Dutch Reformed Church, 
c/o Kerk and Main Street, in Vredenburg. 
 
Kind Regards 
Michael 
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Attached Comments: 
 
Dear Mr Johnson, 
 
By way of introduction myself and my husband, Peter Pickford, are professional wildlife photographers and authors living in the 
Groot Paternoster Nature Reserve on the West Coast, adjacent to the site of the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm (PBWF). We are 
dedicated conservationists with 10 books published internationally and hundreds of articles related to wilderness and wildlife 
conservation. My husband Peter Pickford presently represents the Groot Paternoster Nature Reserve, the Cape Columbine 
Conservancy, the Britannica Heights Home Owners Group, the Varswater Bay Home Owners, the Shelly Point Home Owners and 
number of other Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) with regard to the PBWF, which numbers to more than a thousand 
people. 
 
I would state at the outset that although your power line Draft Basic Assessment Report (DBAR) is being presented as an 
assessment on its own, the truth of the situation is that it is an integral part of the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm development 
and as such cannot be separated, and especially so in terms of the cumulative impact of the two proposed developments. I am 
therefore submitting my response as being inclusive of the cumulative impact and thereby inclusive of factors triggered by the 
Proposed Boulders Wind Farm as well as those brought into consideration by the DBAR. I would like to bring to your attention 
the fact that for the fourth time over the past years our community is opposing the building of the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm. 
We have very real fears that this is irresponsible development on the site proposed and concerns as to how the environment and 
the wellbeing of our community will be threatened by this wind farm. And once again CES, in their FINAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT (EIR), has elected, rather than to honestly consider our concerns, to brush them aside with arguments in favour 
of their employer, the developer. For example as stated in the conclusion: 
 

 
 
‘Ten HIGH visual impacts even after mitigation’ – but this does not represent a fatal flaw? If bat ‘fatality thresholds are exceeded, 
this impact could be reduced to an acceptable level by applying appropriate curtailment measures?’ What is the purpose of an 
EIA if fatal flaws are simply disregarded in the opinion of the EAP? This is not the opinion of the specialists employed by the I&APs. 
And how many bats must die before what mitigation is acceptable – remove the wind farm? This wind farm should not be erected 
in the first place. If this wind farm is to have a wholly negative visual impact and bat populations could be entirely destroyed how 
do we get to bargaining about mitigations? This is not acceptable practice and as a community we are left feeling that our 
concerns are not being heard. 
 
This is how CES sums up our comments on the visual impact in their First Draft EIA: 
 

 
 

Responses to Comments: 
 
The bulk of these comments and objections center on the 
proposed WEF itself and not the sub-transmission line 
application that is under review here. As such, the comments 
pertinent to the WEF submitted previously by Mrs Pickford (and 
repeated here) have been dealt with in the EIA reporting for the 
WEF and the associated PPP volume. Only comments relevant 
to the sub-transmission line application (highlighted in grey) 
have been responded to. 
 
 
The competent authority is aware that two separate 
applications have been submitted. DEA has ensured that the 
same case officer will review both applications. 
 
Once the sub-transmission line is constructed, it becomes 
ownership of Eskom. Eskom will also be responsible for its 
maintenance during operation. An Environmental 
Authorisation and EMPr for the powerline will therefore have 
to be handed over to Eskom once the sub-transmission line is 
constructed. 
 
Furthermore, it should be noted that the specific EMPr for the 
sub-transmission line needs to be in accordance with 
Government Notice 435,  gazetted on 22 March 2019, which 
requires that all applications for environmental authorisations 
for overhead electricity transmission and distribution 
infrastructure, which trigger activity 11 or 47 of Environmental 
Impact Assessment Regulations (EIA) Listing Notice 1 of 2014, 
as amended, or for activity 9 of EIA Regulations Listing Notice 2 
of 2014, as amended, and any other listed and specified 
activities necessary for the realisation of such infrastructure, 
must use the generic EMPr, contemplated in Regulations 19(4), 
23(4) and Appendix 4 to the EIA Regulations (2014, as 
amended).   
 
Additional specific environmental sensitivities/attributes 
identified on the site which require more specific impact 
management outcomes and actions, not included in the pre-
approved generic EMPr, must be submitted to the competent 
authority as part of the EIA process for approval. This site 
specific EMPr for the sub-transmission line has been compiled 
and attached to the Basic Assessment as required by Appendix 
4 of the EIA regulations and Government Notice 435. 
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Not once has the possibility that our concerns may be accurate been acknowledged or supported by CES, even though we have 
employed our own professionals to compile unbiased peer review reports to accompany our comments. Not once has CES 
suggested that they re-consider their standpoint as a result of information that the specialist reports we presented have brought 
to light. This is CES’ response to the Environmental Assessment Review by Mr André van der Spuy and Bird Review by Dr Andrew 
Jenkins submitted by the community: 
 

 
 
As a community, we felt the ‘papers’, which were in fact peer reviews of the CES reports, were of great value and we learnt a 
great deal to support our concerns for the environment and the future well-being of our communities. This is an entirely 
unsatisfactory approach by the EIP. CES is now asking I&APs to once again comment on the 132KV line that is to be built across 
the same lovely rural landscape, in the same fatally flawed area of visual impact, with the same negative effects on the 
environment and in the same views of the tourism and residential hubs of Paternoster, Britannica Heights, the Groot Paternoster 
Private Nature Reserve, St Helena, Stompneus and Britannia Bays. 
 
Herewith are my comments, but I submit them with a hollow heart as I have no faith in CES as an Environmental Impact 
Practitioner with concern and care for the environment. 
 
GENERAL 
It is not wind farms per se that we are opposed to, since as environmentalists we are advocates of clean and renewal energy but 
we are of the express opinion that the implementation of any energy facility should not be undertaken at the expense of the 
environment, in all that the term environment encompasses - from fauna and flora to geographical, historical, economic and 
social. It is of paramount importance that the public participation process should reflect true representation of all parties 
concerned - and be fair. CES has rather presented a Final Draft EIR of the PBWF to DEFF for examination that is biased in favour 
of the developer. 
 
CES in the Final Draft EIR is supporting a proposal to change a bio-diverse and scenically beautiful rural landscape irrevocably into 
an industrial area complete with 45, 165-metre high, wind turbines. ADDED TO THIS, CES is now proposing a DBAR for the addition 
of a 132KV line of between 6,5 and 9,4 kilometres that will require a footprint of infrastructure more than 100 metres high, the 
widening and lengthening of roads and clearing of bio-diverse vegetation forever. What will be left for the fauna and flora? The 
irreplaceable, unique, critical bio-diversity of the West Coast Peninsula will be gone to yet another industrial area? Why? 
 
 
INSTANCES OF BIAS - GENERAL 
I have noted that from the outset of the application process for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm, that CES has exercised only 
the minimum requirements as statutorily required. In doing this they have satisfied the law, but only the law, and in adamantly 
sticking to the minimum requirement, seem to be purposefully avoiding bringing to the attention of the deciding authority the 
full arena of concern of what is clearly an issue of controversy. CES are aware that their application, except for a name change 
on behalf of the developer, is an almost complete replica of two previous applications for a wind energy facility on the same site 
in 2016 and 2018. CES are therefore aware of the substantial public reaction to the previous applications, undertaken by 
Savannah Environmental and Terramanzi. CES however, both in the compilation of their report and in their bringing the renewed 
application to the attention of the public have chosen to entirely ignore the content and import of the previous applications and 
instigate instead a process that pays zero heed and makes no mention of what is clearly pertinent and important information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The maximum height of the pylons will be 35m, not 100m. The 
preferred route (route 3) is approximately 6.3km. 
The clearing of vegetation has been assessed by the specialist 
in the Ecological Impact Assessment. Cape Nature has 
responded stating that they are satisfied with the Ecological 
Report. The ecological report has also been reviewed by an 
external specialist. 
 



Date & 
Time 

Person 
Affiliation/ 

Organisation 
Comment CES Response 

   

ALTERNATIVE SITES 
Two of the alternative sites proposed by CES in the Final Draft EIR, as required by law, sites 1 and 4, do not in fact represent 
alternative sites, as they lie adjacent to the PBWF. They are therefore in the same area of historical agricultural land and scenic 
beauty; have the same negative effect on the environment - specifically avifauna; the same potentially negative effect on tourism, 
with the same visual impact in the view of the same towns and nature reserves. With regard to site 2 - considered unsuitable due 
to the close proximity to the Lower Berg River Wetlands, and site 3 – considered unsuitable due to the proximity to a town and 
a nature reserve, the same applies to the chosen site 4 – which lies in the same proximity to the Lower Berg River Wetlands and 
lies right next to and in the view of Britannica Heights and Paternoster, and adjacent to the Groot Paternoster Nature Reserve. 
The points therefore which make sites 1,2 and 3 unsuitable also apply to the site of the PBWF: site 4. For ease of reference see 
below: 
 

 
 

 
 
In summation therefore, this is not a preferred site at all. In the entire country of South Africa surely CES can find alternative sites 
that do not lie adjacent to the PBWF with the same negative impacts. The Karoo immediately comes to mind: in fact, in close 
proximity to other operational wind farms; no towns close by; is far less populous; no communities threatened; no visual impact 
other than to the farmers themselves who can choose to have the wind farm on their land or not. And the threat to the 
environment may possibly be far less due to the extremely arid nature of the landscape. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
This comment relates to the WEF application. Site alternatives 
for the Boulders WEF have been dealt with in the WEF EIA. In 
terms of this application, alternative sites for the sub-
transmission line are not feasible.  
 
Five route alternatives within the proposed site were assessed 
by the specialists. Route 3 was identified as the preferred 
alternative.  
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If one further examines the site under its wind potential versus the same within a 100km radius of Vredenburg, then one cannot 
help but be struck by what is clearly a vast scope of alternatives. Exactly the same applies to the 6,5 to 9,4 kilometres of 132KV 
powerline and over 100-metre high pylons. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The maximum height of the pylons will be 35m, not 100m. The 
preferred route (route 3) is approximately 6.3km. 

   

PRECEDENT SET BY WEST COAST 1 
CES state that the precedent has been set by the establishment of WC1. This is only partially true and ignores three major factors: 
 
a) Firstly, WC1 was established with the minimal public participation and came as an unpleasant shock to the majority of the local 
community when objection to the visual impact was too late to be submitted.  
b) The majority of WC1 is situated in a natural valley that helps reduce the visual impact. WC1 is considerably further away from 
the residential communities of the West Coast Peninsula than the PBWF site. The proposed site comes to within less than 5 km 
of the outskirts of Paternoster. 
c) CES in their Draft Basic Assessment Report are now proposing to add to the already fatally flawed Visual Impact of the Proposed 
Boulders Wind Farm by proposing the 132KV line. 
 
These factors combined are therefore of considerably greater significance in terms of visual impact on the landscape than the 
current wind energy facility, West Coast 1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the VIA for the WEF does not state that the 
Proposed Boulders WEF is fatally flawed. 
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The developer and CES are, too, aware that there is an established wind energy facility at Hopefield and yet do not draw this into 
any of the discussion present on site selection. The Hopefield area extending all the way from the mountains to the coast at 
Dwarskersbos and beyond (with the exclusion zone for Langebaanweg Air Force Base excluded) clearly has sufficient and reliable 
wind and is also sufficiently close to an acceptable power conduit and yet it is entirely omitted from the report on site selection. 
 
This wide potential area has, in the argument of public and local repercussions, several distinct advantages over the chosen PBWF 
site. It is, as a general rule, flat land with few outstanding geographical features. Only two small towns are present, with 
populations less than those potentially affected by the chosen BWFA site, but, more importantly, with multiple sites at a 
considerably greater distance (real not implied distance) of 7 kilometers from urban settlement. The area is rural, agricultural 
land and a wind energy facility would not prevent or much alter the present land use. There is no medium or large-scale tourism 
industry present in the area, bar some at the coast. It would seem from the above few points that the area would be as acceptable 
for the development of a wind energy facility as the chosen site. Move further north of Elandsbaai and the above points become 
even more relevant. The fact is that during the entire process no real alternative site or sites have been either proposed, tabled 
or examined. The 132KV line will be delivering the electricity to the Fransvlei-Aurora 132KV line, there are therefore many 
options, closer to Aurora, that should be considered. 
 
WHY THIS SITE? 
The single strongest argument that the developer uses for the proposed site is the relative proximity of the 132KVA line currently 
serving West Coast 1, and the saving of capital outlay this proximity means to the developer. What we are comparing, as the 
principal crux on which the see-saw of decision of site selection rests, is the capital outlay saving by the developers who are, at 
the core of the development, Energiequelle GMB - a foreign company - and the value of the land in terms of its place in the 
intellectual possession of all of the local community, a community of tens of thousands of people. There is no contest: The vested 
interest of the community, in both the value of its intellectual possession of the land as home, embracing the inherent and 
established character of the land, and further, its quantifiable value, in terms of individual personal investment in the community 
and the land, outweighs that of saving the developer a single figure percentage cost of the total development. 
 
In their presentation of the site selection, CES, in their Final Draft EIR, have been at pains to present the site in favourable terms 
and fail in balance to offer reasonable consideration of the alternatives, drawing conclusions that are not balanced by counter 
argument, but, rather, weighted in favour of the developer by placing developer costs at a higher esteem and of a greater value 
consideration than community concerns, investment, entrenched lifestyle and right to retain and enjoy the inherent nature of 
their home environment. The community of the West Coast Peninsula are invested in the area in the deepest possible sense and 
this IS relevant to any and all considerations of cost.  
 
The EIR reveals that the developer has chosen the site for two main reasons: wind and the close proximity of an adequate conduit 
to the national grid, being the 132KVA line installed by Eskom to the West Coast 1 wind energy facility. It is noted that the 132KVA 
line servicing West Coast 1 (WC1) was put in by Eskom on a shared cost basis with the developer of West Coast 1, and that it is 
the proximity of this power line that now drives the 4th application for a wind energy facility in the area. It should not be difficult 
to grasp the concept perceived by the majority of the local communities, that, having been duped by a process that did not 
adequately engage the West Coast Peninsula communities and which allowed the establishment of a wind energy facility in their 
midst without warning, we are now, as a result of this single relaxation of our guard, obligated to accept an ongoing insistence 
that the West Coast Peninsula is a prime site for wind energy facilities. We are not obligated, as is clear from the scope of 
objection to the PBWF. 
 
The 132KVA line put in to WC1 was not done on the premise that further developments were incumbent on Eskom’s agreement 
to share the cost of installation. It was done to service WC1, period. The fact that the line has remaining capacity does not render 
it a consideration sufficient to outweigh the concerns of the local communities. Cost and value can be measured in many ways, 
financial is just one, and CES in their support of the developer in this regard and by their failure to consider any other value at 
stake have failed to present a complete and balanced view of the site evaluation. It must be noted that wind as a resource is 
different to that of gold or minerals, where the resource is site specific. Wind as a resource is not dictated to by a fixed site, it 
can be accessed and utilized over a wide option of sites. 
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NO-GO AREAS 
 

 
 
Looking at this map showing NO-GO Areas in the Final Draft EIR, which is almost solid red, it would seem this in itself is sufficient 
persuasion that this is not a suitable area to build a wind farm and the accompanying 6,5 to 9,4 kilometres of powerlines and 
over 100-metre high pylons. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As part of the application for the sub-transmission line, 
specialist studies have been conducted to identify sensitive and 
no-go areas. The findings have been included in the BAR and 
EMPr. 
 
Please note that the maximum height of the pylons in 35m, not 
100m. The preferred route (route 3) is approximately 6.3km. 
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It is significant to note that looking at the above two further maps, Avifauna and Bats NO-GO, of the proposed placement of the 
wind farm, the proportion marked in red as NO-GO and sensitive is so much greater than that available for turbines and 
powerlines, one should consider that the area is in fact unsuitable. 
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HIGH SENSITIVITY AND NO-GO AREAS FOR THE 132KV LINE 
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It is quite clear as presented by CES in their DBAR, that whichever route the 132KV line with its accompanying pylons takes it 
cannot avoid the high sensitivity and NO-GO areas with regard to ecological, aquatic, avifauna and heritage impacts. The 
cumulative effect therefore of turbines, compounded by the powerline and pylons and the existing West Coast 1 windfarm would 
therefore be fatal. AVIFAUNA Bat Report for the Final Draft EIA for the PBWF Where it has not suited the CES’ stand point, for 
example: the original Bat Report by Gaia Environmental for the Scoping Report conducted by the previous EAP, Savannah 
Environmental, where the contents represent a fatal flaw without possible mitigation, in their application CES have rather 
employed Bio Insight, a company based in Portugal, to compile a less harsh report. CES then requested Gaia Environmental to 
conduct a desktop study of Bio Insight’s findings. It should be noted that Bio Insight are not specifically qualified Bat Specialists. 
This is bias, as the initial bat specialists Gaia Environmental could then only legally comment on the findings of Bio Insight, and 
that should supposedly override the findings of their own. Why would CES employ such tactics if they were in fact seeking the 
truth? The Bat Report was also for quite some time not available on the CES website. 
 
