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1. INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

1.1. Project Description 
 
The Cape Agulhas municipality intend to expand the industrial area of Bredasdorp in the 

Western Cape Province. 

The proposed expansion will include subdividing Erf 1148 into two portions (“Portion A” and 

“Remainder”) and rezoning “Portion A” from “Undetermined” to “Sub divisional Area”.  

They propose further subdividing “Portion A” into 14 industry zoned erven and one street 

zoned erf and selling off the land. At this stage it is unknown what project activities will occur 

on the 14 Industry Zoned Erven. 

This assessment only assessed Portion A (referred to below as “the site”) of Erf 1148 and did 

not assess the entire site referred to as Erf 1148 Remainder. This is because this is a large, 

expansive portion of land owned by the Municipality, the use of which will be determined as 

and when required (Figure 1.2). The scope of work was therefore limited to Portion A. 

 

Figure 1-1: Erf 1148 showing the proposed sub-division with “Portion A” and the 14 
industry zoned erven. 
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1.2. Locality 
 

Erven 1148 is a large property that surrounds the town of Bredasdorp (Figure 1-2). The portion 
that the municipality would like to subdivide is situated in the industrial area of Bredasdorp 
between Swellendam Road and Ou Meule Street along the south-western banks of the Droë 
River. The area is surrounded by several industrial services or activities, including but not 
limited to agri-industries, aluminium and glass industries, a fuel depot as well other commercial 
shops predominantly selling agricultural products.  
 

 

Figure 1-2: Locality map showing the position of Portion A (red) in relation to the town 
of Bredasdorp and Erf 1148 Remainder (grey). 
 

1.3. Objectives and Terms of Reference 
 
The specific terms of reference for the ecological assessment are as follows: 
 

 Describe and map the vegetation types in the study area. 

 Describe the floral biodiversity and record the plant species that occur in each 
vegetation type. 

 Describe the biodiversity and ecological state of each vegetation unit. 

 Establish and map sensitive vegetation areas showing the suitability for urban 
development, developable area and no-go areas. 

 Identify species of special concern (Red Data List, PNCO and TOPS lists). 

 Identify alien plant species, assess the invasive potential and recommend 
management procedures. 
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 Identify and assess the impacts of development on the site’s natural vegetation in 
terms of habitat loss, fragmentation and degradation of key ecosystems and, where 
feasible, provide mitigation measures to reduce these impacts 

 

1.4. Limitations and Assumptions 
 

This report is based on current available information and limited field surveys, and as a result, 
the following limitations and assumptions are implicit: 

 The report is based on a project description received from the client. 

 A detailed faunal survey was not conducted. The faunal survey was mainly a desktop 
study, using information from previous ecological surveys conducted in the area, 
supplemented by recording animal species that were observed during the site survey. 
Obtaining a comprehensive faunal list would require repeat surveys and trapping. 
However, for the purposes of the Basic Assessment, the information required is 
considered adequate.  

 Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) are difficult to find and difficult to identify, thus 
species described in this report do not comprise an exhaustive list. It is almost certain 
that additional SCCs will be found during construction and operation of the 
development.  

 Sampling could only be carried out at one stage in the seasonal cycle, and therefore 
not all plants would have been flowering, and plants such as geophytes might not have 
been visible, due to their annual growth cycles. Consequently, some plant species may 
have gone undetected. However, the time available in the field, and information 
gathered from this as well as a fairly comprehensive body of knowledge on the flora of 
the Western Cape was sufficient to provide enough information to make a decision on 
the status of the affected area. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1. The Assessment 
 
The study area and surrounding areas were described using a two-phased approach. Firstly, 
a desktop assessment of the site was conducted in terms of current vegetation classifications 
and biodiversity programmes and plans. This included the consideration of: 
 

» The South African Vegetation Map (Mucina and Rutherford, 2012); 

» The Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Plan (WCBSP), 2017 

» The Western Cape Landcover Project, 2014 

» Regional literature on the area 
 
Further to the above, a site visit was conducted on the 22 November 2018 to assess the site-
specific ecological state, current land-use, identify potential sensitive ecosystems and identify 
plant species associated with the proposed project activities. The site visit also served to 
identify potential impacts of the proposed development and its impact on the surrounding 
ecological environment.  
 
Information on the general area and plant species was also generated using historical records 
for the area. This information has been used to supplement the findings of this report. 
 

2.2.  Species of Conservation concern 
 

Data on the known distribution and conservation status for each potential species of 
conservation concern has to be obtained to develop a list of ‘Species of Concern’. These 
species are those that may be impacted significantly by the proposed activity. In general these 
will be species that are already known to be threatened or at risk, or those that have restricted 
distributions (endemics) with a portion (at least 50%) of their known range falling within the 
study area i.e. strict endemic and near endemic species. Species that are afforded special 
protection, notably those that are protected by NEMBA (No. 10 of 2004), PNCO (1975), the 
National Forest Act or which occur on the South African Red Data List as species of 
conservation concern fall within this category.  
 

2.3.  Sample Site Selection 
 
A sampling protocol was developed that would enable us to evaluate the existing desktop 
interpretations of the vegetation of the study area, to improve on them if necessary, and to 
add detailed information on the plant communities present. The protocol took into account the 
amount of time available for the study, the accessibility of different parts of the area, and 
limitations such as the seasonality of the vegetation.  
 
A stratified random sampling approach was adopted, whereby initial assumptions were made 
about the diversity of vegetation, based on Google Earth, spatial planning tools and available 
literature and the area stratified into these basic types. In this way the time available was used 
much more efficiently than in random sampling, but there is a risk of bias and the eventual 
results may simply ‘prove’ the assumptions. 
 
In general, the stratification of the site was influenced by obvious features of the vegetation, 
such as the presence of conspicuous species or vegetation structure. These factors may be 
largely independent of the floristic make-up of the vegetation, and by definition the biological 
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communities present. Sample plots were analysed by determining the dominant species in 
each plot, as well as any alien invasive species and potential SCC occurring within the plots. 
Vegetation communities were then described according to the dominant species recorded 
from each type, and these mapped and assigned a sensitivity score. Figure 2-1 provides a 
map showing the location of each sample point. 
 

 
Figure 2.1: Sample point locations 

2.4. Vegetation Mapping 
 
Vegetation is mapped from satellite images and related to data gathered on the ground.  
 

2.5. Sensitivity Assessment 
 

This section of the report explains the approach to determining the ecological sensitivity of the 
study area on a broad scale. The approach identifies zones of high, medium and low sensitivity 
according to a system developed by CES and used in numerous proposed development 
studies. It must be noted that the sensitivity zonings in this study are based solely on ecological 
(primarily vegetation) characteristics. Social and economic factors have not been taken into 
consideration. The sensitivity analysis described here is based on 10 criteria which are 
considered to be of importance in determining ecosystem and landscape sensitivity. The 
method predominantly involves identifying sensitive vegetation or habitat types, topography 
and land transformation (Table 3-1).  
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Although very simple, this method of analysis provides a good, yet conservative and 
precautionary assessment of the ecological sensitivity.  