It becomes obvious in learning the cumulative results of the Bat Report, that without mitigation, the Proposed Boulders Wind 
Farm would be disastrous to the bat population and render the project fatally flawed. Figure 3.6 on page 155 refers: 
 

 
 
It states: 
Consequence: Potential significant declines in local bat populations of species which fly at rotor-sweep height. Currently locally 
abundant bat species may become locally threatened. In studying the NO-GO areas and the proposed placement of turbines, it 
is obvious that 61% of the total proposed development lies critically close to the edge of the safety parameters for bats. So, too, 
the placement of turbines in areas sandwiched tightly between ‘NO-GO’ areas for the bats should be studied for the reality of 
their effectiveness, as opposed to neat delineation on a map. Bats are unlikely to restrain themselves to such man conceived, 
rigid boundaries; they will, without doubt, transgress. 
 
I, further, do not share the opinion of Gaia Environmental when they state on page 160: Based on the current guidelines for 
thresholds of bat fatality by ecoregion (Macewan et al., 2018) the threshold for bat fatality at the proposed Boulders Wind Farm 
is 55 bats of a single species per annum. Once the number of bat fatalities reaches this threshold, a curtailment plan must be put 
in place. I would question once again why one must first have bats die to establish mortality? West Coast 1 lies directly adjacent 
to the proposed site and has been operating for years. Figures of post construction bat mortality for West Coast 1 should be 
studied, and the findings thereof applied as mitigation before development. 
 
 
 
 

Specialist studies have been conducted and sensitive and no-go 
areas identified. Specific mitigation measures and 
recommendations have been made by the specialists with 
regards to sub-transmission line infrastructure. Mitigation 
measures have already been included in the Bar and EMPr. 
 
It should also be noted that Cape Nature are satisfied with the 
findings and recommendations made by the Ecological 
Specialists and that Heritage Western Cape have endorsed the 
project. 
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CES has chosen to disregard the findings of the Bat Report, which represent a fatal flaw, and repeatedly, throughout the report, 
state that the risk of bat mortality by the PBWF is HIGH. The previous bat report conducted by Savannah Environmental concluded 
their report with the statement – In North America, WEFs have been operating for a number of years and the cumulative fatalities 
may range into the hundreds of thousands of mortalities per year (Cryan 2011). Significant mortalities of bats present on the site 
may preclude the ability of the local populations to recover. With the addition of 6,5 to 9,4 kilometres of powerlines and over 
100-metre high pylons in the same area, the already critical threat of significant bat mortalities by turbines will be increased by 
the danger of electrocution and collision with powerlines and pylons. The already severely curtailed safety area for bats will now 
be compounded by the barriers, infrasound noise and fragmented habitat created by the 132KV line and pylons. 
 
 
CES must consider all possible mitigation required in the technical advancement of the powerlines and pylons so that 
electrocution is avoided at all costs, wherever the wind farm is erected. In the US, heavy fines are imposed on companies that 
do not comply with this critical mitigation in their technology. Once again, one must question the risk of further compounding 
the detrimental effect a wind farm, powerlines and pylons in this area will have on bat populations? Is it not the obligation of the 
EIP to protect the environment and all the wildlife that lives there? Bird Report: The CES Final Draft EIR was negligent in 
recognising the area for the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm as lying on a peninsula jutting out into the ocean and therefore a 
major flyway for birds between the internationally registered and recognised Important Birding Wetlands of the Langebaan 
Lagoon and West Coast National Park and the Lower Berg River Estuary. In failing to present this, the EIP denies the consideration 
of the possible catastrophic bird mortalities that might occur as a result. 
 
In the report by Dr Andrew Jenkins, submitted along with our comments, and several I&Aps have pointed out that in many 
instances Bio Insight, employed by CES to conduct the Bird Report, have made unsupported assumptions and sweeping 
generalities more suited to a desk top study rather than the conscientious, accurate on sight observation of bird activity and 
behavior that would require numerous field trips. CES has chosen to ignore Birdlife Africa’s and multiple international reports on 
avifauna mortalities associated with wind energy facilities, supported by the report by Dr Andrew Jenkins, and his post 
construction report on the bird fatalities of West Coast 1, the adjacent wind farm, which information was available to them. In 
the bird report by Dr Andrew Jenkins, post the construction of West Coast 1, these are some of the figures of just the raptor 
mortalities collected under the wind turbines during a period of 14/15 months. 
 

Lanner Falcon 3 (Endangered) 
Rock Kestrel 4 
Yellow-billed Kite 3 
Booted Eagle 2 
Martial Eagle 1 (Endangered) 
Jackal Buzzard 17 
 

The figures of avian fatalities found when scientifically extrapolated out over the same period 14/15 months, on an average 
between a lower and upper confidence level, came to an estimated 329 bird mortalities. In the same bird report a radar-based 
monitoring survey counted, in a 147-hour nocturnal survey in the summer, 30 546 birds passing through the West Coast 1 area, 
directly adjacent to the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm. Why was this available information not included in the CES Final Draft 
EIR? It is significant to note that CES have not made the findings of the 2-year radar report available to I&APs, even though my 
husband has repeatedly requested it. CES have in fact disregarded it as irrelevant. 
 
CES states: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Please not the maximum height of the pylons in 35m, not 100m. 
The preferred route (route 3) is approximately 6.3km. 
Bats use echolocation to detect prey and to aid navigation. The 
sub-transmission line is static and therefore collisions are highly 
unlikely. 
 
Mitigation measures which have been proposed by the 
specialists and included in the EMPr are legally binding. 
 
Specific avifaunal mitigation measures can be found on page 
101 (Construction Phase) and page 104 (Operational Phase) of 
the BAR, and on page 31 (Construction Phase) and page 37 
(Operational Phase) of the EMPr. 
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In whose opinion is the radar data not relevant? Why conduct a radar data recording in the first place if it is not relevant? A 
proper specialist report should include bird activity that cannot be seen on a few site visits, most particularly at night. This is bias 
in the extreme. Perhaps CES has disqualified the radar data as it may argue that this is not a site for a wind farm. To offer only 
selective information not only to the public, but, too, to the examining authority, is to subvert the full truth. It is a fatal dereliction 
of the duty and trust placed in the EIP to provide a transparent, balanced and full report. As examples of local Bird Club random 
surveys: on an outing in the summer of last year, on a single day, on one of the farms included in the Proposed Boulders Wind 
Farm footprint, counted over 200 blue cranes (a Threatened species on the IUCN Redlist.) 
 
For those of us concerned for our environment these facts cannot be ignored and it is our responsibility to defend the wildlife 
that shares our home. It is a fact that the cumulative impact of wind farms side by side will be exponentially devastating to the 
bird populations. Adding kilometres of powerlines and over 100-metre high pylons, CES must now consider all the internationally 
studied data related to the danger of bird electrocution and the collision risk with powerlines and pylons, particularly for 
migratory species, of which there are many on the West Coast Peninsula. Intensified industrialization of the area, with powerlines 
creating further barriers, infrasound noise and fragmented habitat on top of that of the turbines could amount to an 
environmental calamity. This is supported by the findings of the Report by ARCUS as presented by CES in the DBAR for the 132KV 
Powerline with regard to cumulative impact: 
 

 
 
This is an enormous responsibility for the EAP and one not to be brushed aside. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that the maximum height of the pylons in 35m, not 
100m. 
An avifaunal specialist study has been conducted by an external 
specialist. The impacts of collisions and electrocutions were 
assessed and have already been included in the BAR (page 101 
and page 104). Mitigation measures proposed by the specialist 
are included in the EMPr (page 31 and page 37). 



Date & 
Time 

Person 
Affiliation/ 

Organisation 
Comment CES Response 

   

SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
 
CES in the Final Draft EIR for the PBWF states: 

 
and yet: 
 

 
 
After first stating, ‘the approach is generally limited by the difficulty in attaching economic values to environmental and social 
impacts or benefits and the availability of quantitative information’ CES goes ahead to say ‘it has been demonstrated that visual 
intrusion will have no significant effect on property values and tourism. And further ‘these impacts are likely to be low or absent’. 
When residents of Britannica Heights, Paternoster, the Groot Paternoster Nature Reserve, Stompneus, Britannia, and St Helena 
Bays are having sleepless nights, concerned as to how they will begin to live with 45 giant wind turbines and between 6,5 and 9,4 
kilometres of powerlines and pylons filling their lovely rural landscape; how this will affect how they feel about where they live, 
how it will affect their property prices and livelihoods – CES firstly contradict their statement that this is an unknown and difficult 
to quantify – then by way of consolation just disregard it by stating ‘these impacts are likely to be low or absent’. In whose 
opinion? There is no grey area at all in the opinion of the residents of the above areas that the visual impact will be devastating. 
These residents work in the tourism industry every day of their lives, they hear the views and discussions of tourists and visitors 
and they are afraid of the repercussions of the PBWF and a landscape filled with powerlines and pylons. Who is better qualified 
to comment? 
 
Once again, if the residents of these areas are offered no mitigation, compensation and cannot even be heard, and the potential 
impacts are difficult to quantify, surely it is best not to risk their livelihoods with the construction of the PBWF and the 
accompanying 132KV powerlines and pylons 
 
Stated in the Visual Impact report by Logis:  
The visual impact of a wind farm is by far the most influential impact on property value patterns. The West Coast Peninsula, 
where the PBWF is sited, is an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and as such draws considerable tourism, sufficient in fact to 
place the tourism industry second only to agriculture in terms of employment. The erection of an industrial installation in the 
middle of an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is at its core, contradictory. It has the potential to entirely alter the tourism 
response to the area and particularly so for the Paternoster and Britannica Heights communities. A single hospitality industry 
business consulted in Paternoster currently employs 50 people. If this were to be extrapolated to the entire tourism industry for 
the whole West Coast Peninsula then we are talking of thousands of jobs If a single hotel is NOT built because of negative reaction 
within the tourism sector to an industrial installation that mars the natural beauty of the area, then not only are 50 people not 
employed but so too are the more than 50 builders denied work and all the supply companies and skilled labour companies, the 
banks and virtually all local industry and business impacted. 
 
Tourism can be likened to compound interest. If a tourist comes to a destination and likes their experience, then two more will 
come. This leads to more employment, not only in the increase in the final tourism product, but, too, in all stages that lead to its 
completion. 50 people employed will lead to 200 employed, and this then becomes compounded again until we have what 
Paternoster is today: a previously small-scale fishing village that is fast becoming an employment hub and a considerable and 
expanding source of revenue in the local community, with all the community benefit and upliftment that this entails. Is CES going 
to support a wind farm and industrialised landscape of powerlines and pylons in a bio-diverse environment that needs protection 
and where the communities’ livelihoods are directly connected to tourism in response to the rural landscape, unfettered open 
views and the scenic beauty? 
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VISUAL IMPACT REPORT 
CES’s statement that the PBWF will not obstruct the beach view of tourists as it is built inland is not true. This cannot be further 
from the truth. The PBWF and the 132KV lines and pylons will be visible to beach walkers and tourists visiting Paternoster alike, 
and, that, not to mention the residents and their view. The wind farm will be built adjacent to the Groot Paternoster Nature 
Reserve from which West Coast 1, both in the day time and red flashing lights at night, are clearly visible. 
 
 
CES states: 
Considering that the location of the proposed Boulders Wind Farm is inland and is not expected to obstruct the beach view for 
tourists visiting the coastal towns (i.e. Paternoster and St Helena Bay), the above-mentioned concern of obstructed beach views 
is likely to be unrealised and no potential negative impact on leisure tourists is expected.” This wind farm will be seen from 
Langebaan to Dwarskersbos. How is it possible that people walking on the beach and enjoying the views and character of 
Paternoster be directed to only look at the sea view? What of people living in Brittanica Heights and the Groot Paternoster Nature 
Reserve?  
 
Further, in the same paragraph 2.3 is stated: 
The proposed development of the Boulders Wind Farm is more likely to have a positive impact on tourism in the area (i.e. through 
increased business tourism during construction activities of the Wind Farm) than a negative effect. The positive impact will 
however be temporary and will be limited to the duration of construction activities. The above statement looks only to the 
relatively short period of the construction phase of the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm, and makes no consideration of the 
possible long-term negative consequences of the effect on tourism for a quarter of a century to come of the Proposed Boulders 
Wind Farm. It must further be noted that should an alternative site be proposed and accepted, that the limited potential positive 
effects as quoted above, would remain applicable. 
 

 
 
Add to the above 6,5 to 9,4 kilometres of powerlines and 100-metre high pylons and the visual impact would be disastrous. The 
PBWF site surrounds the visually lovely cultural Khoisan heritage site of Kasteelberg, which as well having a two-kilometer radius 
no development zone, is vital to the singular character of the rural landscape. It is also a haven for many wildlife species in its 
undisturbed state. As a cultural heritage site Kasteelberg will be visually destroyed by the wind turbines, pylons and powerlines. 
With the huge potential of avifauna electrocution and collision by both turbines and the 132KV line, Kasteelberg could become 
devoid of life. From the tables submitted by CES below one can see that there is no actual mitigation possible for the visual 
impact. Moving of 165-metre high turbines, kilometres of powerlines and 100-metre high pylons is simply a game of chess, the 
view will be of an industrial installation marring and intruding on a lovely rural landscape. 
 
As a resident of the Groot Paternoster Nature Reserve I hereby certify that West Coast 1, and therefore the Proposed Boulders 
Wind Farm and associated powerlines and pylons which will be much closer, is clearly visible from the road which runs through 
the centre of the Reserve, the access road and a number of the homesteads. I also find that the statement made on page iii of 
the Executive Summary of the Visual Impact Report in the Final Draft EIR stands in direct contradiction of the findings of the 
report.  
 
 

 
The proposed pylons will have a maximum height of 35m. The 
nearest point of the proposed powerline is more that 6km from 
Paternoster and the beach and over 7km from the Groot 
Paternoster Reserve. Due to the distance and topography of the 
landscape, it is highly unlikely that the powerline will be visible 
from Paternoster or the beach. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please refer to the previous response.  
It should also be noted that the Impact on the Cultural 
Landscape has been addressed by an external Heritage 
Specialist and that Heritage Western Cape has endorsed the 
project. 
The impacts on avifauna (both collisions and electrocutions) 
have been addressed in the Avifaunal Specialist Report and 
have already been included in the BAR and EMPr. 
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Such statement being in the Concluding Remarks: 
“While the HIGH residual visual impacts cannot be completely mitigated, these should be considered within the context of the 
following: The wind farm is not permanent, and the turbines and other superstructure will be removed on decommissioning of 
the wind farm; The visual impacts cannot in ANY WAY be mitigated. And further: The above statement is long stretch of the term 
“not permanent”. 
 
The wind farm is proposed for a period of 25 years which is the period associated with a whole generation in terms of society 
and is considered as LIFE in terms of a prison sentence. The above statement does NOT in any way mitigate the visual impact of 
the Proposed Boulders Wind Farm and is further directly contradicted by CES as the authors of the report themselves, when on 
page 42 they state: 
 
“Table 7: Criteria used to rate the significance of an impact Long term - Between 20 and 40 years (From a human perspective 
almost permanent).” 
It is my opinion that in consideration of the very high potential of the visual impact to have far reaching ramifications on the socio 
economic circumstance of the West Coast Peninsula, the Visual Impact Report, recording the visual impact of the Proposed 
Boulders Wind Farm as HIGH for all factors including local, distant and very distant view-sheds, renders the 
Proposed Boulders Wind Farm fatally flawed for the proposed site. 
 
Further to the turbines, the 132KV powerline and pylons required will completely transform this environment from a rural 
landscape into a busy industrial site. Alternative sites must be investigated, not sites adjacent to the present PBWF CURRENT 
LAND USE AND CHARACTER 
 
In the Final Draft EIR, CES sees fit to only make mention of the agricultural component, citing that the landowners, those who 
will be paid large fees for the use of their land, are supportive of the development. What they fail to address is the passive use 
of the land by all of the community and its attendant visitors as an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a visually pleasing 
panorama, which provides our community with its sense of place. It is why we have chosen to make this our home; as it stands, 
not as an industrially developed landscape. 
 
The road from Vredenburg to Paternoster is currently tabled and awaiting approval as an official Scenic Route. This is a passive 
use of the land which has, however, the vital requirement that the land use remain pleasingly rural. It is central to the tourism 
industry of the entire West Coast Peninsula, an industry that produces not only revenue sufficient to compete with the proposed 
development but further provides far greater local benefit than the proposed wind energy facility. Tourism provides jobs way in 
excess of the temporary positions offered by the developer. Tourism, provides training and upliftment of the local community 
on a scale with which the construction phase of a wind energy facility cannot hope to compete. 
 
Tourism provides employment and financial benefit on a lifelong, ongoing and exponential growth for the entire West Coast 
Peninsula, not just a two-year phase. The passive use of the land by the tourism industry as visually pleasing, not filled with giant 
turbines and draped with powerlines is therefore imperative to the discussion. 
 

 

   

ANALOGY OF FINANCIAL COST 
 
In the Final Draft EIR for the PBWF and the DBAR for the 132KV line, CES neither entertains nor considers as worthwhile argument, 
that there is a cost other than financial at stake and they count as nil the investment of the local communities, both in terms of 
their financial and spiritual investment in the West Coast Peninsula, as well as their attachment to its character and their right to 
ensure the preservation of this character. The West Coast Peninsula communities’ financial investment in the area, if considered 
cumulatively, is far in excess of that offered by the developer who lives overseas and will in most likelihood never visit the wind 
farm. In other words, CES sees only the financial cost to the developer as relevant and does not hold in any regard, let alone 
relevance, the local communities’ sense of value and investment in the West Coast Peninsula. Nor their ongoing tenure of the 
area and the potential repercussions of a wind energy facility and its accompanying powerlines and pylons on the overall 
character of the peninsula and its potential negative impact on the entire community and its high tourism component for a period 
of 25 years or more.  
 
The PBWF and 132KV powerline does not offer the opportunity to enhance the capacity and quality of infrastructure in the areas 
with the highest economic growth potential. In fact, the PBWF has, beyond the 2-year employment of local labourers and the 
ongoing employment of between 25 and 60 semi-skilled locals, almost zero growth to offer the local municipality. There are 
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numerous industries within the local municipality with the potential to far outstrip the PBWF and 132KV line capacity for local 
economic growth. Tourism has already been examined, but what of just the multiple, small, owner-based construction companies 
specializing in home construction found in considerable numbers throughout the West Coast Peninsula to name but one 
consideration? This single example can be further extrapolated to encompass the potential of PBWF and 132KV line to actually 
harm this industry by making new buyers reticent to purchase in the area because of the negative impact that an industrial 
installation exerts on the local landscape, coercing buyers to look to other properties where a wind energy facility, powerlines 
and pylons does not interrupt the rural character and ambiance of an environment. 
 
The small, owner-based building industry employs people in the labour, semi-skilled and skilled classes in numbers far in excess 
and without any time limitation, compared to that offered by PBWF and 132KV line, and further, offers an income stream and its 
associated trickle through effect, in all tiers of the local community. 
 

   

THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
How does CES suppose that a massive industrial installation - requiring grand scale road infrastructure, road usage, earth  moving 
exercises, powerlines and pylons, gigantic concrete platforms combined with the erection of 45 wind turbines, at a total height 
of 165m - as the well documented cause of considerable fatalities of species, both in diversity and numbers and with obviously 
damning effects on the inherent natural character and Outstanding Natural Beauty of the landscape, as well as exceptional 
contributions to night time light pollution with its further unknown effect on avifauna, placed more specifically directly in the 
known fly-way of two world-wide registered Important Bird Areas, and the threat of electrocution and collision with pylons and 
powerlines by avifauna, will not adversely affect the biodiversity and significantly increase the human footprint on nature? Why 
in this not given far greater consideration? A foreign developer whose single strongest argument in favour of this chosen site for 
their wind farm is their financial saving of using the current 132KV line 
 

 

   

CONCLUSION 
The public are required to entrust during an EIA and DBAR that the Environmental Assessment Practitioner (EAP) will present a 
transparent, balanced, comprehensive and truthful report on behalf of all parties involved in a proposed development such as 
this. I request that CES should not fail in this duty and not disappoint, as with the Final Draft EIR for the PBWF where strong favour 
has been given to the developer. Needless to say, all the rights of the Interested and Affected parties to take whatever steps that 
may be appropriate to protect their rights remain expressly reserved. I am grateful for the opportunity to make this 
representation to CES and would request that you give the above due consideration. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
Beverly Pickford 
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2019/10/31 
11:30AM 

Alana CapeNature 

Dear Mr Johnson 
  
Please find comment from CapeNature attached. 
  
Kind regards,  
Alana 
 

Please see responses to comments below. 

Attached Comments: 
Dear Mr Johnson 
RE: Proposed 132 kV sub-transmission line for the proposed Boulders Winder Energy Facility, Saldanha Bay Municipality – Draft 
Basic Assessment Report. 
DEA Ref: TBC 
 
CapeNature would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Basic Assessment Report for this application 
and wish to make the following comments: 
 

1. Historically, most of the study area was covered by Saldanha Granite Strandveld, with Saldanha Flats Strandveld 
occurring to the east. Saldanha Granite Strandveld has only approximately 27% of its original extent remaining and is 
close to qualifying as a Critically Endangered ecosystem. Although agricultural activities have transformed large portions 
of most of the site there are some remaining remnants of natural vegetation. All remaining areas of natural vegetation 
have been determined as Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) due to the presence of Endangered vegetation, the presence 
of rare and endangered plant species and special habitats. No turbines, powerlines or roads should be located within 
CBAs. 
 

2. Bird species which are relevant to the study area and must be considered for this project are as follows: 
- Ludwig’s Bustard (which is Endangered and shown to be under real threat from collision with powerlines) 
- Blue Crane (which is Near Threatened and shown to be under real threat from collision with powerlines) 
- Spotted Eagle Owl (which is Near Threatened and shown to be under real threat from collision and electrocution) 
- Lanner Falcon (which is Vulnerable and shown to be under real threat from collision and electrocution) 
- Greater and Lesser Flamingo (both Near Threatened and if passing through site are at real risk of collision with 

powerlines) 
- Black Harrier (which is Endangered and shown to be under real threat from collision with powerlines) 
-  Korhaan (which is Vulnerable and is threatened by habitat destruction as well as collision) 
- Secretarybird (which is Vulnerable and shown to be under real threat from collision) 

 
3. Bird diverters should be placed on all sections of powerline that will pass over watercourses and wetlands. 

 
4. Overall, we are reasonably satisfied with the findings and recommendations made by the ecological specialists. We 

agree that the preferred alternative 3 is likely to have the least impact on biodiversity provided that the powerline 
spanning is adjusted and the poles are micro-sited in such a way that no poles/pylons are located within the patches of 
Endangered Saldanha Granite Strandveld, wetlands or watercourses.  
No brushcutting should occur within the natural vegetation – this should not be necessary in any case as Strandveld is 
a fairly low growing vegetation type. 

 
5. One concern that we have is that it has not been finalised whether new water crossing structures will be required. Both 

the freshwater specialist report and the Environmental Management Programme (EMPr) state that “should any access 
roads be required over watercourses...”. This implies that there is a level of uncertainty with regard to the need for 
these structures. The location and type of structure (e.g. culvert, bridge, low level crossing) must be determined 
together with appropriate specific mitigation measures as part of this Basic Assessment process.  
 

CapeNature reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information based on any additional information 
that may be received. 

 
Yours sincerely 
Alana Duffell-Canham 

Responses to Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. CES notes this requirement. All areas of Saldanha Granite 
Strandveld have been indicated as no-go areas. It should also 
be noted that prior to the siting of the powerline within the 
corridor. A suitable qualified botanist will micro-site the pylon 
positions to ensure that any threatened or endangered 
vegetation are avoided were possible. Where not possible 
permits will be applied for as per the legislation NEM:BA.  
 
 
2. These species were considered by the Avifaunal Specialist 
and are included in the Avifaunal Impact Assessments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. CES notes this requirement and has included it in the BAR 
(Collisions Impact on page 104) and EMPr (Avifaunal 
Environment on page 37). 
  
4. Specialist walkthroughs have been proposed to ensure that 
the most appropriate micro-siting takes place (Please see Site 
Establishment on page 97 of the BAR and page 23 of the EMPr). 
 
CES note this requirement and has included it in the BAR (page 
100) and EMPr (page 29).  
 
5. No new water crossing structures will be constructed. 
Existing water crossings and those forming part the Wind Farm 
application (DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057) will be used. 
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2019/11/01 
14:50PM 

Mary Ralphs I&AP 

Dear Michael 
 
I acknowledge receipt of this email and notice of the meeting to be held in Vredenburg on 5 Nov. 
 
My you soon find a less destructive outlet for your skills. 
 
Mary 

No response necessary. 

2019/11/01 
09:40AM 

Peter 
Pickford 

I&AP 

Dear Mr Johnson, 
 
Please can you confirm that the public meeting as below is not just a facility for showing your posters of the proposed 
development but will also facilitate public discussion? 
 
Kind regards, 
PETER PICKFORD 
 
 
 

Dear Mr Pickford, 

 

Posters will be put up and representatives from CES will be 

present to discuss any queries that you may have regarding the 

proposed powerline. 

Kind Regards, 

Michael 

2019/11/11 
09:41AM 

Dear Michael, 
 
As the list of the attendees has bearing on the BA for the proposed power line, whose public participation process ends on the 
27th, I would be grateful if you could expedite the forwarding of the relevant list by requesting that your office do the same on 
your behalf.  
Should this not be possible I would request an extension of the review period for the BA because relevant and pertinent 
information is being withheld. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and assistance. 
 
Kind regards, 
PETER PICKFORD 

The EAP is not obliged to make this information available during 

the 30 day review period as it is usually included in the PPP 

volume that is then publicaly released as well as submitted to 

the relevant authority.  

 

Dear Mr Pickford, 

Below is the list of attendees who signed the attendance 

register. 

 

Name  Organisation 

Michael Johnson CES 

Ted Avis CES 

Marc Hardy  CES 

Amanda Heydenrych Uitkoms Beerda 

Piere  Heydenrych Uitkoms Beerda 

Alvin Roon Roon Architects  

Chris Sivertsen Shelley Point 

Homeowners 

Jonathan Visser  Boulders WF 

P.D. Pickford P.V.7 

A.M Adendorf  ST. Helena Bay I&AP 

Olivia Pienaar Swartiet 

Kathleen Heynes Khoisan Group 
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Joseph Kordon Khoisan Group  

Abraham Kordon Khoisan Group 

Sedick Abrahams I.R.A.S.A 

Nazeema Duarte SBM 

Zharon Domonse Sea Breeze 

Lutendo Musetsho SBM 

Lionel Uitheler  YUMA SPS 

Anne Todd ST. Helena Bay  

John Todd Britannica Heights 

Ricky Spander Solethu Group 

Keith & Rena Harrison - 

Jamie Walters  Paternoster 

Justine VanHooi Paternoster 

Shontell Swartz Paternoster 

Valerie Willemse Paternoster  

Muller Coetzee Paternoster  

G. Louw Paternoster  

C. Swigglaar Ugesi Power 

Ben Rodman Long beach 

homeowner 

Simone Jacke Paternoster 

Beverly Pickford  Groot Paternoster  

Deon Brand  Paternoster 

2019/11/15 
11:22AM 

Peter 
Pickford 

I&AP 

Dear Mr Johnson, 
  
Please may I have the associated contact details for the attendees. 
  
Kind regards, 
 
PETER PICKFORD 
 

Dear Mr Pickford, 
  
Please see attached attendance register. 
  
Kind Regards, 
Michael 
 
RE: Vredenburg Meeting: 
Many Thanks Michael. 
 
PETER PICKFORD 
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2019/11/19 
2:20PM 

Peter 
Pickford 

I&AP 

Dear Mr. Johnson, Mr Avis, 
  
Thank you for your cooperation in supplying the attendance register. I wonder if I could impose on you to please provide the 
email contact addresses of all I&APs for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm? 
  
Kind regards 
 
PETER PICKFORD 

Dear Mr Pickford 

All publicly available information with regards to the Boulders 

Wind Farm PPP can be found in VOLUME 4 (PUBLIC 

PARTICIPATION PROCESS PPP - SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS) of 

the Boulders Wind Farm EIA which is available on the CES 

website. 

http://www.cesnet.co.za/boulders-wind-farm-eia 

Kind Regards 

Michael 

RE: Vredenburg Meeting: 
Noted thank you Mr Johnson. 

PETER PICKFORD 
 

2019/11/27 
1:02PM 

Tebogo 
Movundlela 

Aurora Wind CEO 

Dear Michael 
 
I hope you are well. Please see below comments regarding the Basic Assessment Report (“BAR”) for the proposed 132KV Sub-
Transmission line (the “Line”) related to the Boulders Windfarm. I am responding in my capacity as the CEO of Aurora Wind 
Power (the “Company”), owner of the West Coast 1 windfarm. 
 

• In terms of the BAR, Aurora Wind Power has land rights over the following affected properties: Boebezaks Kraal 1/40, Frans 
Vlei 3/46, Frans Vlei 4/46, Frans Vlei 5/46, Frans Vlei 6/46, Frans Vlei 9/46. To the extent that the Line transverses over these 
properties, the express approval of both the affected landowner and Aurora Wind Power is required. This approval has not 
been provided. 

 

• It is indicated in the BAR that where possible, existing access roads / tracks will be used to gain access to construction sites 
and the servitudes. This directly impacts on the maintenance of roads established and used by West Coast 1 Wind Energy 
Facility (“WEF”). There is no clarity on the responsibility of the maintenance of these roads should they be used. This 
particularly concerning during the construction phase of the Line when damage to roads is possible as a result of large 
vehicles using the roads. 

 

• It is indicated that water will be sourced from approved water use points at locations closest to the area of construction. The 
locations of these sources has not been made clear. There is lack of clarity on the responsibilities and risks associated with 
using boreholes which are being used by the West Coast 1 WEF. 
 

• The preferred power line corridor crosses some drainage lines on the site, one which is more than 350m wide. The average 
spacing of pylons will be 250m (and can be up to 375m apart). It is however possible that a tower could be located within 
the drainage line. This could result in erosion and sedimentation, leading to downstream impacts. There is a risk that this 
erosion and sedimentation could be attributable to the West Coast 1 WEF. It has not been made clear how this will be 
managed by the contractor and Eskom (during maintenance). 
 

• The BAR states that there is a potential for avifauna impact associated with collision or electrocution. The process for 
addressing bird strikes associated with the Line and distinguishing these from those associated with the West Coast 1 WEF 
has not been made clear.  
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Responses to Comments 
 
Noted. This has been communicated to the applicant and they 
will have to enter into the necessary negotiations with these 
stakeholders. See specific responses from applicant below: 
 
BWF – Noted. Should a line route be considered acceptable 
from an environmental impact perspective, the developer will 
enter into discussions with regards to land rights of the 
acceptable route. In addition, the BWF will discuss with both 
the landowners and Aurora, the responsibilities with regards to 
road maintenance, water use, and construction activities. 
 
  
 
 
 
BWF – see above. 
 
 
 
BWF - The detailed power line routing and pylon location will 
be done after the route has received an environmental 
authorization. Compliance with the EMPr will ensure that the 
drainage lines are avoided.  
 
 
In the specialists experience fatalities associated with powerline 
collisions and electrocutions are most commonly discovered in 
close proximity to the powerline.  The carcass search 
programme that was recommended by the avifaunal specialist 
reflects this by including a search distance of 50 m each side of 
the powerline. The carcass search monitoring of turbines 
generally considers an area 100 m each side of the turbine (i.e. 
200 m x 200 m grids centred on the turbine location).  
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• The nearest turbine is approximately 250m from the centre of the preferred powerline route, whereas a distance of between 
200m and 500m is required depending on the height of the structure. 
 

• Consideration of the route design in relation to existing collector cables has not been made clear. 
 
 
 

• Considerations around construction matters such as access, security, labour related matters such as liabilities and 
indemnities, impact of construction on farming, impacts of increased rates and taxes from commercial activities have not 
been mentioned. 
 

• Certain conditions and restrictions apply to our existing land rights which are impacted by the proposed Line. 
 