Table 2-1: Criteria used for the analysis of the sensitivity of the area. 
CRITERIA LOW SENSITIVITY 

1 

MODERATE 
SENSITIVITY 

5 

HIGH SENSITIVITY 

10 

1 Topography Level, or even Undulating; fairly steep 
slopes 

Complex and uneven 
with steep slopes 

2 Vegetation - 
Extent or habitat 
type in the region 

Extensive Restricted to a particular 
region/zone 

Restricted to a specific 
locality / site 

3 Conservation 
status of fauna/ 
flora or habitats 

Well conserved 
independent of 
conservation value 

Not well conserved, 
moderate conservation 
value 

Not conserved - has a 
high conservation value 

4 Species of 
conservation 
concern - 
Presence and 
number  

None, although 
occasional  regional 
endemics 

No endangered or 
vulnerable species, 
some indeterminate or 
rare endemics 

One or more 
endangered and 
vulnerable species, or 
more than 2 endemics or 
rare species 

5 Habitat 
fragmentation 
leading to loss of 
viable populations 

Extensive areas of 
preferred habitat present 
elsewhere in region not 
susceptible to 
fragmentation 

Reasonably extensive 
areas of preferred 
habitat elsewhere and 
habitat susceptible to 
fragmentation 

Limited areas of this 
habitat, susceptible to 
fragmentation 

6 Biodiversity  
contribution  

Low diversity, or species 
richness 

Moderate diversity, and 
moderately high species 
richness 

High species diversity, 
complex plant and 
animal communities 

7 Visibility of the site 
or landscape from 
other vantage 
points 

Site is hidden or barely 
visible from any vantage 
points with the exception 
in some cases from the 
sea. 

Site is visible from some 
or a few vantage points 
but is not obtrusive or 
very conspicuous. 

Site is visible from many 
or all angles or vantage 
points. 

8 Erosion potential 
or instability of the 
region 

Very stable and an area 
not subjected to erosion. 

 

Some possibility of 
erosion or change due to 
episodic events. 

 

Large possibility of 
erosion, change to the 
site or destruction due to 
climatic or other factors. 

9 Rehabilitation 
potential of the 
area or region 

 

Site is easily 
rehabilitated. 

 

There is some degree of 
difficulty in rehabilitation 
of the site. 

Site is difficult to 
rehabilitate due to the 
terrain, type of habitat or 
species required to 
reintroduce. 

10 Disturbance due 
to human 
habitation or other 
influences (Alien 
invasives) 

Site is very disturbed or 
degraded. 

 

There is some degree of 
disturbance of the site. 

 

The site is hardly or very 
slightly impacted upon 
by human disturbance. 
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A Geographical Information System (GIS) map was drawn up, and with the aid of a satellite 
image, the sensitive regions and vegetation types could be plotted. The description of the 
sample plots helped to map the vegetation, and these descriptions as well as sensitivity ratings 
were illustrated on the resultant maps. 
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
 

3.1. Description of the biophysical environment 
 
Bredasdorp has a warm, temperate climate and falls within a winter rainfall area with an 
average annual rainfall of 344mm (www.saexplorer.co.za). The average annual temperatures 
range from 17.50C in July to 26.20C in January. 
 
The site has an altitudinal gradient of 9m, sloping very gently from the northern section at 
Swellendam Road to the south-eastern section on Ou Meule Street. 
 
 

 

Plate 3-1: Photo illustrating the topography of the site. 
 
 

 

Figure 3-1: Elevation profile of the proposed site. The highest point to the north is 
54m asl and the lowest point is 45m asl. 
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3.2. The Current Land Use 

 
The site (Portion A of RE 1148) is used as a thoroughfare for people walking between 
Swellendam Road and the houses located along the south western boundary of the site. This 
area is also used as an illegal dumping site for garden and domestic waste and there was 
evidence of vagrants using it to sleep and cook. 
 

3.3. Biodiversity Spatial Plan Maps 
 
The Western Cape Biodiversity Spatial Planning tool was overlaid on the project area to 
determine whether the site falls within a critical biodiversity area (CBA), ecological support 
area (ESA) or other natural area (ONA). 
 
CBA’s are areas that have been identified for meeting conservation targets for species, 
ecosystems and ecological processes. These areas are of “high biodiversity and ecological 
value and need to be kept in a natural or near natural state, with no further loss of habitat or 
species” (Cape Nature, 2017). The management of these areas should be to “rehabilitate to 
natural or near-natural condition” with “only low impact, biodiversity sensitive land uses” 
occurring within these areas (Cape Nature, 2017). 
 
ESA’s are “areas that are not essential for meeting biodiversity targets, but that play an 
important role in supporting the functioning of PAs or CBAs, and are often vital for delivering 
ecosystem services” (Cape Nature, 2017). The management of these areas should be to 
“restore and/or minimize impact on ecological processes and ecological infrastructure 
functioning, especially soil and water-related services, and to allow for faunal movement” 
(Cape Nature, 2017).  
 
ONA’s are “Areas that have not been identified as a priority in the current biodiversity spatial 
plan but retain most of their natural character and perform a range of biodiversity and 
ecological infrastructure functions. Although they have not been prioritized for meeting 
biodiversity targets, they are still an important part of the natural ecosystem.” (Cape Nature, 
2017). 
 
Portion A of Erf 1148 occurs in an Ecological Support Area (ESA) 2 (Figure 3-1).  
 
This site occurs along the banks of the Droë River and forms a natural ecological corridor that 
links the CBA’s in the north-west with the CBAs in the south-east. 
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Figure 3-1: Critical Biodiversity Map for portion A of the study area 
 

3.4. Description of the Vegetation 
 

3.4.1. National Vegetation Map: Expected Vegetation Types 
 

Mucina and Rutherford (2006) developed the National Vegetation map as part of a South 
African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) funded project: “It was compiled to provide 
floristically based vegetation units of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland at a greater level 
of detail than had been available before.” The map was developed using a wealth of data from 
several contributors and has allowed for the best national vegetation map to date, the last 
being that of Acocks developed over 50 years ago. This project had two main aims: 
 

» to determine the variation in and units of southern African vegetation based on the analysis 
and synthesis of data from vegetation studies throughout the region, and 

» to compile a vegetation map. The aim of the map was to accurately reflect the distribution 
and variation on the vegetation and indicate the relationship of the vegetation with the 
environment. For this reason the collective expertise of vegetation scientists from 
universities and state departments were harnessed to make this project as comprehensive 
as possible. 

 
The map and accompanying book describes each vegetation type in detail, along with the 
most important species, including endemic species and those that are biogeographically 
important.  This is the most comprehensive data for vegetation types in South Africa. Only one 
type of vegetation type will be impacted by subdivision and expansion of the industrial area, 
Central Ruens Shale Renosterveld (Figure 3-2). 
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This vegetation type occurs from Greyton and Stormsvlei to Napier and Bredasdorp as well 
as along the coastal flats southeast of Bredasdorp towards Arniston. It is an open to medium 
dense cupressoid and small-leaved, low to moderately tall grassy shrubland that is typically 
dominated by renosterbos. This vegetation type is listed as critically endangered since the 
conservation target of 27% cannot be attained, as 87% has already been transformed by 
agricultural practices and residential development. 