Regards 
Tebogo Movundlela 
Chief Executive Officer 
 
RE: Boulders Draft BAR Release - 28 October 2019 – Updated comments 
Dear Michael 
 
Please see below our updated comments regarding the Basic Assessment Report (“BAR”) for the proposed 132KV Sub-
Transmission line (the “Line”) related to the Boulders Windfarm: 
 

• In terms of the BAR, Aurora Wind Power has land rights in the form of real rights over the following affected properties: 
Boebezaks Kraal 1/40, Frans Vlei 3/46, Frans Vlei 4/46, Frans Vlei 5/46, Frans Vlei 6/46, Frans Vlei 9/46. To the extent that 
the Line transverses over these properties, the express approval of both the affected landowner and Aurora Wind Power is 
required, in addition to a variation of any registered real rights in favour of Aurora Wind Power and the costs associated with 
such variation and consequential costs associated with lender assessment of the risks. This approval has not been provided. 
 

• It is indicated in the BAR that where possible, existing access roads / tracks will be used to gain access to construction sites 
and the servitudes. This directly impacts on the maintenance of roads established and used by West Coast 1 Wind Energy 
Facility (“WEF”). There is no clarity on the responsibility of the maintenance of these roads should they be used by Boulders 
Windfarm. This is particularly concerning during the construction phase of the Line when damage to roads is possible as a 
result of large vehicles using the roads.  
 

• It is indicated that water will be sourced from approved water use points at locations closest to the area of construction. The 
locations of these sources has not been made clear. There is lack of clarity on the responsibilities and risks associated with 
using boreholes which are being used by the West Coast 1 WEF. 
 

The preferred alternative (Route 3) does not appear to pass 
close enough to the search plots of the turbines for it to be too 
difficult to assign a likely cause of fatalities and differentiate 
between powerline collision and turbine collision. Given the 
relevant heights of the powerline and turbines it would be more 
likely for a turbine collision to be erroneously attributed to the 
powerline than vice-versa. The distances concerned make 
either scenario appear unlikely. However, should it happen that 
ambiguity still exists regarding the likely cause of a fatality, the 
uncertainty would have to be recorded and appropriately 
addressed in the monitoring reports.  
 
BWF - Noted. Please also note that each of the proposed routes 
includes a corridor of 300m to allow for micro-siting. 
 
BWF - The detailed power line routing and pylon location will 
be done after the route has received an environmental 
authorization. 
 
BWF – see above. 
 
 
 
BWF - Noted. See above. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please see responses above. 
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• The preferred power line corridor crosses some drainage lines on the site, one which is more than 350m wide. The average 
spacing of pylons will be 250m (and can be up to 375m apart). It is however possible  that a tower could be located within 
the drainage line. This could result in erosion and sedimentation, leading to downstream impacts. There is a risk that this 
erosion and sedimentation could be attributable to the West Coast 1 WEF. It has not been made clear how this will be 
managed by the contractor and Eskom (during maintenance). 
 

• The BAR states that there is a potential for avifauna impact associated with collision or electrocution. The process for 
addressing bird and bat strikes associated with the Line and distinguishing these from those associated with the West Coast 
1 WEF has not been made clear.  
 

• The nearest turbine is approximately 250m from the centre of the preferred powerline route, whereas a distance of between 
200m and 500m is required depending on the height of the structure. 
 

• Consideration of the route design in relation to existing collector cables has not been made clear. 
 

• Considerations around construction matters such as access, security, labour related matters including liabilities and 
indemnities, impact of construction on farming, impacts of increased rates and taxes from commercial activities have not 
been mentioned. 
 

• Certain conditions and restrictions apply to our existing real land rights which are impacted by the proposed Line. 
 
Regards 
Tebogo Movundlela 
Chief Executive Officer 

2019/11/27 
12:34AM 

Anneline 
Engels 

I&AP - 
Property 

Owner, St 
Helena Bay 

Herewith my comments and objections to the proposed sub-transmission line (including the development of the Boulders Wind 
Farm as submitted before.) 
I hereby also give notice of my intention to support a motion of NO CONFIDENCE in CES as the Environmental Consultant handling 
the assessments. 
 
See attached copy. 
 
Regards 
A. Engels 
Property owner: St Helena Bay 
 
 

CES notes the objection. See responses below. 

Attached Comments: 
 
OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED 132KV SUB-TRANSMISSION LINE TO SUPPORT THE PROPOSED BOULDERS WIND ENERGY FACILITY, 
NEAR VREDENBURG IN THE WESTERN CAPE PROVINCE. 
 
Anneline Engels 
 
Erf nr.1867  
17 Columbine Crescent  
Brittanica Heights  
St Helena Bay  
 
Herewith as an interested and affected party, I strongly object to the proposed 132 KV Sub-Transmission line to support the 
Boulders Wind Energy Facility, for exactly the same reasons why I have objected to the Boulders Wind Farm proposal. 
 
I understand that: “The responsibilities and scope of the EAP and Specialists work in the ÉIA process are limited by the EIR 
regulations – which is to assess and advise on the management of the impacts of a specific proposed development and application 
for environmental authorisation, “ but I can’t believe that our objections to choosing this particular site can make NO difference 

Responses to Comments 
 

Again, as for Mrs Pickford above, these objections and 

comments are levelled at the WEF and not the powerline 

application. As such, the comments pertinent to the WEF 

submitted previously by Mrs Engels have been dealt with in the 

EIA reporting for the WEF and the associated PPP volume. 
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to convince the authorities that a different, more environmentally friendly site will be more acceptable if a lot of property owners 
from Paternoster and Brittanica Heights would not be alienated due to this selfish and greedy venture. 
 
1. We bought our smallholding for the reason that it had a beautiful view across the valley with the sea in the background, 

which gave the feeling of being on farmland, and bordering farmland, with no interference of development, crime and 
industrial development. CES’s response to our objections regarding this is NOT acceptable and will not succeed in dismissing 
our fears that we will be negatively affected by this development. 

 
See CES’s comment:” This argument is based on the assumption that the high negative visual impacts of the proposed BWF 
cannot be avoided or mitigated. It ignores the fact that the Developers have done all that they could feasibly do to minimize 
the visual impacts (e.g. by keeping the development as far away as possible from Paternoster and Britannica Heights, and 
away from and outside the buffer zone around the Kasteelburg heritage site). The fact that the project is not permanent, i.e. 
will only be licenced for 20 years, is also a mitigating factor in an assessment of fatal flaws.” 

 
But WE are NOT happy with CES’s reaction to our fears. The fact is that we shall still be able to see EVERY Boulders Windfarm 
turbine in it’s full length from our property, and therefore their so called mitigation by moving the turbines aside as they 
indicated, will only increase the “forest effect” by grouping the turbines closer together and will do NOTHING to prevent the 
damage to us regarding our view and the value of our property. 

 
See diagram below showing only a 4km distance between our property and the nearest wind turbine planned by the Boulders 
Wind Farm developers! 

 

 
 

2. We are close to retirement and we’ve planned to retire on this piece of property, which we never would have considered 
knowing another windfarm with huge turbines would be developed right in our view, close enough that we would suddenly 
lose the magnificent feel and view of rural farmland which made us buy the property in the first place. If this development 
if forced upon us and our objections disregarded, we shall have no option but to try and sell the property. Now, the question 
is: who is going to buy this property knowing there will be a massive, ugly windfarm right on your doorstep? 
 
See CES’s reply to these objections: “It also ignores the findings of the economic assessment, which found no discernible or 
tangible evidence that the proposed development would have negative economic impacts on the existing tourism and 
property markets. CES is of the opinion that the high visual impacts of the proposed BWF would only be problematic if they 
were expected to have a significant and discernible impact on the existing tourism sector and property markets in the WC 
peninsula. The economic study investigated the impact of the WC1 development on tourism and property values and reviewed 
the experience elsewhere in South Africa and internationally and found no discernible negative impact.” 
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“Your objection is noted. The EIR has acknowledged that the BWF will have a high negative visual impact on the affected 
Britannica Heights properties along the ridge which have a west facing view, like yours. The developers of the BWF have tried 
to minimize these impacts by keeping the project as far south as possible adjacent to the WC1 wind farm, However, the visual 
impact will still be high. In response to the concerns raised by I&APs from Britannica Heights, the economic specialists have 
undertaken additional research into the potential impacts on property values of the affected properties in the Britannica 
Heights estate and included these findings in their final report (see specialist volume). Their additional investigations did not 
result in any significant change in their impact ratings – which are low negative.” 
 
CES must think we, and everybody else, are fools to believe this so called “economic assessment,” and their findings that 
impact ratings - which are “low negative” according to them - regarding this site in our beautiful valley! We have contacted 
the property sales agent that sold this property in Brittanica Heights to us, expressing our shock about the proposed 
development and the disregard CES and the developers have about the detrimental effect it will have on our property’s 
value for us and for a possible resale. Charmaine Swanepoel of Seeff Properties clearly stated that they as property 
developers are just as disgusted with the windfarm development proposed by CES, and that this goes for all the other 
property agents that know quite well how it will affect property owners like us immediately adjacent to such an ugly industrial 
development. I would like to know the names of the “property specialists” CES interviewed who states that this wind farm 
would not affect our property values. Just more lies by CES to force this through for the developers. I dare CES, who has 
been here at our properties at Brittanica Heights for a meeting and saw with their own eyes what we stand to lose, to proof 
to us we will NOT suffer a devaluation of our property values! CES are liars if they claim they are NOT biased and have taken 
our best interest and our objections into consideration. Their arrogance and dismissive attitude is a clear sign that they are 
going out of their way to force this project through with absolutely no regard of what some of the local communities like us 
at Brittanica Heights and Paternoster will have to forfeit. 
 
See CES’s arrogant comment: “CES and most EAPs, along with the Environmental Authorities, are well aware of the fact that 
EIA processes rarely stop proposed developments, rather they are designed to inform and shape them in ways that avoid and 
minimize negative impacts as much as possible and maximise the benefits.” 
 
I would like to ask CES: What benefits? No benefits for us! We are going to lose everything that is of value to us regarding 
our property! What benefits? Only 17 jobs altogether for the next 20 years? CES’s promise - it’s only for 20 years - is no 
comfort to us, because by then we will all be dead! Why can’t the same benefits not be reaped by just moving the 
development to a more acceptable site, without people being robbed of what they have been expecting to enjoy in their 
retirement? Will CES and the environmental authorities approve a wind farm to be erected right next to a retirement 
complex just because they are not willing to consider another site? 
 

3. The developers and CES claimed that, with the West Coast One Wind Farm already there, (which was also strongly objected 
to, but Paternoster objectors were clearly bullied into this development) we can’t object to further wind farm developments, 
which is clearly indicating that they would, in the future, also use this argument to expand with even more turbines covering 
the whole valley right on our doorstep! We are already told that it is not likely the Boulders Development will be stopped, 
so who is going to stop another, and another wind farm development? Why even have an “interested and Affected party” 
participation at all, if what we are trying to protect, have no worth to CES and the developers? 

 
4. We have seen the unreliable and biased study reports presented by CES, riddled with mistakes and irregularities, and we are 

extremely upset by their dismissive attitude regarding our personal objections and our homeowner groups’ signed petitions, 
and our own specialists’ reports! This is a clear indication that we are being bullied by CES and the foreign developers into 
accepting such a development that would be detrimental to our environment, property values and well-being, without any 
relevant contribution to our poorer St Helena Bay communities in job creation or income 
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5. To make this very clear: My objection is not about wind farms as such, but about the site proposed for this development, 
with ugly wind turbines and transmission lines crisscrossing the landscape right next to property owners such as us - without 
our consent and with bitter resentment. There are too many other sites in our country that can be successfully developed 
as wind farms, and we strongly believe that CES and the developers did not consider other sites with less detrimental effects 
on the surroundings. Surely looking for a site far removed from main tourist attractions such as Paternoster and St Helena 
Bay, and where no damage to the environment and surrounding property values will be caused, should be CES’s mission! 
We are not convinced that these parties have gone all the way to look for a more appropriate site, and they can give us no 
assurance that they have done all they can to find another suitable site along the vast uninhabited land along the West 
Coast! 
See results of study: “The potential to produce electricity from wind turbines in South Africa is significantly greater and much 
more widely spread than initially thought, a recent study by the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR) reveals. 
More than 80% of South Africa's land mass has enough wind resource for economic wind farms with very high annual load 
factors of greater than 30%;” 
https://www.csir.co.za/wind-power-potential-south-africa-par-solar-recent-csir-study-shows  
 
My Suggestion: 
The proposal of CES for this specific site would implicate the lease of farm land for the placement of wind turbines and 
supporting structures where only a few farmers will pocket millions of rands in the years the wind farm will be operating. 
The attitude of the St Helena bay farmers now involved with the Boulders Wind Farm lease contracts is a clear indication of 
their greed, where surrounding property owners from Paternoster and Brittanica Heights are being threatened with law suits 
if the whole project is turned down due to their objections! (We already know about the potential income that can be 
generated with these lease contracts, we have heard how the farmer, Wian Carstens, who has turbines from West Coast 
One on his farm, is boasting about the millions that is being paid to him!) See the following statement of one of the farmers 
who wants to reap the benefits of these turbines on his farmland: “I want to place on record that any senseless delay that 
are caused, by the Objectors, will be reacted to by damage claims. Pierre Heydenrych (local farmer)” The threat is clear: Mr 
Heydenrych will sue every objector for his loss of millions due to this development on his farm. (But, Mr Heydenrych, what 
about other property owners surrounding your farmland, who will also suffer financial damages due to property values 
declining as well as the loss of their peace of mind in their retirement years?) 
 
I believe that these farmers should not be the ones bribed by developers from other countries, whose proposals of benefits 
to local communities are used to convince local authorities of their so-called “good intent.” Investments like these should 
not only fill the pockets of these developers and definitely not benefit only one or two farmers, as in this case. I feel that 
wind farm developers should look into areas where whole communities are owning the land and can directly benefit from 
lease contracts for the erection of wind turbines on their land. 
 
See the example of the agreement between the Mamre Communal Property Association (MCPA) and Western Wind Energy. 
 
“The signing of an agreement between the Mamre Communal Property Association (MCPA) and Western Wind Energy to 
develop a wind farm is being hailed as a unique initiative where a community, as owners of the land, will be the lessor and at 
the same time be paid for every kilowatt of electricity. “The Mamre community through the MCPA will be a shareholder in 
the project to which there are many black economic empowerment (BEE) benefits attached. “ 
 
"The estimated combined benefits over 20 years should exceed R200 million and will be spent on socio economic projects, 
such as schools, small enterprise development and the general creation of employment.” 
 
“There will be 130 direct jobs created in the Mamre community and many other indirect jobs… This process may take five 
years until commercial operation, but the benefits to the Mamre community will be enormous.” 
“The establishment of the MCPA was a result of the successful land claim that was settled in 2012 whereby approximately 
500 hectares of land was returned to the community.” 
 
https://www.iol.co.za/capeargus/news/unique-wind-farm-initiative-to-uplift-mamre-community-with-job-creation-
25754432  

 
The income of rental agreements where land is not owned by only a few farmers, but a whole community as owners of the 
land, can be much more beneficial in creating wealth and education opportunities for poor communities.  

https://www.csir.co.za/wind-power-potential-south-africa-par-solar-recent-csir-study-shows
https://www.iol.co.za/capeargus/news/unique-wind-farm-initiative-to-uplift-mamre-community-with-job-creation-25754432
https://www.iol.co.za/capeargus/news/unique-wind-farm-initiative-to-uplift-mamre-community-with-job-creation-25754432


Date & 
Time 

Person 
Affiliation/ 

Organisation 
Comment CES Response 

 
Only then can there be argued that development such as this will be beneficial to property owners and communities 
surrounding the area, by carefully selecting more appropriate sites. 
 
But never can we be bullied and threatened by a company like CES into accepting an industrial development that will 
negatively affect our property values, our tourism industry, our environmental preservation (which should be the main 
concern for CES!) and our peace of mind. 
 
I am supporting the Motion of No “Confidence in the Environmental Practitioner CES, as it is clear that our objections as 
property owners are not at all considered and that we are being bulldozed by them and the greedy developers who have 
NO concern about us and our environment as residents in this country. 

2019/11/27 
08:11AM 

Doretha 
Kotze 

WCDM: Town 
and Regional 

Planner 

Ref:  13/2/12/3/1 
  
Sir 
  
The West Coast District Municipality recommends that the necessary land use application be submitted to Saldanha Bay 
Municipality in terms of the Saldanha Bay Land Use Planning Bylaw once Environmental Authorisation has been obtained for the 
Boulders Transmission Line. 
  
Regards 
  
D o r e t h a  K o t z e 
Stads- en Streekbeplanner/Town and Regional Planner  
Weskus Distriksmunisipaliteit 
Langstraat 58 Long Street  
Posbus 242 PO Box 
MOORREESBURG 7310 
Tel:  022 433 8523 
West Coast District Municipality 

Noted. This has been communicated to the applicant.   