 

3.4.2. Vegetation types recorded on site 
 

Two vegetation types were recorded on site: 

1. Degraded Renosterveld 

As mentioned previously, this site is degraded and used as a walkway and illegal dumping 

site for garden refuse and domestic waste.  

The vegetation is mostly transformed, and the few individuals of renosterbos (Elytropappus 

rhinocerotis) recorded within the site occur predominantly along the river banks where there 

is slightly less disturbance. The site is dominated by grass species such as Eragrostis curvula, 

Cynadon dactylon, Hypparhenia hirta, Themeda triandra, Bromus diandrus, Merxmuellera 

disticha, Ficinia oligantha, Briza maxima, Pennisetum clandestinum and Fingerhutia africana 

(Plate 3.1). Tall dominant shrub species include Osteospermum moniliferum and the alien 

species Acacia cyclops (Rooikranz) with a few individuals of Searsia pallens scattered 

throughout the site (Plate 3.2).  Dominant low shrubs, herbs and succulents include Oedera 

squarosa, Euphorbia cf peplus, Lobelia sp., Pelargonium cf. capitatum, Helichrysum petiolare, 

Carpobrotus edulis and Senecio sp. Less dominant species include Stoebe plumosa, cf. 

Ruschia lineolata, Berkheya rigida,, Foeniculum vulgare and Echium plantagineum. 
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Figure 3-2: National Vegetation Map showing the vegetation type (Greyton Shale 
Fynbos) that will be affected by the expansion of the dam (Mucina and Rutherford, 
2017). 
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Plate 3-2: Photographs showing the degraded Renosterveld, which is predominantly 

dominated by grasses.  

 

Plate 3-3: Degraded Renosterveld with Acacia cyclops.  
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2. Riparian Vegetation 

The banks of the river comprised of degraded Rensoterveld with a similar species composition 

to that described above, but the river itself was dominated Typha capensis (Plate 3-4). 

 

Plate 3-4: Typha capensis growing within the Droë River. 

 

Figure 3-3: Vegetation map of the study area. 2.4 ha of degraded Renosterveld will be 
lost. 
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3.5. Alien species recorded on site 
 
There were some invasive alien species as well as a number of weedy species present within 
the site. Table 3.1 provides a list of alien species found on site and their status according to 
the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act No. 10 of 2004): Alien 
and Invasive Species Lists, 2016; and according to the Conservation of Agricultural Resources 
Act (CARA) 1983. 
 
Acacia cyclops (Rooikrantz) and Echium plantagineum (Patterson’s curse) were found on site 
and are listed as category 1b species according to NEMBA, which means that under the 
regulations, they require compulsory control as part of an invasive species control programme. 
No permits are issued for the use of this species and they must be removed and destroyed by 
the landowner in conjunction with a government sponsored invasive species management 
programme. 
 
Since the project area is not within a protected area, Pennisteum clandestinum is not a listed 
species according to NEMBA. 
 
Berkheya rigida, Euphorbia cf peplus, Foeniculum vulgare although not listed as invasive alien 
species, are considered to be weeds and should be removed. 
 
An Invasive Species Control Plan for Organs of State and an invasive species status report 
for protected areas, of which the municipality is the managing authority in terms of Section 76 
and 77 of the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, No. 10 of 2004 must be 
prepared (if one doesn’t already exist) and implemented; and the alien species that occur 
within this site actively removed and monitored. 

Table 3-1: List on invasive alien species found within the inundated area and surrounds. 
Scientific Name Common Name NEMBA Status Comment 

Acacia cyclops Rooikrantz 1b Confirmed Invasive Alien 
Species 

Berkheya rigida  Thistle - Weed 

Euphorbia cf peplus Cancer weed, milk 
weed, petty spurge 

- Weed 

Echium plantagineum. Patterson’s curse 1b Confirmed Invasive Alien 
Species 

Foeniculum vulgare Wild Fennel - Weed 

Pennisetum clandestinum Kikuyu grass a. 1b in Protected 
Areas and wetlands 
in which it does not 
already occur. 
 
b. Not listed 
elsewhere. 

Weed outside of 
protected areas such as 
this site 

 

3.6. Species of Conservation Concern recorded on site 
 
The indigenous species recorded at the site were compared to the South African Red Data 
List, the Threatened and Protected Species list and the Provincial Nature Conservation 
Ordinance Act (PNCO) (No. 19 of 1974). Only one species (Ruschia cf lineolata) is of 
conservation concern, being listed as a Schedule 4 species on the PNCO list. This species 
will require a permit for their destruction.  
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3.7. Description of the fauna 
 
South Africa is a diverse country, with approximately 1,663 terrestrial vertebrate faunal species 
of which 850 species are birds, 343 species are mammals, 350 species are reptiles and 120 
species are amphibians spread across seven biomes and 122 million km². The Western Cape 
Province is home to approximately 153 reptile species, 55 amphibian species, 172 mammal 
species and 674 bird species (Pool-Stanvliet, 2017).  
 

3.7.1. Reptiles 
 
Western Cape has approximately 153 reptile species (Pool-Stanvliet, 2017), 19 of which have 
been recorded in QDS 3420CA within which the site is located (ADU, 2018) (Table 3-2). No 
SCC are likely to be found on site. Species recorded in the QDS are all listed as of least 
concern (SARCA, 2014). Reptile species with a distribution range that includes the study area 
are presented in Table 3-2 below, together with their habitat and likelihood of occurring on 
site.  
 
Table 3-2: Reptile species with a distribution range that includes the study area 

Name  
Red list 

category* 
Habitat (Branch 1998) 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

on site 

Lizards 

Southern Rock Agama 
(Agama atra) 

Least 
Concern 

 Rocky habitats 
Nil 

Cape Girdled Lizard 
(Cordylus cordylus) 

Least 
Concern 

Mountain plateaus in fynbos or shale 
bands in mesic thickets. Dead leaves 
and stems of aloes, bark of trees, 
rotting Spekboom trunks, cracks in 
limestone and sandstone outcrops. 

Low 

Delalande's sandveld 
lizard (Nucras lalandii) 

Least 
Concern 

Montane and temperate grassland, 
coastal fynbos, shelters in burrows or 
under rocks 

Low 

 Spotted sand lizard  
(Pedioplanis 
lineoocellata) 

Least 
Concern 

Scattered rocky flat open ground. 
Low 

 Cape mountain lizard 
(Tropidosaura gularis)  

Least 
Concern 

Found in very rocky areas on high 
fynbos mountain slopes comprising 
scree and other loose boulders. 

Nil 

 Common mountain lizard 
(Tropidosaura montana) 

Least 
Concern 

In the Western Cape, inhabits densely 
covered fynbos slopes, often in short 
restio veld and rocky areas (IUCN, 
2018). 