2019/11/27 
10:35AM 

Peter 
Pickford 

I&AP 

Dear Mr. Johnson, Mr. Dlova,  
 
Re: Comment on the draft Basic Assessment for the proposed 132KV transmission line for  the proposed Boulders Wind Farm 
 

RECORD of PROTEST 
 
I wish to record that my response to the above specified draft Basic Assessment is to Abstain from Comment in protest of the 
recorded and objected to practice of the EAP, CES, dismissing, ignoring and refusing to grant credence and weight to public 
comment. 
 
The record of the Motion of No Confidence sent to the offices of the DEFF on the 26th of November 2109, underpins my protest. 
 
I would record that I have over the past 18 months spent considerable time and money contributing to the public comment in 
regard to the proposed Boulders Wind Farm and its associated infrastructure. My comments are attached here for your 
convenience: 
  
Further, the specialist reviews of Dr Andrew Jenkins and VDS Environmental Consultants submitted with my comments on the 
the draft EIA, refer. 
 
The above and the many hundreds of issues raised by Interested and Affected Parties have not enjoyed any consideration, 
inclusion or elicited any further research into the issues raised. The draft Basic Assessment for the proposed 132kv line is integral 
and cumulative to the impacts elucidated in the above documents and they are therefore pertinent and require bona fide 
consideration and the requisite investigation of the many flaws presented and triggered by the proposed Boulders Wind Farm 
and its associated infrastructure. 
 

Mr Pickford is not submitting comments regarding the 

powerline application at hand but does repeat his previously 

stated objections to the WEF as submitted in the EIA process. 
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Until such time as this has been done in a meaningful manner with bona fide intent to explore objectively all issues triggered by 
the proposed development, I shall Abstain in Protest from comment on the draft Basic Assessment for the proposed 132kv 
transmission line for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm. 
 
I would be grateful for your acknowledgement of receipt of this email. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
PETER PICKFORD 
 

Comments on attached appeal letter: 
 
Dear Ms. Makotoko and Mr. Abader, 

Re: Appeal Against Validity for Review of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm 

 
I am writing to appeal the validity of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm submitted to 
your offices on the 16th of September 2019 by CES on behalf of Vredenburg Windfarm (Pty) Ltd. 
 
Preamble: 
The Environmental Impact Assessment process is a process in place to ensure that irresponsible environmental development 
does not take place. That all development is considered in terms of its entire impact on the environment - in all that the term 
environment encompasses, from nature through all social and fiscal considerations - before the development can be tailored and 
approved. This may seem a rudimentary and basic espousal but it is the truth of the reasoning behind the process and lies at the 
heart of my appeal against the recently submitted Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm. 
Unfortunately the EIA process has through time become to be seen by many as a tick box process where the requirements of the 
process are presented in as minimal a form as is required to satisfy the legalities of the process. Many environmental assessment 
practitioners and some governmental decision makers today ignore the fundamental principal of EIAs, of thorough and 
responsible investigation of the development proposal to ensure an ongoing healthy national environment on all fronts, and a 
responsible, forward thinking development of the country’s assets. 
 
The Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm submitted by CES is an extreme example of this 
neglect and requires review. The above inclination to dismiss the gravity of EIAs is further compounded by the fact that whom-
ever the environmental assessment practitioner may be, there is, from the outset, a conflict of interests in any EIA process in 
that the environmental assessment practitioner is paid by the developer for their services. It is almost impossible for the 
environmental assessment practitioner to remain impartial if they wish to garner further work and their reports are therefore 
invariably slanted in favour of the developer. CES, the EAP in this case, is no exception. 
 
The onus then to receive, digest, investigate and make decisions on EIAs therefore becomes an onerously responsible task for 
the deciding authority, especially if one anticipates that the information provided represents a level playing field and one in which 
all players’ concerns are tabled with equal validity. In the case of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders 
Wind Farm this is specifically not the case and the final report requires serious review by the DEFF before it can be accepted as 
a valid, balanced, fully representative and relevant document. 
 
I hereby appeal to the DEFF to examine the validity of the CES Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders 
Wind Farm in terms of the points I make hereunder and if your department upholds the queries raised by my scrutiny: 
a) to either request an external impartial board of peer review of the information tabled, or - 
b) to require that the process be re-instigated by a practitioner who ensures impartiality and further undertakes to include a full 
representation of all considerations, giving equal credence to both developer and public concerns. 
c) that the spirit of public participation is genuinely embraced and not merely tolerated to be treated with dismissive 
condescension as is the case in the CES report. 
 

Response to attached appeal letter: 

These comments and objections are a repeat of those 

previously submitted for the proposed Boulders WEF itself and 

not the powerline application that is under review here.  

As such, the comments pertinent to the WEF submitted 

previously by Mr Pickford (and repeated here) have been dealt 

with in the EIA reporting for the WEF and the associated PPP 

volume. 
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Much is made in recent government processes of engaging the public in a full, relevant and meaningful way to ensure that 
development represents a thorough consideration and implementation of the concerns of all stakeholders. This is clearly stated 
in the principals of many of the white papers that govern recently reviewed legal processes. It is a modern and constructive edict 
that not only ensures responsible change, but, too, makes tacit use of the fact that local knowledge is an invaluable resource to 
often physically distant or removed decision makers. 
 
That CES either dismiss or entirely ignore this edict in their Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind 
Farm is to their absolute discredit and lies at the core of this appeal to review their findings. 
 
The Author: 
I, together with my wife, am a long-standing environmental author and photographer with ten published books to my name and 
a further title scheduled for release in 2020. My writing was frequently quoted by our late President, Nelson Mandela and 
President Thabo Mbeki stated that our work represented “The authentic voice of Africa.” 
 
Statement of Objectivity: 
It has become an unfortunate habit of environmental assessment practitioners and some bureaucracies to view and label 
members of the public who submit comment on development proposals as “objectors”. This is a misnomer that smacks of bias 
and leans in its interpretation to discredit. 
 
The public participation process is in place to encourage valid engagement and discussion. To label any public participant with 
an indiscriminate bias is to condescend to their input and defeats the validity of the process at the outset. I wish to make it clear 
that I am in favour of any alternative energy source that is well considered and developed in a responsible way with as minimal 
negative consequences, both environmentally and socially, as possible. I am, for reasons expressed during the public participation 
process of the EIA for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm, personally opposed to the proposed Boulders Wind Farm as it does 
not, to my mind, satisfy the need for minimal consequence. 
 
I wish to note, however, that this does not inhibit my inclination to accept a democratic decision that runs counter to my own 
conviction. What does inhibit my acceptance is a nondemocratic process. My appeal has one purpose, to require of the DEFF 
that the Final EIR is balanced, representative of all affected parties concerns and that all the facts are tabled objectively and 
without prejudice to one side or the other. It is only then that the DEFF can make a properly informed and objective decision. 
Until such time as this is achieved, I will remain opposed to the EIR as discriminatory in favour of the developer, not representative 
of all interests, dismissive of negative consequence and in consideration of these misrepresentations of the true and full nature 
of the development and its consequences, fatally flawed and invalid. Grounds for Appeal against the Method, Interpretation, 
Findings and Recommendations of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm submitted to 
DEFF on the 16th of September 2019 by CES on behalf of Vredenburg Windfarm (Pty ) Ltd. 
 
For the sake of brevity in this appeal, I shall restrict the content of this letter to the three principal shortcomings of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm. A full review of the 193 points in this report requiring 
scrutiny can be found in Annexure A. 
 

Fatal Flaws: 
 
Three of the specialist reports for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm find in their sphere of expertise that the project is Fatally 
Flawed. A further three have been queried by external peer review as deficient in their assessment and conclusion and deemed 
to potentially contribute Fatal Flaws to the proposed WEF. Such peer assessments have been dismissed by the EAP as “not directly 
relevant” ( page 214 of the EIR ) Despite this overwhelming negative consequence, the EAP has argued that the project should 
proceed. The EAP offers as argument for their conclusion a number of positive consequences which to their mind offset these 
Fatal Flaws.  
 
Amongst these arguments are some notable factors: 
A) In their final analysis table weighing Negative Impact against Positive the EAP has deemed it fitting to rate as HIGH + the clean 
energy potential citing as one of the reasons: “A skills development and training programme aimed at maximizing the number of 
employment opportunities for local community members, should be implemented.” It is noted that this would encompass a total 
of 17 permanent jobs (Figures quoted from the Paternoster Public meeting). 
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Further, the EAP actually quantifies this same potential quite differently on page 176 of their final EIR under Social Impact 
Assessment / Employment as: 
“ Due to the low skills levels in the area, the majority of skilled posts are likely to be filled by people from outside the area;” And 
yet this HIGH + rating is used to offset the very real Negative HIGH + rating of the Visual, Heritage and Bat Impacts. 
B) Further: 
In an extraordinary and unprecedented departure from stipulated procedure, when faced with a Visual Impact assessment by 
the independent specialist Logis in which the conclusion is HIGH + NEGATIVE and presents an unmitigatable Fatal Flaw, the EAP 
chooses to produce a second Visual Impact Assessment. This second Visual Impact Assessment is produced by none other than 
the EAP themselves, CES, using in-house staff entirely unqualified in visual impact assessment and submitting it without external 
peer review. 
 
The story, however, becomes even more remarkable in that the EAP then chooses to favour the findings of their own report over 
that of the independent specialist. The in-house Visual Impact Report of the EAP themselves finds exactly the same HIGH+ 
NEGATIVE impact of the proposed WEF but, unlike the Logis report, offers mitigation potential to reduce the impact through 
three tiers to MODERATE. This act alone must place the validity of the EAP’s undertaking to impartiality under extreme suspicion. 
It must be noted that without the intervention of the CES in-house Visual Impact Assessment, the NEGATIVE IMPACT of the 
proposed Boulders Wind Farm exceeds the Positive. This same inclination by the EAP to seek reason to dismiss other HIGH 
NEGATIVE impact consequence is true for the Bat Report ( where the EAP once again done the work in-house ), The Heritage 
Report, The Avifauna Report and the Socio Economic Report and is to my mind grounds for external independent peer 
examination of the Final EIR for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm for factual accuracy, substantiated conclusions and bias. 

 
ALTERNATIVE SITES 

 
Throughout the Scoping and EIA process I and other I&APs have called for an examination of alternative sites. Our request was 
dismissed with the statement that alternative sites have been considered. It is, however, only in the final EIA that the question 
of alternatives sites has been addressed. This means that at no stage in the process leading up to the submission of this final EIR 
was the question of Alternative Sites examined. Further, by only addressing the question of alternative sites in the final EIA where 
I&Aps comment is limited in its interpretation of importance by the opinion of the EAP, the EAP did not afford the public the 
opportunity to develop the Alternative Site argument and further allowed the EAP the opportunity to present their own argument 
without opposition. 
 
ALTERNATIVE SITES IS ONE OF THE CRITICAL FACTORS for consideration in the proposed Boulders WEF and to engineer the public 
participation process to deny I&APs the opportunity to bring it under scrutiny is to willfully manipulate the outcome of public 
participation.  
 
I would elaborate on the idea of Alternative Sites being a critical factor in the following simple argument: 
 
Wind energy and its harvest are not site specific. Unlike mining for example, where the minerals lie in a specific piece of ground, 
a wind regime is wide spread and can be harvested over a comparatively wide range of potential sites. This is true for the wind 
regime found in the Western Cape. Given the flexibility of site selection that then applies to this application, one is compelled to 
query why the EAP seems insistent on the chosen site? 
 
The chosen site triggers a plethora of important Negative consequences to the following: 
1) The West Coast Peninsula is an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. It can be argued that it is THE SINGLE MOST OUTSTANDING 
NATURAL FEATURE of the entire West Coast. 
2) The Outstanding Natural Beauty and rural idyll of the area has resulted in coastal development unprecedented anywhere else 
on the West Coast. 
3) The coastal development of the peninsula with its unique vernacular architecture has attracted a booming tourism market 
that is growing exponentially. (Wolfgat in Paternoster was recently voted the best restaurant in the world.) 
4) The tourism industry is currently the number two sector for local employment and set to become the principal employment 
sector within the next decade. 
5) The tourism industry offers real skills upliftment opportunity throughout all skills levels. 
6) The coastal development has expanded the local communities to number more than one hundred thousand people and is 
growing. 
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7) These communities have developed a strong Sense of Place resulting directly from the Outstanding Natural Beauty and rural 
idyll of the West Coat Peninsula. 
8) The Sense of Place, contingent with the Outstanding Natural Beauty of the West Coast Peninsula has resulted in no less than 
five private Nature Reserves, (one of which, the Grootpaternoster Nature Reserve has been recently recognized as being of 
critical conservation importance and given the same conservation status as National Parks ) four municipal Nature Reserves, one 
Provincial Nature Reserve and a National Park. 
9) Two internationally important Birding Areas lie on either side of the West Coast Peninsula with the proposed site lying almost 
midway between the two. 
10) The West Coast Biosphere Reserve lies in complete surround of the proposed site. 
11) The proposed site lies directly adjacent to one of South Africa’s most important Heritage sites. 
12) The proposed WEF site lies at the center of the highest landscape elevations in a more than fifty-kilometer radius of 
surrounding country. 
13) The proposed turbines stand 165 meters high and the visual impact has been calculated to extend over an area reaching 
more than eighty kilometers north south, and more than sixty kilometers east west.  
14) In the public participation process a total of 9 responses were in favour of the development whilst more than 1700 were 
submitted as opposed, a factor of 0.5% in favour versus 99.5% opposed. It is not difficult to extrapolate from the above that, 
aside from the important ecological and unique heritage aspects, the singular beauty and unique geographical features of the 
West Coast Peninsula attract and are the underlying driver of the local economy and fundamental well being of large established 
communities and all the spin off business that this creates. 
 
The question is then: Why threaten this? 
It is noted that the EAP is at pains in the final EIR to dismiss the above negative consequence in what is contentious and highly 
debatable assumption, unsubstantiated by any pertinent proof. But regardless, the question still stands: “Why threaten this when 
Alternative Sites exist?” 
Wind energy, as argued above, can be harvested over a wide option of potential sites. In the presentation of Alternative Sites in 
the final EIR the EAP presents what is clearly only a token effort to address this critical factor. 
 
I substantiate this with the following: 
1) All of the proposed alternative sites in the final EIR are within a radius of 10 kilometers of the proposed site. 
2) One of the proposed sites is placed within the radar exclusion zone of the Langebaanweg Air Force base making it immediately 
invalid and thereby reducing the proposal to only two alternative sites. 
3) A further alternative site is placed not only in the coastal protection zone but also directly abutting the suburb of Hoogland of 
Saldanha Bay rendering it immediately invalid and reducing the proposal to effectively only one alternative. 
4) The only remaining site is proposed directly adjacent to the proposed site but closer to Paternoster and spanning the declared 
“Scenic Route” to Paternoster. This site is a continuation of the chosen site rather than an alternative site. By this method of 
elimination the EAP then proposes the chosen site. But what of sites further removed from the West Coast Peninsula where few 
or none of the above NEGATIVE impacts would apply? It would seem that the principal reason that the applicant and by referral 
as their employee, the EAP, are sticking to the chosen site, is because of the saving presented by developing the proposed WEF 
in close proximity to an existing 132KV power line. 
 
There are currently more than thirty WEFs in South Africa where the same would apply and a good number of them where the 
negative consequences as expressed would NOT apply. Hopefield and Gouda are two nearby examples where just the population, 
heritage, ecological and socio-economic ramifications are much reduced. Noupoort or Khobab, farther afield but with 
dramatically less negative consequence, are even better examples. It begs investigation as to why the EAP insists on the chosen 
site and does NOT consider 
 
REAL ALTERNATIVE SITES? 
 
To propose that the numerous and considerable negative compromises required by all communities and all facets of the West 
Coast Peninsula, its principal economic engines and unique environmental circumstance should be acceptable consequence for 
the establishment of a WEF seems radically unbalanced. Especially so when alternative sites of equal validity exist. 
 

BIAS: 
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The EAP is under oath to provide an impartial review of all factors pertinent to the proposed development for decision by the 
DEFF. Further, the EAP is expected to present reasoned opinion towards conclusions drawn from such information. The EAP 
commits a criminal act should it fail to adhere to the above. I record that my appeal of an apprehension of bias against the EAP 
Savanna Environmental in the scoping process of this application, resulted in the EAP being dismissed and replaced by the EAP, 
CES. Further, that my apprehension of bias was investigated and dismissed by the DEA but that the validity of such dismissal 
remains in question given the scope and magnitude of the investigation of the allegation being limited to too few and too specific 
a sample of interviewees. And further, that such dismissal did not include a review of the report in question by the DEA. I again 
raise the apprehension of bias, this time against the EAP, CES in this final EIR and list hereunder a few of the principal instances 
where bias is manifest. 
 