Low 

 Cape grass lizard  
(Chamaesaura anguina) 

Least 
Concern 

Grasslands and restio habitats along 
the Cape Fold Mountains and coastal 
lowlands. Found at Heuningberg 
Nature Reserve (iNaturalist, 2019) 

Moderate 

Cape crag lizard  
(Pseudocordylus 
microlepidotus)  

Least 
Concern 

Montane regions (20-1,920 m) on 
rock outcrops and cliffs in fynbos, 
montane grassland and dry 
shrubland.  

Nil 

Bibrons gecko 
(Pachydactylus bibronii) 

Least 
Concern 

Rocky outcrops, under tree bark and 
on houses.  

Moderate  

Marbled Leaf-toed Gecko 
(Afrogecko porphyreus) 

Least 
Concern 

Rocky outcrops, under tree bark and 
on houses. 

Moderate 

Ocellated Gecko 
(Pachydactylus geitje) 

Least 
Concern 

Coastal strandveld, fynbos and rocky 
grassland under debris and stones. 

Low 
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Name  
Red list 

category* 
Habitat (Branch 1998) 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

on site 

Cape Legless Skink 
(Acontias meleagris) 

Least 
Concern 

Fossorial. Coastal and fynbos 
vegetation. Richer soils associated 
with dry river courses. 

Moderate 

Cape Skink 
(Trachylepis capensis) 

Least 
Concern 

Varied. Arid Karoo veld, moist coast 
bush, montane grassland, gardens 
etc. 

Moderate 

Silvery Dwarf Burrowing 
Skink 
(Scelotes bipes) 

Least 
Concern 

Under stones or burrowing in sandy 
soils. Coastal Strandveld.  

Moderate 

Red-sided skink 
(Mabuya homalocephala) 

Least 
Concern 

Moist, sandy habitats, usually fringing 
rivers and wetlands  

Low and only 
in wet season 

Little Karoo Dwarf 
Chameleon 
(Bradypodion gutturale) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos, Renosterveld and Fynbos–
Succulent Karoo transition zone. 
Southern extent of range found from 
Robertson to the De Hoop Nature 
Reserve. 

Low 

Cape Dwarf Chamaeleon 
(Bradypodion pumilum) 

Near 
Threatened 

Fynbos, renosterveld, thicket, riparian 
vegetation, exotic and native trees, 
urban gardens, in the canopy of forest 
patches and in bushes and thicket. 
The fynbos form is associated with the 
montane and lowland fynbos of the 
Western Cape (Tolley, 2018). 

Low 

Snakes 

Delalande's Beaked Blind 
Snake 
(Rhinotyphlops lalandei) 

Least 
Concern 

Soil under rocks or logs, in deserted 
termite mounds. 

Low  

Brown house snake  
(Lamprophis fuliginosus)  

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos and urban areas 
High 

Olive house snake  
(Lamprophis inornatus) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos coastal belt. 
Low 

Common slug eater  
(Duberria lutrix) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos, Cape fold mountains, 
gardens 

Moderate 

Spotted skaapsteker 
(Psammophylax 
rhombeatus)  

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos 
Low 

Cross-marked grass 
snake  
(Psammophis crucifer)  

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos, Cape fold mountains. 
Shelters under rocks on soil, in old 
termitaria and occasionally in rock 
crevices or low-growing 
shrubs (Maritz, 2018). 

Low 

Mole Snake 
(Pseudaspis cana) 

Least 
Concern 

Sandy scrubland in SW Cape 
Moderate 

Red-lipped Herald Snake 
(Crotaphopeltis 
hotamboeia) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos and marshy areas 
Low 

Rhombic Egg-eater 
(Dasypeltis scabra) 

Least 
Concern 

All 
Moderate 

Spotted Harlequin Snake 
(Homoroselaps lacteus) 

Least 
Concern 

A semi-fossorial species found in 
sandy substrates, old termitaria and 
under rocks. 

Low 

Sundevall's Shovel-snout 
(Prosymna sundevallii) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos and mesic thicket in the 
Western Cape in old termitaria and 

under rocks  

Low 

Puff Adder 
(Bitis arietans arietans) 

Least 
Concern 

All 
Moderate 
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Name  
Red list 

category* 
Habitat (Branch 1998) 

Likelihood of 
occurrence 

on site 

Berg adder  
(Bitis Atropos)  

Least 
Concern 

Coastal and montane fynbos 
Low 

Rinkhals  
(Hemachatus 
haemachatus)  

Least 
Concern 

Open grassland, rocky outcrops and 
the margins of wetlands, even in peri-
urban areas (Alexander, 2018). 
Found at Heuningberg Nature 
Reserve (iNaturalis, 2019) 

Low  

Cape cobra  
(Naja nivea)  

Least 
Concern 

All. Especially along river courses 
entering well drained areas. 

Moderate 

Boomslang  
(Dispholidus typus)  

Least 
Concern 

Karoo shrub, arid savanna, moist 
savannah, lowland forest, grassland 
and fynbos vegetation types in trees 
and shrubs. Found at Heuningberg 
Nature Reserve (iNaruralist, 2019) 

Low 

Tortoises and terrapins  

Marsh Terrapin 
(Pelomedusa subrufa) 

Least 
Concern 

Slow moving water, temporary pans. 
Low 

Angulate Tortoise 
(Chersina angulate) 

Least 
Concern 

Wide variety of vegetation types, 
ranging from sandy coastal regions 
and coastal fynbos in the west to 
mesic thicket in the east. Found at 
Heuningberg Nature Reserve and on 
the R319 outside of town 
(iNarturalist).  

High 

Common padloper  
(Homopus areolatus) 

 Least 
Concern 

Cape coastal region, Varied habitat 
including coastal fynbos, broken 
Karoo veld and open mesic thicket. 

Moderate 

*(SARCA, 2014) 

 

3.7.2. Amphibians 
 
Of the 55 species of amphibians known to occur in the Western Cape (Pool-Stanvliet, 2017), 
only 9 species have been recorded in QDS 3420CA within which the site is located (ADU, 
2018). Table 3-3 below lists these species together with their conservation status. No SCC 
are likely to occur on site. 
 
Table 3-3: Amphibians with a distribution range that includes the study area  

Common name 
Red list 
category 

Habitat 
Likelihood of 
occurrence 

on site 

Cape Mountain Rain Frog 
(Breviceps montanus) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos biome, usually undisturbed 
mountain fynbos 

Low 

Sand Rain Frog 
(Breviceps rosei) 

Least 
Concern 

Coastal lowlands and lower slopes in the 

Fynbos and Thicket biome 

It is known from the De Hoop and De 

Mond nature reserves (FrogMAP. 2019) 

Low  

Raucous Toad  
(Sclerophrys capensis) 

Least 
Concern 

Occurs in fynbos heathland, grassland, 
dry thicket forest, savannah and 
agricultural land. It breeds in dams, 
ponds, and pools along slow-forming 
streams, tending to favour permanent 
water (IUCN, 2016). 

High  
During rainy 
season 
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Common name 
Red list 
category 

Habitat 
Likelihood of 
occurrence 

on site 

Arum Lily Frog  
(Hyperolius horstockii) 

Least 
Concern 

Lives in wetlands in coastal fynbos 
heathland, and breeds in large and small 
pans, dams, vleis, and even slow-flowing 
streams. It needs emergent vegetation, 
and therefore requires relatively 
permanent water, though it seems to 
avoid very deep water (IUCN, 2013). 

Moderate  
During rainy 
season 

Common Platanna 
(Xenopus laevis) 

Least 
Concern 

This water-dependent species occurs in 
a very wide range of habitats, including 
heavily modified anthropogenic habitats. 
It lives in all sorts of waterbodies, 
including streams, but tends to avoid 
large rivers, and waterbodies with 
predatory fish. It reaches its highest 
densities in eutrophic water. It breeds in 
still water; there are no records of it 
breeding in flowing water. It has very 
high reproductive potential, and is a 
highly opportunistic species, colonizing 
newly created, apparently isolated, 
waterbodies with ease. It can migrate in 
large numbers when breeding ponds 
start to dry up, and the weather is wet 
(Tinsley et al, 2009). 

Moderate  
During rainy 
season 

Cape River Frog 
(Amietia fuscigula) 

Least 
Concern  

It is a species of grassland and fynbos 
heathland. It survives in altered habitats, 
such as pastureland and agricultural 
land, and breeds in well-vegetated 
streams, rivers, and in ponds and dams 
in dry areas (IUCN, 2017). 

High  
During rainy 
season 

Clicking Stream Frog 
(Strongylopus grayii) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos heath land and grassland, as 
well as modified habitats. It breeds in 
almost any well vegetated shallow body 
of water, such as pools, dams, ponds, 
ditches and shallow seeps. It can also 
tolerate polluted waters (IUCN, 2013). 

High  
During rainy 
season 

Cape Sand Frog 
(Tomopterna delalandii) 

Least 
Concern 

Fynbos heath land and also in 
agricultural land. It breeds in both 
temporary and semi-permanent water in 
pans, pools, vleis and dams, in flat, 
sandy areas (IUCN, 2013). 

High  
During rainy 
season 

 

3.7.3. Mammals 
 
172 mammal species are known to occur in the Western Cape (Pool-Stanvliet, 2017). 
Approximately 46 mammal species have been recorded in QDS 3420CA within which the site 
is located (ADU, 2018), the majority of these species are likely to be located at the 
Heuningberg Nature Reserve.  Species known to occur at Heuningberg include the Marsh 
Mongoose, Genet, Cape Fox, Grey Rhebok, Steenbok and Cape Chacma Boboon (iNaturalist, 
2019). Five of the 46 mammal species recorded in the QDSe are categorised as SCC and 
presented in Table 3-4. Two of the Western Cape endemic species have arrange that includes 
Bredarsdorp and the site may offer suitable habitat (Table 3.5).  
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Table 3-4: Mammal SCC possibly occurring in the study area 

Species 
Red list 

category 
Habitat 

Likelihood 
of 

occurrence 

Giant Golden Mole 
(Chrysospalax 

trevelyani) 
EN 

Occurs in Transkei Coastal Scarp forests and 
Amathole Mistbelt forests, sometimes 
marginally into adjacent grassland habitats 
(Maddock 1986). Not present in commercial 
forestry plantations, which abut or have 
replaced many indigenous forest patches. 
They have specific habitat requirements, 
selecting areas in forest patches with soft 
soils, well-developed undergrowth, and deep 
leaf-litter layers; but avoid steep slopes and 
rocky terrain (Bronner 2013).  

Nil  

African Clawless Otter 
(Aonyx capensis) 

NT  
(CITES II) 

African Clawless Otters are predominantly 
aquatic and seldom found far from 
water.  They are also found in many seasonal 
or episodic rivers in the Karoo (South Africa), 

Low 
(Vagrant) 

Schreibers's Long-
fingered Bat  
(Miniopterus 
schreibersii) 

NT 
Roosts in caves and may forage over the site 
during migration. 

Low 

Grey Rhebok  
(Pelea capreolus) 

NT 

Rocky hills of mountain fynbos.  
Predominantly browsers, often feeding on 
ground-hugging forbs, and largely water 
independent. Western Cape, they are often 
observed on agricultural lands (Radloff 2008, 
C. Birss pers. obs. 2016).  

Nil 

Bontebok  
(Damaliscus pygargus) 

VU Cape fynbos Nil 

 
Table 3-5: Species near/endemic to the Western Cape  

Name 
Range  

(Occupancy & Occurrence) 
Habitat 

Likelihood 
of 

occurrence 

Endemic 

Fynbos 
golden mole  
(Amblysomus 
corriae) 

256 km2 

 

71900 km2 

Sandy soils and soft 
loams in Mountain 
Fynbos, Grassy 
Fynbos and 
Renosterveld Thrives 
in gardens, 
cultivated lands, golf 
courses and 
livestock paddocks. 
(Bronner & 
Mynhardt, 2015) 

Nil – Very 
Low 
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Cape dune 
molerat  
(Bathyergus 
suillus) 
 

Endemic to the Cape Floristic region, 
124,192 km2

 

Alluvial Sandy and 
loamy soils along  
Riverine and 
sandveld habitats.  
Prefers fynbos 
vegetation, however 
has adapted to 
transformed areas 
incl. agricultural 
areas and road 
verges. It is a pest to 
wheat farmers and 
golf estates. (Maree, 
2017) 

  

Moderate 

 

3.7.4. Birds 
 
According to Avibase approximately 359 bird species occur within the Bredasdorp region 
(QDS 3420CA), Western Cape Province (Lepage, 2018). The 12 birds seen on site during the 
field visit are: the Southern Red Bishop, Cape Canary, Helmeted Guinea Fowl, Hadeda Ibis, 
Yellow Billed Kite, Speckled Pidgeon, Cape Sparrow, Common Starling, Red Winged Starling, 
Cape Weaver, Cape White Eye and Pearl Breasted Swallow.  
 
Within the study site, it is possible that 16 species of conservation concern and five species 
with endemic distribution ranges (Table 3-6, 3-7 species) (Lepage, 2018) could occur. 
However, as the study area QDS includes an ocean portion approximately 25km away, and 
given that marine and shoreline species are restricted to their habitat and are highly unlikely 
to occur in the study area, these SCC have not been included in the list below. 
 
Table 3-6: Bird SCC with a distribution range that includes the study area 

Species 
Red 
list 

(IUCN)  
Habitat* 

Likelihood 
of 

occurrence 

Black Harrier 
(Circus maurus) 

EN 
Fynbos, Renosterveld, Karoo 
shrublands, dry grassland and 
croplands 

Moderate 

Cape Vulture 
(Gyps coprotheres) 

EN 

Cliff breeding sites, ranges widely. 
Colony located at De Hoop Nature 
reserve 45km away. Individuals have a 
foraging range of up to 750km. 