I would on this occasion ask that should this apprehension be upheld and investigated, that it begin with the relevant legal 
department of the DEFF scrutinizing the 193 points raised in query of the validity of the EIR being suitable for review before any 
public interviewee investigation is implemented. 
 
Principal Contentions of an Apprehension of Bias in the Final EIR for the proposed Boulders Wind Farm. This examination is 
divided into three Sections, A,B & C. 

 
SECTION A 

 
The EAP, CES, favours the developer in all aspects of the application and understates, dismisses and withholds the scope and 
voice of any opposition thereto. Examples: 
 
1) Page 51: 
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: As part of the Feasibility Assessment undertaken by the project developer, the developer engaged 
with numerous stakeholders to obtain a sense from key entities regarding the acceptability of the proposed wind farm facility on 
the planned site. In response, letters supporting the development were received from: In a case of unmitigatable bias CES have 
chosen under the Heading of Stakeholder Engagement to include only those letters that endorse support of the proposed WEF 
and entirely ignore the hundreds of letters, emails and petitions of the local community opposed to the same. It is of interest 
that all of those quoted here as supporting the project, bar one, either stand to gain financially from the project or are institutions 
committed in principal to the idea of renewable energy but with little or no local context. The EAP here specifically ignores the 
I&APs as “Stakeholders”. The public, as required by NEMA, are stakeholders. 
 
The stakeholder reaction must therefore contain the outcome of I&Aps contribution which, as above, is 99.5% opposed, 0.5% in 
favour. To omit this is bias. 
2) Page 64: 
5.1 REASONABLE AND FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES 
Alternatives should include consideration of all possible means by which the purpose and need of the proposed activity could be 
accomplished. In their proposal of alternative sites the EAP, CES, has not exercised the "ALL POSSIBLE MEANS" alternative. As 
discussed in depth above, the Alternative Sites presented in the final EIR, are no more than a token gesture and devoid of any All 
Possible Means investigation. 
 
3) Page 64: 
5.2.2 Incremental Alternatives 
Incremental alternatives relate to modifications or variations to the design of a project that provide different options to reduce 
or minimise environmental impacts. There are several incremental alternatives that can be considered with respect to the current 
wind farm project, including: ! Alternative design or layout of the activity. It is noted that the EAP has NOT implemented the 
alternative design or layout of the activity as required by their specialist reports. The EAP has in fact only implemented some of 
the required alternative design and layout and yet touts this so often and so forcefully that they finally seem to believe their own 
rhetoric, ignoring the fact that their proposed alternative is ONLY A PORTION OF THE MITIGATION DEEMED VITAL by the specialist 
reports. 
4) Page 99: 
The most prominent settlements in the Saldanha Bay Local Municipality are Vredenburg, Saldanha, Langebaan, St. Helena Bay 
and Hopefield. Why does the EAP omit Paternoster? Paternoster and Britannica Heights present the two areas of highest conflict 
with regard to the proposed WEF. To omit these two towns diverts the real issues (as endorsed by point 5 immediately below) 
to sideline concerns. 
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5) Page 101: 
According to the Cape West Coast visitor trends, as published by WESGRO, Paternoster was one of the busiest towns in the region 
with an increase in tourist flow recorded by the tourism offices in 2016. The main tourism activities in Paternoster include whale 
watching and a visit to the Cape Columbine Nature Reserve. Two issues with regard to bias are present here: Paternoster is not 
only the busiest tourism attraction in the region but for the whole West Coast. 
 
This fact alone must trigger an in depth query as to why the applicant seeks to erect a WEF in close proximity to such a center and 
not choose an alternative site where conflict with an already well established and thriving business sector does not become 
threatened by association. And secondly; It is noted that the EAP has omitted here the two principal tourism activities of 
Paternoster, dining on crayfish and beach walks. Both activities are undertaken utilising the viewshed of the Paternoster beach 
and wide sweeping bay, which viewshed, facing north and north east, takes in a wide vantage of the inland landscape of rural 
idyll of rolling hills and granite koppies. 
 
The proposed BWEF site, north east of the town, will lie in direct line of sight of this view shed. 
6) Page 103: 
Kasteelberg was identified in the late 1990’s as a site worthy of declaration as a National Monument under the old National 
Monuments Act (of 1969, as amended). Heritage Western Cape has attempted to have the Kasteelberg Archaeological site 
complex declared as a provincial heritage site (PHS), but to date this process has not been successful. It is of great importance 
that it be noted here that one of the principal reasons that the site has NOT been declared a National Monument is the refusal 
of the landowner to grant permission for this to proceed. The landowner must therefore be seen to be purposefully thwarting 
the declaration and inclusion of an area of extreme value and importance as a National Heritage for reasons of their own selfish 
purpose. It cannot be excluded that these ends are the profit inherent in lease agreements with WEFs which are extremely 
lucrative compared to the farming yields in the area. 
 
It must form part of the rationale of the DEFF decision, when weighing the suitability of the BWEF application that approval would 
be inclusive of an act directly responsible for the irrevocable loss of an invaluable National Heritage. 
7) Page 111: 
(j) An assessment of each identified potentially significant impact and risk, including– 
(i) Cumulative impacts; CES have ignored cumulative impacts as together they would render the project irrevocably Fatally 
Flawed. CES further ignore the cumulative impact of the proposed WEF standing adjacent to the WEF West Coast 1 and thereby 
causing exponential cumulative impact. An example of the EAP purposefully ignoring Cumulative Impact is the EAP undertaking 
to separate the WEF and the Power Line installation as two separate EIAs. The WEF and its associated power lines are integral to 
each other and one cannot exist without the other. To separate the two is to intentionally dilute the cumulative impact. 
 
Instead cumulative consideration flaws are dismissed individually (Visual, Avifauna, Bat, Heritage and Socio-Economic) with 
whatever mitigation CES can propose, often substantially insignificant. The real Cumulative Negative Impact of the proposed WEF 
(not that presented by the EAP) requires scrutiny. 
8) Page 112: 
7.2 SPECIALIST IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 
This information was then used to inform the Final Layout (reflected in this report) after seven (7) turbines were relocated from 
the west to the east of the Vredenburg-Paternoster Road It must be noted that this final layout (including the moving of 7 
turbines) does NOT SATISFY the mitigation measures as proposed by the VIA, the Bat Report, the Heritage Assessment or the 
Avifauna Peer Review submitted by Dr Andrew Jenkins of the Avifauna Report. The EAP has in fact, in relocating 7 turbines, only 
implemented some of the required alternative design and layout, ignoring the fact that their proposed alternative is ONLY A 
PORTION OF THE MITIGATION DEEMED VITAL by the specialist reports. 
9) Page 115: 
8. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
(h) A full description of the process followed to reach the proposed development footprint within the approved site, including: 
(iii) A summary of the issues raised by interested and affected parties, and an indication of the manner in which the issues were 
incorporated, or the reasons for not including them; It is of HIGH importance here to note that the EAP, CES, did not include a 
single one of the hundreds of concerns raised by the public sector in their final EIR. This included several I&APs funded Peer Reviews 
of specialist reports. The EAP dismissed such peer reviews as “not relevant” although they brought into professional question, the 
validity of the Avifauna Assessment, the conundrum caused by duplicate Visual Impact Assessments and the conclusion that the 
EAP chooses to propose, the Heritage Impact Assessment, the Socio Economic Assessment and the procedural shortcomings of 
the EAP themselves. 
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10) Page 132: 
There are currently 446 I&APs registered on the project’s database. This figure remains invalid through the EAPs unilateral and 
discriminatory decision to lump the representations made on behalf of groups of citizens, as only a single comment. I personally 
made representation on behalf of more than 1300 concerned individuals. Several other I&APs did the same, No Wind Farms for 
Paternoster and Alvin Roon Architects amongst others. This then means that any percentage presented in paragraph 8.2 must 
be altered by at least a factor of 391% (446+1300 divided by 446 X 100) in arguments for and reduced by the same for arguments 
against. This renders all the information in this section a farce. The EIR as a result requires considerable review. 
11) Page: 144 
9.9.1 Conclusion & Specialist Statement 
The Social Impact Assessment takes cognisance of the visual and heritage and sense of place impacts associated with the 
proposed Boulders Wind Farm and recommends that Alternative 1 not be supported but Alternative 2 (after the relocation of 7 
turbines) should be supported in order to minimize any impacts of views from Britannica Heights towards Kasteelberg and 
Paternoster. It notes that while Alternative 2 does not fully address all the original recommendations of the Heritage and Visual 
assessments (namely the removal of all thirteen (13) wind turbines located to the west of the Vredenburg-Stompneus Bay Road), 
full compliance with those recommendations may make the project financially unviable and result in the loss of the much needed 
socio-economic benefits associated with the proposed development for local communities in Paternoster and St Helena Bay. The 
social impact acknowledges that the proposed BWEF is Fatally Flawed in terms of its impact unless 13 turbines are moved. This 
is the truth. The EAP then proposes that potential losses in Socio-Economic benefit for the communities are sufficient to mitigate 
this. This is an outrageous misrepresentation of the communities of Paternoster and St Helena Bay overwhelming OPPOSITION 
to the proposed WEF. How does CES find it “reasonable opinion” to completely ignore the more than one and a half thousand 
concerned citizens opposition to the proposed WEF with those citizens frequently stated (and under several arguments verified) 
potential NEGATIVE impact on the principal economic engine and second highest employment sector, Tourism, in favour of 17 
permanent jobs? 
12) Page 145: 
9.11.1 Conclusion & Specialist Statement 
Cumulative Impact 
…..and an investigation into the potential overall reduction in the wind turbine size, in order to match the dimensions of the West 
Coast 1 wind turbines. This has not been considered. The proposed BWEF turbines stand 45 meters (25%) higher than the 
turbines of West Coast 1 and are further proposed on the tops of the hills at a base height of up to 207 meters, whereas West 
Coast 1 is predominantly situated in lower elevations and substantially further removed from urban nodes. A comparison of the 
Visual Impact Assessments of West Coast 1 and the proposed BWEF reveal the vast discrepancy between the scope of the visual 
impact. 
13) Page 161: 
Sense of Place The Potential Impact on Sense of Place. The EAP has determined this as MODERATE without any researched or 

specialist input. The SENSE OF PLACE has been argued strongly by I&APs as of HIGH Negative Impact. 
 
To propose it as MODERATE is not only entirely unsubstantiated, but in direct conflict of documents submitted in the EIA process 
and ENTIRELY IGNORED by the EAP. 
14) Page 186: 
COLLISION FATALITIES HIGH is reduced to LOW 
The potential reduction of the Avifaunal Impact from HIGH has been seriously questioned in its validity by Dr Andrew Jenkins, 
the country's foremost specialist in Avifauna Impacts in association with WEFs. The fact that CES choose to ignore Dr. Jenkins 
review and propose that the impact can be reduced not only from HIGH but as far as LOW is an indicator of how far the EAP is 
prepared to ignore the facts of scientific findings and rather promote the application. The Avifaunal Impacts on record for the 
established WEF adjacent to the proposed site, West Coast 1, are irrevocable proof of SUBSTANTIAL consequence for birds and 
that the raptor mortalities sustained by West Coast 1 are indicative of a potential Fatal Flaw for the exponential expansion of a 
WEF on the site. 
 
That CES ignore this information and propose to the authority that the impact on Avifauna can be mitigated as far as LOW renders 
their final EIR devoid of validity and potentially flawed with fatal bias. 
 
SECTION B 
The EAP, CES, repeatedly makes assumptions in favour of the developer but never to endorse any negative impact. 
Examples: 
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1) Page 48 of the EIR states: 
When considering the overall need for the development of the Boulders Wind Farm it is clear that the need and desirability is 
not only supported from a planning and policy perspective on a national level but also at the provincial, district, and most 
importantly, the local level. This conclusion is unsubstantiated and wishful. To state that its desirability is supported at a local 
level is solely the opinion of the EAP and has no base in fact or finding. The previous paragraph covering local desirability offers 
no such local desire, merely a generic statement by local authorities supporting alternative energy. The EAP here deliberately 
omits the I&AP responses, which as examined above, are 0.5% in favour and 99.5% opposed. 
2) Page 48: 
REIPPP local content requirements can lead to the creation of local industry and both skilled and unskilled jobs in the RE industrial 
sector. Although CES excuse themselves from a direct lie here by stating "can" they cannot be ignorant of the fact that almost 
without exception any WEF facility in RSA provides only ongoing employment for unskilled labour. 
 
Any skilled work is done by technicians trained and brought in from elsewhere, often overseas. The record of established WEFs 
in SA practicing local skills upliftment of the high-end technicians required to operate and maintain the turbines, is zero. 
3) Page 50: Under the heading proximity to Towns with a need for Socio-Economic Upliftment. The agriculture, forestry and 
fishing sector employed the largest number of people in the Saldanha Bay Local Municipality in 2016. Once again CES are 
responsible here for a purposefully misleading statement. What they say is true but by combining agriculture, forestry and fishing 
they subtly but intentionally produce figures that favour their argument. Alone the agricultural sector employs the most number 
of people and the figures have increased from 2011 to 2016 by 3700 people, but more importantly the guise of adding forestry 
and fishing to this sector increases the percentage of overall employment to actually exclude having to consider the tourism and 
hospitality sector. Tourism runs a close second to agriculture in the 2016 official employment figures with 8425 employed by the 
tourism and hospitality sector. By comparison in 2016 the industrial sector employed 4957 people to which the BWF would add 
a maximum of 17 permanent jobs. It cannot be ignored that tourism is the principal driver of the local economy and further, a 
very real employment opportunity sector. 
 
To threaten this sector without first making every effort to fully understand the potential impact of a WEF on the tourism industry 
reveals a callous disregard by CES for the truth and an inclination to promote the ends of the applicant at whatever cost. This has 
no place in a document whose gravity is the livelihood of thousands of people. 
 

SECTION C 
 

The EAP, CES, lies under oath. Examples: 
1) Page 94: 
BIRD COMMUNITY CONFIRMED WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE 
The bird community located within the project site has been confirmed through an avifauna pre-construction monitoring 
campaign, as well as a radar monitoring campaign. The radar study is continually referred to by the EAP but as yet remains entirely 
absent from the SEIA and the EIA despite numerous requests to provide the Report, its data, methodology and conclusions of 
the report. 
 
In the persistent absence of this report, it must finally be assumed that despite a radar study possibly having been done, that the 
analysis of the study does not exist and that any reference to this study is either a lie or postulated by CES to bolster the deficient 
content of the Avifauna and Bat reports to the advantage of the applicant, whilst being entirely unsubstantiated and speculative. 
It must further be postulated that the radar report (if it exists) provides information that could damage the application and that 
the persistent denial by the EAP to make this report available is potentially an attempt to withhold critical information from the 
deciding authority. If the radar report has been done, it and its conclusions must be divulged. To withhold this information is a 
Criminal Act. 
2) Page 106: 
All reserves are located at distances exceeding 10km from the project site. This is not true. The Grootpaternoster Nature Reserve 
lies at a distance of less than 7km from the closest proposed turbine placement. The Grootpaternoster Nature Reserve is further 
currently in negotiations involving comprehensive expansion including several tourism eco-lodges which would bring the eastern 
boundary to within less than 5km of the proposed turbine placements. The EAP is aware of these proposed extensions as 
expressed in several I&AP comments. 
3) Page 119: 
I&APs were identified through a process of networking and referral, obtaining information from previous EIA processes 
undertaken ….. This is absolutely untrue. The content of public participation from previous applications were SPECIFICALLY 
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IGNORED AND ENTIRELY OMITTED from the current process. The fact that the EAP hereby acknowledges the importance of such 
information, whilst specifically having avoided its inclusion, doubles the gravity of this misrepresentation. 
4) Page 142: 
9.5.3 Local economy 
It is concluded that the proposed development will have a number of positive low to medium economic impacts on the local and 
regional economy, particularly during the two-year construction phase, leading to the creation of over 900 jobs, and up to 60 
jobs in the operational phase. This is a lie. 
These figures are exaggerated in the extreme with absolutely no basis of support. It was acknowledged by CES staff in public in 
meetings that the proposed BWEF would offer a maximum of 17 permanent jobs. How does CES suddenly find it possible to 
suddenly inflate this figure by 300%? The same is true of the statement of 900 temporary jobs during the construction phase. 
Throughout the Scoping and EIA phases of this application the OPTIMISTIC figure of 600 temporary jobs during the construction 
phase were put forward. This figure has now, at the whim of the EAP, in the final EIR been increased by 50%. Why and on the 
strength of what research has this figure been so altered? In my own investigation of the temporary employment offered during 
wind farm construction, even the figure of 300 temporary jobs seems optimistic as it includes permanent employees such as 
drivers, accountants and supervisors etc. of the companies contracted to undertake aspects of construction. This is so extreme 
an example of manipulation of speculative assumptions that it has transgressed into fabrication. Failure to provide proof of these 
figures must reveal so strong an inclination to bias by the EAP as to be able to lie under oath. 
5) Page 145: 
9.11 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
This study was consistent with the Logis study. This is not true. It is noted that although the studies were to some degree 
consistent in their rating of the impact of HIGH Visual Impact, their recommendations and conclusions were not. The Visual Impact 
of the proposed BWEF is HIGH with ZERO MITIGATION potential and represents a Fatal Flaw that will affect communities at 
distances of up to 80 km away from the installation.  
 