Low 

Blue Crane 
(Anthropoides 
paradiseus) 

VU 
Natural grasslands, open cultivated 
pastures and croplands   

Low 

Martial Eagle 
(Polemaetus bellicosus) 

VU Open savanna and woodland on plains, 
semi-arid woodland 

Low 

Secretary bird 
(Sagittarius 
serpentarius) 

VU 
Open grassland with scattered trees Low 

Southern Black 
Korhaan 
(Eupodotis afra) 

VU 
Renosterveld and Strandveld Fynbos, 
favours intact vegetation 

Moderate 

Agulhas Long-billed 
Lark 

NT* 
Sparsely vegetated shrublands and 
agricultural fields. Has very small range, 

Low 

https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=A41CD4E738856EED
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=F85BEEB442E4D57D
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=361AC2690622329F
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=361AC2690622329F
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=FDA2E4A325A048FF
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=DCBCCEB89FD9FC3F
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=DCBCCEB89FD9FC3F
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=C84BD6490569D248
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Species 
Red 
list 

(IUCN)  
Habitat* 

Likelihood 
of 

occurrence 

(Certhilauda 
brevirostris) 

covering maximum of only 15,000 km2 
and most common near Bredarsdorp 
and west of Mosselbay 

Denham's Bustard 
(Neotis denhami) 

NT 
Grassland, shrublands, fynbos 
(renosterveld and strandveld) and 
cultivated fields 

Moderate 

Forest Buzzard 
(Buteo trizonatus) 

NT 
Afromontane forest and plantations Low 

Ground Woodpecker 
(Geocolaptes olivaceus) 

NT Boulder-strewn slopes of hills and 
mountains, often frequenting road 
cuttings 

Low 

Knysna Woodpecker 
(Campethera notata) 

NT Thornveld; Coastal, milkwood & 
Euphorbia thickets; montane and 
riparian forests, tall protea communities 
and alien trees 

Low 

Protea Canary 
(Crithagra leucoptera) 

NT Mountain fynbos, forest patches and 
dense tall shrubs along river in fynbos, 
renosterveld with proteas.  Cape fold 
mountain endemic. 

Low 

Sentinel Rock-Thrush 
(Monticola explorator) 

NT Grasslands with scattered boulders and 
edges of agricultural fields 

Low 

*(Chittenden, et al.,2016)  

Table 3-7: Endemic bird SCC with a distribution range that includes the study area 

Species Distribution range Habitat* 
Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Karoo Lark 
(Calendulaud
a albescens) 

 
(Clement&Sharpe, 2019). 

Sandveld, sand-plain fynbos, dwarf 
karoo scrubland, avoids 
agricultural areas, confined to 
watercourses. Closest record is 
25km north (SABAP2). 

Low 

Protea 
Canary 
(Crithagra 
leucoptera)  

(Ryan, 2019) 

Mountain fynbos, forest patches 
and dense tall shrubs along river in 
fynbos, renosterveld with proteas.  
Cape fold mountain endemic. 
Closest record is De Hoop Nature 
reserve 40km west (SABAP2) 

Low 

Agulhas Long-
billed Lark 
(Certhilauda 
brevirostris) 

 
(Alström&Ryan, 2019) 

Sparsely vegetated shrublands and 
agricultural fields. Has very small 
range, covering maximum of only 
15,000 km2 and most common 
near Bredarsdorp and west of 
Mosselbay 
 
Have been found to the 2km west 
and 6km south of the study area 
(SABAP2) 

Low 

https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=A80B0AC071334F8B
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=A80B0AC071334F8B
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=4FDBC0CBCDE078A0
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=C2AD2E831AC79075
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=D1B9D410B7F4A6BB
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=63BE662157990D54
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=D403BDAFC9AB3134
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=CCC257D0B053470A
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=DD338581CBBBCE15
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=DD338581CBBBCE15
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=D403BDAFC9AB3134
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=D403BDAFC9AB3134
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=A80B0AC071334F8B
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=A80B0AC071334F8B
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Species Distribution range Habitat* 
Likelihood of 
occurrence 

Orange-
breasted 
Sunbird 
(Anthobaphes 
violacea)  

(Pearson, 2019)  

Fynbos and adjacent gardens.  
 
28 individuals were recorded in a ± 
7.8km2 area within which the study 
area occurs.  

Moderate 

Victorin's 
Warbler 
(Cryptillas 
victorini) 

 
(Cheke&Mann, 2019) 

Moist wooden Mountain fynbos 
(esp. south facing). Rank growth in 
bracken and ferns. Restricted-
range species: present in Cape 
Fynbos EBA 

Low 

 

https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=02B06535ED81BE6E
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=02B06535ED81BE6E
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=E3C554358C780147
https://avibase.bsc-eoc.org/species.jsp?avibaseid=E3C554358C780147
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4. BIODIVERSITY AND SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 
 

4.1. Sensitivity Analysis 
 

The sensitivity map was developed by identifying areas of high, medium and low sensitivity 
(Figure 4-1).  
 
Areas of high sensitivity include: 

 Process areas such as rivers, wetlands and streams that are important for ecosystem 
functioning, including surface and ground water as well as animal and plant dispersal;  

 Areas that have a high species richness; 

 Areas that  are not significantly impacted, transformed or degraded by current land 
use; and 

 Areas that contain the majority of species of conservation concern found in the area 
and may contain high numbers of globally important species, or comprise part of a 
globally important vegetation type. 

 
Areas of medium sensitivity include: 

 Areas that still provide a valuable contribution to biodiversity and ecosystem 
functioning despite being degraded; 

 Degraded areas that still have a relatively high species richness; and 

 Degraded areas that still contain species of conservation concern.  
 
Areas of low sensitivity include: 

 Areas that are highly impacted by current land use and provide little value to the 
ecosystem; and 

 Highly degraded areas that are unlikely to harbour any species of conservation 
concern.  

 

4.2. Site sensitivity 
 
Although the site is degraded and the species diversity is lower than expected, “Portion A” of 
Erf 1148 still functions as an important terrestrial and aquatic ecological corridor through the 
town of Bredasdorp, linking the natural areas (and CBA2 areas) to the north-west of the town 
to the areas in the south-east. As such, this site is considered to be of moderate sensitivity. 
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Figure 4-1: Sensitivity map showing areas of high, moderate and low sensitivity. 
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5. IMPACT IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT 
 
The study that has been undertaken provides the necessary information to assess the impacts 
of the project on the ecology of the area at the appropriate spatial and temporal scales.  
 

5.1. Construction Phase 
 
This phase assesses the impacts associated with the construction of the project infrastructure.  
 

5.1.1. Impact 1: Loss of Vegetation Communities 
 

Cause and comment:  
Approximately 2.4 ha of degraded renosterveld will be lost as a result of clearing for the 
construction of the road and buildings anticipated for the 14 erven. No loss of the riparian 
vegetation is anticipated. 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 

Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 

Impact 

Impact 1: Loss of Degraded Renosterveld 

Without Mitigation Permanent Localised Slight Definite MODERATE- 

With Mitigation Permanent Localised Slight Definite MODERATE- 

 
Mitigation and Management: 

Although the loss of vegetation within the footprint of the developed erven will be permanent, 

the following recommendations during construction are provided to help mitigate any loss: 

 Clearing must be kept to a minimum. 

 Top soil (20 cm, where possible) must be collected and used elsewhere on the property 
and for the rehabilitation of lay down areas and other impacted areas no longer 
required during the operational phase. 

 Lay down areas must not be located in the riparian vegetation. 

 Employees must be prohibited from making fires. 

 An alien management plan must be designed and implemented to prevent the spread 
of alien species. 

  

5.1.2. Impact 2: Loss of Biodiversity 
 
Cause and comment:  
Clearing for the construction of the project infrastructure will result in the loss of general 
biodiversity. However, given that a large portion of the individuals present at the site are alien 
species, and the species diversity is relatively low, the severity of the impact will be moderate 
with an overall significance of moderate negative. 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 

Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 

Impact 

Impact 2: Loss of biodiversity 

Without Mitigation Permanent Study Area Moderate Definite MODERATE- 

With Mitigation Permanent Localised Slight Probable LOW- 
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Mitigation Measures:  

 Alien invasive species should be removed from the areas where development will not 
occur. The area should be actively managed to prevent the return of alien invasive 
species.  

 Prohibit all employees from harvesting plants; 

 Prohibit open fires; 

 An ECO must be employed to demarcate areas for use during construction, and to 
ensure that the construction activities remain within the designated area and that no 
unauthorised activities occur outside of the construction footprint. 

 

5.1.3. Impact 3: Loss of Species of Conservation Concern 
 
Cause and comment:  
Only one species found on site is listed as a Schedule 4 species on the Western Cape PNCO, 
and is listed as Least Concern by the South African Red Data List.  
 
There may be a few geophytes that went undetected due to the time of year the assessment 
was done. Clearing for the construction of the project infrastructure could result in the loss of 
some of these species, but this is unlikely to affect the population’s survival given the small 
area that will be affected. The overall significance of the impact is therefore low. 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 

Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 

Impact 

Impact 3: Loss of Species of Conservation Concern 

Without Mitigation Permanent Localised Slight Probable LOW- 

With Mitigation Permanent Localised Slight Probable LOW- 

 
Mitigation Measures:  

Refer to mitigation measures listed under impact 2. 
 

5.1.4. Impact 4: Habitat Fragmentation 
 
Cause and comment:  
Fragmentation is one of the most important impacts on vegetation as it creates breaks in 
previously continuous vegetation, causing a reduction in the gene pool and a decrease in 
species richness and diversity. This impact occurs when more and more areas are cleared for 
agriculture and development resulting in the isolation of functional ecosystems, which results 
in reduced biodiversity and reduced movement due to the absence of ecological corridors.  
 
Edge effects may occur along the boundary of development and roads which may further 
compound the impacts associated with fragmentation and further reduce population numbers 
to below sustainable thresholds, potentially causing local extinctions.   
 
The proposed development will occur in an important, existing corridor that links natural habitat 
to the south and north of Bredasdorp. Development in this area will result in further habitat 
fragmentation in an already fragmented area. However, if the development is restricted to the 
areas presented on Figure 5.1 below, which considers the ecological sensitivity, and the need 
to protect the Ecological Support Area 2 (see Figure 2.2), the ecological corridor can continue 
to support existing ecological processes, and a larger development area (3.6ha compared to 
2.4ha) becomes available.  
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Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 

Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 

Impact 

Impact 4: Habitat Fragmentation 

Without Mitigation Permanent Regional Moderate Definite MODERATE- 

With Mitigation Permanent Study Area Slight Definite LOW- 

 

Mitigation Measures:  

 The erven must be located within the developable areas presented on Figure 5.1 
below.  

 This ecological corridor between the north and south of the site must be delineated in 
consultation with the landowner and designated as a permanent ecological corridor or 
green belt, within which there is a commitment that no further development will occur.  

 The ecological corridor should include the river and 32m either side of it. 

 

 

Figure 5-1: Map showing the proposed ecological corridor. 
 

5.1.5. Impact 5: Invasion of Invasive Alien Plant Species 
 
Cause and comment: 
The site is already infested with invasive alien species and other weedy species. Further 
disruption of the site could exacerbate the infestation of alien species unless these are 
controlled. Areas that are disturbed during the construction phase are vulnerable to 
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infestations unless rehabilitated, to prevent invasive alien plant species from becoming 
established. 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 

Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 

Impact 

Impact 5: Invasion of Invasive Alien Plant Species 

Without Mitigation Permanent Study Area High Definite MODERATE- 

With Mitigation Permanent Localised Slight Definite LOW- 

 
Mitigation Measures:  

 An invasive alien plant management plan must be designed and implemented to 
remove the alien species within the subdivided “Portion A”, and especially within the 
green belt. This plan must designate management units and prescribe the most 
effective method of removing the species. 
 

5.2. Operation Phase 
 

5.2.1. Impact 6: Degradation of the site due to poor management 
 
Cause and comment: 
The site may be further degraded if the site is not managed effectively during the operational 
phase. For example, if invasive alien plant species are not being actively removed, they will 
eventually displace most of the remaining indigenous species. If increased erosion is noted 
on site, as a result of poor storm water management, then actions must be taken to improve 
storm water management and minimise erosion. Illegal harvesting of plant material, illegal 
dumping and illegal fires must be prevented. 
 

Impact 

Effect 
Risk or 

Likelihood 

Overall 

Significance 
Temporal 

Scale 
Spatial Scale 

Severity of 

Impact 

Impact 6: Degradation of the site due to poor management 

Without Mitigation Permanent Study Area High Definite HIGH- 

With Mitigation Permanent Study Area Slight Probable LOW- 

 
Mitigation Measures:  

 An invasive alien management plan must be put in place if one doesn’t already exist. 

 A storm water management plan that minimises erosion must be implemented. 

 Active enforcement to prevent illegal harvesting of plant material, illegal dumping and 
illegal fires is required. 
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6. IMPACT STATEMENT, CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

6.1. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The proposed infrastructure is located within an ESA that currently functions as an ecological 

corridor through the town of Bredasdorp. Although the site is degraded with some invasive 

alien species present, this site is considered to be of moderate sensitivity due to the important 

ecological processes it performs. 

It is recommended that if this development proceeds, an ecological corridor along the Droë 

River is delineated and preserved in perpetuity to ensure that the current ecological processes, 

such as seed dispersal and movement of fauna, can continue unhindered. 

 

6.2. Specialist Statement 
 

The subdivision of Portion A from RE 1148 and the further subdividing of “Portion A” into 14 

or more industry zoned erven and a number of roads will result in the loss of 2.4ha of degraded 

Renosterveld and further fragmentation of an important ecological corridor that links the 

northern section of Bredasdorp to the southern section. However, since the developmental 

footprint is fairly small, and provided: 

 the development footprint is as indicated on Figure 5.1, and 

 an ecological corridor or green belt is developed as part of the development and 

becomes a condition of the environmental authorisation 

the impacts associated with the development are considered acceptable. 