Further: 
It is noted that the EAP, CES, also saw fit, in an extraordinary exercise outside of the scope of the duties of the EAP, to commission 
a second Visual Impact Assessment despite there being NO REASON for them NOT to accept the Visual Impact Assessment as 
provided by Logis. It is of even further interest that this second VIA was done in-house by CES's own staff who are specifically 
UNQUALIFIED in any aspect of Visual Impact Assessment. 
The obvious question that this raises is: 
Is the EAP, in producing a duplicate specialist report for the EIR, free of any vested interest in the outcome that the conclusions 
of such report will support, conclusions that they themselves will draw? The answer is NO. This then places the entire EIR under 
suspicion of bias and requires review by independent specialists. 
 
6) Page: 145 
9.11.1 Conclusion & Specialist Statement Cumulative Impact The VIA indicates that if mitigation is considered, the potential 
cumulative impact may be within acceptable limits. This is not true. The Logis VIA concludes that the Visual Impact is Fatally 
Flawed and cannot be mitigated. It is the subsequent VIA submitted by the EAP CES that proposes that mitigation is possible. CES 
are not qualified Visual Impact specialists. Their report is a desperate attempt to circumvent this Fatal Flaw. The fact that CES 
uphold the findings of their own in house report, compiled by general staff neither qualified nor experienced in the field of Visual 
Impact Assessment, rather than that of a qualified specialist endorses the apprehension of bias in the Final EIR. 
 
Conclusion: 
In consideration of the above and further the 193 points of contention highlighted in Annexure A and the Sense of Place argument 
found in Annexure B, I would ask that my request that the suspension of the review of the Final EIR for the proposed Boulders 
Wind Farm be upheld. I look forward to your acknowledgement of my letter and to the DEFF decision in response to my request. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Peter Pickford 
On behalf of: 
Grootpaternoster Nature Reserve 
Shelley Point Home Owners 
Cape Columbine Conservancy 
Britannica Heights Home Owners 
Varswaterbaai Home Owners 
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2019/11/28 
7:27AM 

Adri La 
Meyer 

DEA&DP: 
 

Directorate: 
Development 

Facilitation 

Hi Michael, 
 
Hope you are well. I sincerely apologise for the delay in submitting the comments on the Draft BAR. Unfortunately, I will only be 
able to submit the comments tomorrow. I am in a course for the entire week and struggling to meet the deadlines for comments 
whilst also being away from the office.  
 
You will however receive the comments tomorrow (drafted already – just need clarity from one directorate before I can submit 
it to my boss). I hope that you will be able to accommodate our (late) comments. 
 
Apologies again. 
Kind regards, 
Adri 

This has been noted. Comments have been included and 

responded to below. 

2019/11/28 
11:04AM 

EIA Admin 

DEFF: 
 

Integrated 
Environmental 
Authorisations: 

IEM Systems and 
Tools 

Coordination 

Good day. 
 
Please find herein the attached letter for the above mentioned.  
 
I hope you find all in order. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Integrated Environmental Authorisations: 
IEM Systems and Tools Coordination 
Tel (012) 399 8630 / 9370 / 9367 
Email: EIAadmin@environment.gov.za 
 
Attached Comments: 
 

Comments were noted and incorporated. See specific 

responses below. 
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Listed activities have been updated accordingly in the BAR. 

   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Internal specialist studies have been externally reviewed. 
Letters from the external reviewers as well as specialist 
declarations have been attached to the specialist studies. 
 
 
 
Chapter 5 of the BAR and Appendix D contains all the required 
information regarding the public participation process for this 
application. All issues raised and comments received have been 
included and responded to in this IRT. All necessary updates to 
the BAR and EMPr have been made accordingly. 
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CES acknowledges this. Chapter 5 of the BAR and Appendix D 
contains all the required information regarding the public 
participation process for this application. 
 
The BAR has been updated to define the validity period for 
which the EA is required. See Section 4.2 on page 28. 
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2019/11/29 
6:47AM 

Gerhard 
Gerber 

DEA&DP: 
Director: 

Development 
Facilitation  

 

Dear Michael 
 
The e-mail of 28 October 2019 notifying interested and affected parties (“I&APs”) of the proposed development and the release 
of the Draft Basic Assessment Report (“BAR”), the Draft BAR dated October 2019 that was received by the Department on 28 
October 2019, and this Department’s communication with you on 27 November regarding the submission of this Department’s 
comments, refer. 
 
The attached letter serves as acknowledgment of receipt of the abovementioned information by this Department as well as set 
out collated comments from various directorates within this Department on the Draft BAR and Environmental Management 
Programme (“EMPr”).  
 
Please acknowledge receipt of this e-mail.  
 
Regards 
Gerhard Gerber 
Director: Development Facilitation  
Department of Environmental Affairs & Development Planning 
11th Floor, 1 Dorp Street, Cape Town, South Africa 
Tel: +27 (0)21 483 2787 & +27 (0)83 2269 127 
E-mail: Gerhard.Gerber@westerncape.gov.za 
Website: www.westerncape.gov.za/eadp 
 

Comments were noted and incorporated. See specific 

responses below. 
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‘DEA&DP comment_Draft BAR_Boulders WEF 132kV Powerline‘ - Attached Comments: 

 
COMMENT ON THE DRAFT BASIC ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED 132KV SUB-TRANSMISSION LINE TO SUPPORT THE 

PROPOSED BOULDERS WIND ENERGY FACILITY NEAR VREDENBURG, SALDANHA BAY MUNICIPALITY 
 
The e-mail of 28 October 2019 notifying interested and affected parties (“I&APs”) of the proposed development and the release 
of the Draft Basic Assessment Report (“BAR”), the Draft BAR dated October 2019 that was received by the Department on 28 
October 2019, and this Department’s communication with you on 27 November regarding the submission of this Department’s 
comments, refer. 
 
This letter serves as acknowledgment of receipt of the abovementioned information by the Department. Please find collated 
comments from various directorates within the Department on the Draft BAR and Environmental Management Programme 
(“EMPr”). 
 
 

 

1. Directorate: Development Management (Region 1) – Mr Rainer Chambeau (Rainer.Chambeau@westerncape.gov.za; Tel: (021) 
483 2729): 
 
1.1 This Directorate notes that the development of a 132kV aboveground sub-transmission line is proposed to transmit 

electricity from the proposed Boulders wind energy facility (“WEF”) to the existing Eskom Aurora-Fransvlei 132kV sub-
transmission line. It is however unclear why the application for the proposed sub-transmission line did not form part of the 
environmental impact assessment (“EIA”) application undertaken for the proposed WEF. Ideally, a single application should 
have been submitted to the competent authority for consideration to ensure that all potential impacts (indirect, direct and 
cumulative impacts) were adequately identified and assessed. 
 

1.2 Based on the Ecological Impact Assessment dated May 2019 compiled by CES Environmental and Social Advisory Services, 
no species of conservation concern were observed, as early flowering species may not have been detected due to the period 
when the field survey was undertaken. The specialist report refers to details of plant species observed during the field survey 
undertaken for the EIA application for the proposed WEF development. Since the information referred to is contained in the 
Boulders WEF EIA application, this provides further reasoning why a single EIA application should have been undertaken. 
This Directorate does not support incremental decision-making and recommends that all components of a WEF (i.e. all 
structures and infrastructure) should form part of one application for environmental authorisation. This will enable all organs 
of state to provide informed comments on the proposals for the development of WEFs and associated infrastructure. It is 
hoped that the competent authority will note this Directorate’s concerns regarding incremental decision-making. 

 
 
 
The competent authority is aware that two separate 
applications have been submitted. DEA has ensured that the 
same case officer will review both applications. 
 
Once the sub-transmission line is constructed, it becomes 
ownership of Eskom. Eskom will also be responsible for its 
maintenance during operation. An Environmental 
Authorisation and EMPr for the powerline will therefore have 
to be handed over to Eskom once the sub-transmission line is 
constructed. 
 
Furthermore, it should be noted that the specific EMPr for the 
sub-transmission line needs to be in accordance with 
Government Notice 435,  gazetted on 22 March 2019, which 
requires that all applications for environmental authorisations 
for overhead electricity transmission and distribution 
infrastructure, which trigger activity 11 or 47 of Environmental 
Impact Assessment Regulations (EIA) Listing Notice 1 of 2014, 
as amended, or for activity 9 of EIA Regulations Listing Notice 2 
of 2014, as amended, and any other listed and specified 
activities necessary for the realisation of such infrastructure, 
must use the generic EMPr, contemplated in Regulations 19(4), 
23(4) and Appendix 4 to the EIA Regulations (2014, as 
amended).   
 
Additional specific environmental sensitivities/attributes 
identified on the site which require more specific impact 
management outcomes and actions, not included in the pre-
approved generic EMPr, must be submitted to the competent 
authority as part of the EIA process for approval. This site 
specific EMPr for the sub-transmission line has been compiled 
and attached to the Basic Assessment as required by Appendix 
4 of the EIA regulations and Government Notice 435. 
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1.3 The Final BAR must provide a clear and detailed description of the associated infrastructure of the proposed development. 
Sections of the Draft BAR and section 5.2.4 of the EMPr dated October 2019 indicate that should any access roads have to 
be constructed across rivers and wetlands, this must be done at right angles to the river/wetland to reduce the length of the 
river/wetland affected. The activity description in the Draft BAR however provides no details on any roads to be development 
or of river crossings. This must be corrected in the Final BAR. 

 

No new roads or water crossings will be constructed. Existing 
farm roads and roads forming part the Wind Farm application 
(DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057) will be used to access the site. 
Access for construction vehicles to specific locations where 
pylons are to be installed will be undertaken by means of 
temporary jeep tracks restricted to agricultural land. 
 
 

1.4 This Directorate notes that Activities 12 and 14 of Listing Notice 3 of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended) have been 
included in the application for environmental authorisation. Please be advised that although the proposed development of 
a 132kV aboveground sub-transmission line may occur in a Critical Biodiversity Area, the Critical Biodiversity Areas identified 
in systemic biodiversity plans for the Western Cape have not been adopted by the competent authority. As such, Activity 14 
of Listing Notice 3 will not be triggered. Further, the trigger for Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 would be the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation within a critically endangered or endangered ecosystem. 

 

This has been noted and updated in the BAR. 
Activity 14 of Listing Notice 3 has been removed from the BAR. 
Activity 12 of Listing Notice 3 has been updated in the BAR. 
 

1.5 Regulation 16(1)(b)(v) of the EIA Regulations, 2014 (as amended) requires that an application for environmental 
authorisation submitted in terms of regulation 19 must be accompanied by the report generated by the national web based 
environmental screening tool. The requirement for the utilisation of the national web based environmental screening tool 
(“screening tool”) became a compulsory requirement from 4 October 2019. 

 
1.5.1 Based on the screening tool developed by the National Department of Environmental Affairs (Screening Report herewith 

attached as Appendix A), the proposed site is located within a high sensitivity area from an agricultural perspective, a 
low sensitivity area from an aquatic biodiversity perspective, a high sensitivity area from an archaeological and cultural 
heritage theme perspective, a high sensitivity area from a civil aviation theme perspective, a high sensitivity area from 
a relative plant species theme perspective, a medium sensitivity area from a defence theme perspective, and a very high 
sensitivity area from a terrestrial biodiversity perspective. Please note that the Screening Report must be considered as 
part of the EIA Process. 
 

1.5.2 While it is noted that an Ecological Assessment, Social Impact Assessment, Avifaunal Impact Assessment, Aquatic Impact 
Assessment and Heritage Impact Assessment were conducted, the attached Screening Report has identified several 
specialist studies to be conducted. It is the responsibility of the environmental assessment practitioner (“EAP”) to 
confirm whether these specialist studies will be undertaken, or to provide a motivation why the specialist studies will 
not be undertaken/ not deemed necessary as part of the EIA process. 

 

The screening tool report was generated and submitted to the 
DEA with the application. The screening tool report has been 
attached as Appendix G1. 
 
 
The screening tool has been considered and was submitted 
with the application to the competent authority. Ecological, 
Social, Avifaunal, Aquatic and Heritage Assessments have been 
conducted. 
 
 
 
 
The specialist studies conducted consider the identified 
sensitivities and potential impact that the proposed 
development could have in terms of these sensitivities.  
Confirmation of the specialist studies conducted and 
motivation why certain specialist studies were not undertaken/ 
not deemed necessary has been attached to the Screening tool 
report in Appendix G1. 
 

1.6 Based on the information provided in the Draft BAR and the Ecological Impact Assessment, some of the vegetation types 
identified within the study area are listed as endangered. According to the Ecological Impact Assessment Report, vegetation 
in the drainage lines (although degraded) are important hydrological features and movement corridors for the movement 
of species. The Draft BAR further indicates that some access roads may cross watercourses. The Final BAR must clearly 
indicate how the development of the proposed sub-transmission line and the associated infrastructure will avoid the areas 
containing sensitive vegetation 

 

No new water crossing structures will be constructed. Existing 
water crossings and those forming part the Wind Farm 
application (DEA Ref: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057) will be utilised. 
Specialist walkthroughs have been proposed to ensure that the 
most appropriate micro-siting takes place (Please see Site 
Establishment on page 97 of the BAR and page 23 of the EMPr). 

1.7 According to the Ecological Impact Assessment, patches of intact Saldanha Granite Strandveld vegetation are important and 
must be considered as areas of very high sensitivity. Further, the specialist recommended that the monopoles must be 
located outside of the Saldanha Granite Strandveld patches to reduce the impact of the infrastructure on this vegetation 
type. However, there are inconsistencies throughout the impact actions identified in the EMPr, as some sections imply that 
the implementation of the ecologist’s recommendations are optional. The EMPr refers to “where feasible, pylons should be 
located outside of the remaining vegetation fragments” and that “construction of pylons within the high and moderate 
sensitive areas should be avoided as far as feasibly possible.” (emphasis added). Therefore, the impact management actions 
of the EMPr must be amended to reflect that no development must take place within any of the areas of high sensitivity. 

 

The Basic Assessment mitigation and EMPr have been 
amended. No pylons will be located within areas that have been 
identified in the Ecological Report as Highly Sensitive or No-Go. 
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1.8 All the buffer areas must be appropriately demarcated with visible beacons and be treated as a “no-go” area during all phases 
of the development. 

This is included as an mitigation measure for site establishment 
on page 97 of the BAR and an impact management action for 
Site Establishment in Section 5.1.1 of the EMPr. 

1.9 The EAP is reminded that comments from the Department of Water and Sanitation must be obtained as the proposed 
transmission line and associated infrastructure may occur within or near watercourses. In the instance where the 
development will require the construction of access roads, river crossings, or culverts in watercourses and drainage channels, 
the applicant must obtain the necessary water use approval in terms of the National Water Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998). 

 

No new roads will be constructed. Existing farm roads and those 
forming part the Wind Farm application (DEA Ref: 
14/12/16/3/3/2/1057) will be used to access the site. Any 
necessary water use approval in terms of the National Water 
Act, 1998 (Act No. 36 of 1998) will be gained prior to 
construction. 
 

1.10 Heritage Western Cape’s (“HWC”) response on the Notice of Intention to Develop and their final comment (on the adequacy 
of the Heritage Impact Assessment dated June 2019 compiled by ACO Associates cc) must be included in the Final BAR to be 
submitted to the competent authority. Where relevant, any conditions imposed by HWC must be included in the EMPr. 