It is further recommended that future expansions do not limit or block this ecological corridor, 

and ways to achieve this and manage the corridor should and should be included in the 

Environmental Management Programme.
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8. APPENDIX A: IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 

Five factors need to be considered when assessing the significance of impacts, namely: 
 

1. Relationship of the impact to temporal scales - the temporal scale defines the significance 
of the impact at various time scales, as an indication of the duration of the impact. 

 
2. Relationship of the impact to spatial scales - the spatial scale defines the physical extent 

of the impact. 
 
3. The severity of the impact - the severity/beneficial scale is used in order to scientifically 

evaluate how severe negative impacts would be, or how beneficial positive impacts 
would be on a particular affected system (for ecological impacts) or a particular affected 
party.  

 
The severity of impacts can be evaluated with and without mitigation in order to 
demonstrate how serious the impact is when nothing is done about it. The word 
‘mitigation’ means not just ‘compensation’, but includes concepts of containment and 
remedy. For beneficial impacts, optimization means anything that can enhance the 
benefits. However, mitigation or optimization must be practical, technically feasible and 
economically viable.  

 
4. The likelihood of the impact occurring - the likelihood of impacts taking place as a result 

of project actions differs between potential impacts. There is no doubt that some impacts 
would occur (e.g. loss of vegetation), but other impacts are not as likely to occur (e.g. 
vehicle accident), and may or may not result from the proposed development. Although 
some impacts may have a severe effect, the likelihood of them occurring may affect their 
overall significance.  
 

5.  Each criterion is ranked to determine the overall significance of an activity (Table 1-1). 
The criterion is then considered in two categories, viz. effect of the activity and the 
likelihood of the impact. The total scores recorded for the effect and likelihood are then 
read off the matrix presented in Table 2.2, to determine the overall significance of the 
impact. The overall significance is either negative or positive.   
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Table 1-1: Ranking of Evaluation Criteria 
 

E
F

F
E

C
T

 
Temporal Scale 

Short term Less than 5 years 

Medium term Between 5-20 years 

Long term 
Between 20 and 40 years (a generation) and from a human 
perspective also permanent 

Permanent 
Over 40 years and resulting in a permanent and lasting change 
that will always be there 

Spatial Scale  

Localised At localised scale and a few hectares in extent 

Study Area The proposed site and its immediate environs 

Regional District and Provincial level 

National Country 

International Internationally 

Severity Severity Benefit 

Slight 
Slight impacts on the affected 
system(s) or party(ies) 

Slightly beneficial to the affected 
system(s) and party(ies) 

Moderate 
Moderate impacts on the 
affected system(s) or party(ies) 

Moderately beneficial to the 
affected system(s) and 
party(ies) 

Severe/ 
Beneficial 

Severe impacts on the affected 
system(s) or party(ies) 

A substantial benefit to the 
affected system(s) and 
party(ies) 

Very Severe/ 
Beneficial 

Very severe change to the 
affected system(s) or party(ies) 

A very substantial benefit to the 
affected system(s) and 
party(ies) 

L
IK

E
L

IH
O

O
D

 

Likelihood 

Unlikely The likelihood of these impacts occurring is slight 

May Occur The likelihood of these impacts occurring is possible 

Probable The likelihood of these impacts occurring is probable 

Definite The likelihood is that this impact will definitely occur 

 
* In certain cases it may not be possible to determine the severity of an impact thus it may be 
determined: Don’t know/Can’t know  
 

Table 1-2 a: Matrix used to determine the overall significance of the impact based on 
the likelihood and effect of the impact.  
 

L
ik

e
li
h

o
o

d
  

Effect 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

2 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

3 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

4 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
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Table 1-2 b: Description of Environmental Significance Ratings and associated range 
of scores 
 

Significance 
Rate 

Description Score  

Low An acceptable impact for which mitigation is desirable but not 
essential.  The impact by itself is insufficient even in combination 
with other low impacts to prevent the development being 
approved. 
These impacts will result in either positive or negative medium 
to short term effects on the social and/or natural environment. 

LOW 

Moderate An important impact which requires mitigation. The impact is 
insufficient by itself to prevent the implementation of the project 
but which in conjunction with other impacts may prevent its 
implementation. 
These impacts will usually result in either a positive or negative 
medium to long-term effect on the social and/or natural 
environment.  

MEDIUM 

High A serious impact, if not mitigated, may prevent the 
implementation of the project (if it is a negative impact).   
These impacts would be considered by society as constituting a 
major and usually a long-term change to the (natural &/or social) 
environment and result in severe effects or beneficial effects.  

HIGH 

Very High A very serious impact which, if negative, may be sufficient by 
itself to prevent implementation of the project. The impact may 
result in permanent change. Very often these impacts are not 
able to be mitigated and usually result in very severe effects, or 
very beneficial effects.  

VERY 
HIGH 

 
The environmental significance scale is an attempt to evaluate the importance of a particular 
impact. This evaluation needs to be undertaken in the relevant context, as an impact can either 
be ecological or social, or both. The evaluation of the significance of an impact relies heavily on 
the values of the person making the judgment. For this reason, impacts of especially a social 
nature need to reflect the values of the affected society. 
 
Prioritising 
The evaluation of the impacts, as described above is used to assess the significance of 
identified impacts and determine which impacts require mitigation measures.  
 
Negative impacts that are ranked as being of “VERY HIGH” and “HIGH” significance will be 
investigated further to determine how the impact can be minimised or what alternative 
activities or mitigation measures can be implemented. These impacts may also assist decision 
makers i.e. numerous HIGH negative impacts may bring about a negative decision. For 
impacts identified as having a negative impact of “MODERATE” significance, it is standard 
practice to investigate alternate activities and/or mitigation measures. The most effective and 
practical mitigations measures will then be proposed. For impacts ranked as “LOW” 
significance, no investigations or alternatives will be considered. Possible management 
measures will be investigated to ensure that the impacts remain of low significance.
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9. APPENDIX B: SPECIES LIST 

 

Scientific Name SA Red List TOPS PNCO 

Acacia mearnsii - - - 

Acacia longifolia - - - 

Asparagus capensis Least Concern - - 

Athanasia sp.  Least Concern - - 

Berzelia lanuginosa Least Concern - - 

cf Ficinia sp. Least Concern - - 

Elytropapus rhinocerotis Least Concern - - 

Eragrostis sp Least Concern - - 

Erica cruenata Least Concern - Schedule 4 

Erica paniculata Least Concern - Schedule 4 

Hakea sericea - - - 

Helichrysum petiolare Least Concern - - 

Hypparrhenia hirta Least Concern - - 

Leucadendron salignum Least Concern - Schedule 4 

Leucadendron spissifolium Least Concern - Schedule 4 

Muraltia sp - - - 

Oxalis polyphylla Least Concern - - 

Pinus cf. pinaster - - - 

Protea  repens Least Concern - Schedule 4 

Zantedeschia aethiopica Least Concern - - 
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10. APPENDIX C: CURRICULUM VITAES 

 