 

1.10 Heritage Western Cape’s comments have been included in 
this IRT and proof thereof as Appendix D8. Heritage Western 
Cape has endorsed the Project. Conditions from HWC have 
been included. 
 

1.11 Proof of the public participation process conducted must be included in the Final BAR to be submitted to the competent 
authority. Please note that in addition to the proof provided in the Draft BAR, the following must also be provided in the 
Final BAR: 

 
1.11.1 Proof of the written notices that were provided; 
1.11.2 Copies of all comments received on the Draft BAR; and  
1.11.3 A Comments and Responses Table which includes the comments obtained on the Draft BAR and the EAP’s responses to 

these comments.  

1.11 Noted and included as Appendix D. 

Please amend the I&AP list (attached as Appendix D2) to also include the name of the organisations of the notified parties. 
 
Organisation names have been included in I&AP list. 
 

1.12 The EMPr must be amended to include the following: 
 

1.12.1 The mitigation measures identified in section 8.1.2 of the Aquatic Impact Assessment dated June 2019 compiled by CES 
Environmental and Social Advisory Services must be included in the EMPr. 
 

1.12.2 Although the EMPr indicates that certain sensitive areas must be avoided, the EMPr does not include any clear impact 
actions which specify that “no-go” areas must be clearly demarcated prior to commencement of any construction 
activities. 
 

1.12.3 The Western Cape is currently experiencing a severe drought. Water use for dust suppression must be limited to non-
potable water. In addition, the importance of saving water must be included as part of the environmental awareness 
training to be conducted. 
 

1.12.4 Less than 30m3 of fuel outside any “no-go” areas must be stored in a bunded area. 
 

 
 
 
1.12.1 This has already been included in section 5.1.2 of the 
EMPr. 
 
 
1.12.2 This has been included as an impact management action 
for Site Establishment in Section 5.1.1 of the EMPr. 
 
1.12.3 This has been included as a mitigation measure for air 
quality impact (Construction Phase) on page 99 of the BAR and 
as an impact management action on page 27 of the EMPr. 
 
1.12.4 This has been included as a mitigation measure for 
surface and ground water impact (Construction Phase) on page 
99 of the BAR and as an impact management action on page 25 
of the EMPr. 
 

1.13 The signed declarations from the applicant, the EAP and the various specialists must all be included in the Final BAR to be 
submitted to the competent authority. 

1.13 Original signed declarations from the applicant and EAP 
have been included as Appendix F2. Specialist Declarations 
have been attached to the relevant specialist reports. 
 

2 Directorate: Pollution and Chemicals Management – Ms Shehaam Brinkhuis (Shehaam.Brinkhuis@westerncape.gov.za; Tel: 
(021) 483 8309): 
 

 
 
 

mailto:Shehaam.Brinkhuis@westerncape.gov.za
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2.1 This Directorate is satisfied that potential aspects that may result in construction-related pollution impacts associated with 
the proposed development have been adequately investigated and assessed, and basic mitigation proposed. It is essential 
that the management and mitigation measures contained within the EMPr are strictly implemented and adhered to. 

 

2.1 The applicant is aware that mitigation and management 
measures contained in the EMPr are legally binding and must 
be implemented and adhered to. 
 

2.2 The recommended mitigation measures detailed in the Aquatic Impact Assessment Report dated June 2019 must be 
incorporated in the EMPr and implemented. 

 

2.2 These are included in the BAR & EMPr. 
  

2.3 The disturbance footprint within proximity of the delineated aquatic features must be minimised as far as possible. The final 
approved working corridor should be demarcated near the identified aquatic features and all areas beyond it considered as 
“no-go” areas. 
 
 

2.4 As far as possible, construction activities should be restricted to the drier months wherever feasible, to avoid sedimentation 
and erosion of aquatic features. 

 

2.3 This is included as an mitigation measure for site 
establishment on page 97 of the BAR and an impact 
management action for Site Establishment in Section 5.1.1 of 
the EMPr. 
 
2.4 This is already included as an mitigation measure for the 
scheduling of construction on page 97 of the BAR and an impact 
management action on page 23 of the EMPr. 
 

2.5 The construction site camp(s) and any construction related storage and batching areas, ablution facilities, stockpiles, etc. 
should be at least 32m from any of the delineated aquatic features. The construction camp(s) should not be established 
within the identified moderate or high sensitivity areas. 

 

2.5 This has been included as an mitigation measure for the 
disturbance of riparian and wetland habitat on page 101 of the 
BAR and an impact management action on page 23 of the EMPr. 
 

2.6 Any event resulting in the spill or leak of hydrocarbons (e.g. petrol, diesel or oil) or any other hazardous substances into the 
soil and/or watercourses must be reported to all relevant authorities, including this Directorate. This is a requirement is in 
terms of section 30 of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998) (“NEMA”) that pertains to 
the control of incidents. Information related to the incident must include the reporting, containment and clean-up procedure 
of such an incident, and the immediate remediation of the affected area. All necessary documentation must be completed 
and submitted to the relevant authorities within the prescribed timeframes. 

 

2.6 The applicant has been made aware of this. This is included 
in Section 8.3 of the EMPr. 

3 Directorate: Waste Management – Ms Xoliswa Mazana (Xoliswa.Mazana@westerncape.gov.za; Tel: (021) 483 5845): 
 

3.1 All actions stipulated in the EMPr must be adhered to and implemented throughout the various phases of the proposed 
development to ensure that the proposed development does not result in pollution or environmental degradation. 

 

 
 
3.1 The applicant is aware that mitigation and management 
measures contained in the EMPr are legally binding and will be 
implemented and adhered to. 
 

3.2 Incidents that fall within the ambit of section 30 of the NEMA, 1998 must be dealt with as required. Incidents must be 
reported to, inter alia, the environmental officer at Saldanha Bay Municipality and this Department’s Pollution and Chemicals 
Management Directorate. 

 

3.2 – 3.4 The applicant has been made aware of this. This is 
included in Section 8.3 of the EMPr. 

3.3 Records of applicable documentation as stipulated in the EMPr, including safe disposal certificates from service providers, 
must be filed and kept on-site. 

 

3.3 Please see Section 8.3 of the EMPr. 

3.4 The waste management hierarchy must be implemented as far as possible and the disposal of waste must be considered as 
a last resort. All general and hazardous waste generated during the construction phase must be recorded and separated into 
the different waste streams to allow ease of recover prior to removal by a reputable contractor from the construction site 
for re-use, recovery or disposal at an appropriate licensed waste disposal facility. 

 

3.4 This has been included as a mitigation measure for waste 
management on page 99 of the BAR and an impact 
management action for Waste Management on page 27 of the 
EMPr. 

3.5 A letter confirming Saldanha Bay Municipality’s capacity to accept and dispose of general solid waste generated by the 
proposed development must be included in the Final BAR 

 

3.5 There would be minimal solid waste generated by the 
construction of the power line. The only solid waste would be 
general plastic and paper, at most a bakkie load per week 
during the construction. 
 
The nearest landfill site is in Vredenburg. Prior to construction 
the applicant will get permission from the municipality to use 
this site. If there is no capacity at this site, the next closest 
landfill site will be used. 

mailto:Xoliswa.Mazana@westerncape.gov.za
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4 The applicant is reminded of its “general duty of care towards the environment” as prescribed in section 28 of the NEMA, 
1998 which states that “Every person who causes, has caused or may cause significant pollution or degradation of the 
environment must take reasonable measures to prevent such pollution or degradation from occurring, continuing or 
recurring, or, in so far as such harm to the environment is authorised by law or cannot reasonably be avoided or stopped, to 
minimise and rectify such pollution or degradation of the environment.” 
 

5 Kindly quote the abovementioned reference numbers in any future communication in respect of this correspondence. Please 
direct any enquiries to the official/s indicated in this correspondence should you require any clarity on any of the comments 
provided. 

6 The Department reserves the right to revise initial comments and request further information based on any information 
received. 

 
Yours faithfully  
pp HEAD OF DEPARTMENT  
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AND DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 

4. The applicant has been made aware of this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2019/11/28 
19:05PM 

Deon Brand Registered I&AP 

Dear Mr Johnson 
  
I wish to register as an IAP, and I am also acting on behalf of the following entities: 
  
The Strandloper Ocean Boutique Hotel 
The Strandloper Investment Trust  
La Baleine Beach House Collection and La Baleine (Pty) Ltd  
The Cottage Collection 
The Laureate Private Resorts Trust 
Leeto Restaurant 
Erf 1050 Paternoster (Pty) Ltd 
The Paternoster Beleggings Trusts  
  
With reference to the Draft BAR, I submit as my comments the attached letter to the Department of Environmental Affairs, with 
the changes made necessary by the context. 
  
Yours faithfully 
Deon Brand 
 

Mr Brand has been registered as an I&AP. We acknowledge that 
he is acting on behalf of the following entities: 
 
The Strandloper Ocean Boutique Hotel 
The Strandloper Investment Trust  
La Baleine Beach House Collection and La Baleine (Pty) Ltd  
The Cottage Collection 
The Laureate Private Resorts Trust 
Leeto Restaurant 
Erf 1050 Paternoster (Pty) Ltd 
The Paternoster Beleggings Trusts  
 
 
Comments relevant to this application have been responded to 
below. 

Attached Comments: 
28 November 2019 

Department of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: Mr Lunga Dlova 
 
LDlova@environment.gov.za 
DEA Reference: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1057 
 
Dear Sir 

BOULDERS WIND FARM: MATERIAL INFORMATION FOR THE ATTENTION OF THE COMPETENT AUTHORITY 
 

I am writing to bring to your attention material information and concerns about the Boulders Wind Farm application, which is 
inextricably linked to the Boulder Transmission Line application, though they are treated as separate applications. 
 

Responses to Comments: 
 

 

1 APPEAL DECISION TO UPHOLD THE LIFTING OF THE SUSPENSION OF THE EAP 
 

1.1 As you may be aware, one of our group companies, Erf 1050 Paternoster (Pty) Ltd lodged an appeal in October 2018 
due to the presence of bias in the Scoping Report of the Boulders Wind Farm. 

1 – 2. These comments are centered around the proposed WEF 

itself and not the powerline application that is under review 

here. Comments pertinent to the WEF have been dealt with in 

the EIA reporting for the WEF and the associated PPP volume. 
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1.2 The relief requested under the appeal was that the EAP, Savannah Environmental be replaced. This relief was provided 
but the relief that the scoping phase be redone was not given.  

1.3 Having experienced the deep-rooted bias first hand, we wanted to take this decision on review but are unable to do 
so until a final decision on the approval of the proposed project will be forthcoming.  

1.4 Even after the replacement of the EAP, the overriding focus of the new EAP remained the motivation of the project 
instead of an assessment of the true impact on the environment. 

1.5 The recent Basic Assessment for the transmission line serves to reiterate this point. 
 
 

Only comments relevant to the sub-transmission line 

application have been responded to. 

 

2 VISUAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 
 

2.1 The Visual specialist was unable to endorse the proposed Boulders Wind Farm and concluded inter alia in his Impact 
Assessment on Page 92 of the Visual impact assessment (”VIA”) as follows: 
“It is clear from the above (when weighing the visual advantages and disadvantages) that it would be difficult to 
endorse the construction of the Boulders WF from a visual issue perspective. If no mitigation is undertaken the 
potential visual impacts and especially the potential cumulative visual impacts may exceed acceptable levels 
within the context of the receiving environment.  

2.2 In his responses to the comments of the I&AP’s to the VIA, the Visual specialist assessed the presence of a fatal flaw 
from a visual perspective– see CRR on Page 77 #30. He confirmed that the high visual impact is undisputed and 
that this will be a fatal flaw if the impact is unacceptable in the view of the majority of stakeholders and decision 
makers; 

2.3  As he was unsure as to what constitutes a statistical majority, he passed the responsibility to determine whether such 
a majority of stakeholders exists, to the decision-making authorities, a process which is still outstanding and 
requires the determination of the competent authority. 

 

 

3 DILUTION OF THE VISUAL IMPACT OF THE TRANSMISSION LINE 
 

3.1 From the above it is clear that the visual impact is one of the “problem issues” of the project. The visual impact 
therefore needs careful assessment. 
 

3.2 The transmission line forms an integral part of the proposed wind farm. The wind farm cannot operate without it. The 
transmission lines are therefore an integral part of the construction of the wind farm and should form part of the 
VIA of the project. 
 

3.3 Instead of this happening, the visual impact of the project is diluted by separating the visual impact of the wind farm 
from that of the transmission line. This is done despite the emphasis placed on cumulative impacts by the visual 
specialist. 

 
 
 

3. Both the heritage and Social Impact Assessments have 
addressed the potential visual impacts of the proposed 
powerline. These impacts have been included in the BAR. 
 
The proposed pylons will have a maximum height of 35m. The 
nearest point of the proposed powerline is more that 6.5 km 
from Paternoster. Due to the topography of the landscape and 
screening effect of Kasteelberg, it is very highly unlikely that the 
powerline will be visible from Paternoster. 
 
Please see comment below as to why the applications were 
separated.  

4 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
 

4.1 The excuse put forward by CES during the public meeting in Vredenburg on 5th November 2019 why the transmission 
line was excluded from the VIA for the wind farm, was that the applications for the wind farm and the transmission 
line are separate as they have different owners. 
 

4.2 Ownership is a legal issue and separate from the environmental issues. Should different applications be required due 
to ownership, ownership cannot be used to divide environmental impacts with the effect that they are diluted in 
the process.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
4.1 – 4.2 Once the sub-transmission line is constructed, it 
becomes ownership of Eskom. Eskom will also be responsible 
for its maintenance during operation. An Environmental 
Authorisation and EMPr for the powerline will therefore have 
to be handed over to Eskom once the sub-transmission line is 
constructed. 
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4.3 I refer to paragraphs 21.3.1 to 21.3.3. of the appeal which sets out the applicable obligations of the EAP, the overriding 
obligation being the upholding and protection of the environment in terms of section 24 of the Constitution.  

 
4.4  The failure of the new EAP to meet these obligations, resulted in the Public Participation Process losing all its credibility 

with myself and the other I&AP’s which I represent. During the    EIA-process we had been confronted with an 
overwhelming mass of information consisting out of literally thousands of pages. As the proposed project will 
have such a far-reaching impact, we went out of our way to spend considerable time and money to evaluate the 
different reports and made our best efforts to comment sensibly. Our comments however were dealt with as 
issues which had to be proved wrong in order avoid any impact on the approval of the proposed project. In this 
process, the protection of the environment is not primary, but secondary. It also leaves one with impression that 
any participation in the Public Participation process is a wasted effort. 
 

4.5 The above also led to other I&AP’s lodging a motion of no confidence in the new EAP, CES which we fully support. 
 
You are respectfully requested to take these material considerations into consideration in considering the Boulders Wind Farm 
application. I intend to submit a copy of this letter with my comments on the Boulders Transmission Line application as well, for 
your consideration in due course in that matter. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Deon Brand 
 
Also on behalf of the following I&AP’s: 

The Strandloper Ocean Boutique Hotel 
The Strandloper Investment Trust  
La Baleine Beach House Collection and La Baleine (Pty) Ltd  
The Cottage Collection 
The Laureate Private Resorts Trust 
Leeto Restaurant 
Erf 1050 Paternoster (Pty) Ltd 
The Paternoster Beleggings Trusts 

 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the specific EMPr for the 
sub-transmission line needs to be in accordance with 
Government Notice 435,  gazetted on 22 March 2019, which 
requires that all applications for environmental authorisations 
for overhead electricity transmission and distribution 
infrastructure, which trigger activity 11 or 47 of Environmental 
Impact Assessment Regulations (EIA) Listing Notice 1 of 2014, 
as amended, or for activity 9 of EIA Regulations Listing Notice 2 
of 2014, as amended, and any other listed and specified 
activities necessary for the realisation of such infrastructure, 
must use the generic EMPr, contemplated in Regulations 19(4), 
23(4) and Appendix 4 to the EIA Regulations (2014, as 
amended).   
 
Additional specific environmental sensitivities/attributes 
identified on the site which require more specific impact 
management outcomes and actions, not included in the pre-
approved generic EMPr, must be submitted to the competent 
authority as part of the EIA process for approval. This site 
specific EMPr for the sub-transmission line has been compiled 
and attached to the Basic Assessment as required by Appendix 
4 of the EIA regulations and Government Notice 435. 
 

4.3 – 4.5 These comments are centered around the proposed 

WEF itself and not the powerline application that is under 

review here. As such. Comments pertinent to the WEF have 

been dealt with in the EIA reporting for the WEF and the 

associated PPP volume. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


