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Introduction 

 

A botanical assessment report was completed in September 2018 for the proposed subdivision of Erf 177476. 

During the course of the botanical study the proposed layout plan was amended several times. The layout plans 

initially included a 10m buffer along the seasonal watercourse in response to recommendation in the botanical 

report to retain a vegetation buffer along the watercourse. The layout was subsequently amended by the client 

and engineers to include plans for a 3m buffer instead of the original 10m width. A new amended plan has since 

been provided to include the 10m buffer again. The updated layout is shown below in Figure 1. The new plan 

includes a change to the subdivision proposal since it includes three portions (Portion 1, Portion 2 and Portion 3) 

instead of five portions previously proposed. Development of Portion 3 has already been approved. The 

proposed subdivision thus concerns Portion 1 and Portion 2. 

 

This letter addresses the implications in terms of botanical impacts that would result from the amended layout 

plan. SLR Consulting has also requested clarification regarding information provided in the freshwater study. 

According to SLR the freshwater study states that the vegetation along the watercourse is riparian-related and 

remnant coastal forest. This report is not a critical review of the freshwater study but simply seeks to provide 

clarity regarding the affected vegetation type at the request of SLR Consulting. 

 

Implications of the new layout plan 

The retention of a 10m buffer of vegetation was originally supported, implying that the findings in the botanical 

report would not change. Of particular relevance is the lower part of Portion 1 where the buffer would be 

reduced almost entirely and the watercourse diverted below ground. From a botanical point of view, the loss of 

vegetation is less severe in this lower part of the site since the vegetation is disturbed (refer to Figure 10 in the 

botanical report).  

 

.



 

 

 

Figure 1. New subdivision layout plan showing Portion 1, Portion 2 and Portion 3 (approved development).  



 

 

Clarification of vegetation type 

Whereas it is true that the vegetation that occurs along the ridgeline (that runs parallel to the drainage line) is 

somewhat different to the vegetation within the drainage line, it is not (at least in its current state) forest or 

riparian (no wetland or riverine indicators are present). The vegetation next to the road and in the ravine above 

Old Boyes Drive (outside the study area) contains Outeniqua yellowwood (Podocarpus falcatus) and wild plum 

(Harpephyllum caffrum). They are not locally indigenous species but resemble forest. These species are neither a 

reflection of the natural vegetation of the area or of the study area. The Quteniqua yellowwood may have been 

planted but could have established via bird dispersal. The presence of the incipient forest species, keurboom 

(Virgilia oroboides), in the drainage line just below the retaining wall below Old Boyes Drive, is indicative of lack 

of fire with resultant precursor forest species emerging. The vegetation type within the study area is located in a 

less fire-protected drainage line than the ravine above the road. The ravine above Old Boyes Drive becomes 

increasingly less of a ravine with proximity to the ridgeline. It is certainly not forest. It is well known that forest 

can develop in fire-protected ravines given enough time but our opinion is that the vegetation of the study area is 

thicket-like Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos. The thicket species are only partially the result of being protected. The 

presence of fire-resilient several rock candlewood (Maytenus oleoides) confirms that the  habitat is more akin to 

fynbos than forest. It is further emphasize that the vegetation occurring outside the 10m buffer area is Peninsula 

Sandstone Fynbos.  

 

 

Conclusions 

 The new layout plan and retention of a 10m buffer of vegetation would offer protection would at least 

allow for continued, although impaired, persistence of biodiversity and ecological processes.  

 The affected vegetation type parallel to and along the seasonal watercourse is Peninsula Sandstone 

Fynbos and not forest. 
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National Legislation and Regulations governing this report 
 

This is a ‘specialist report’ and is compiled in terms of the National Environmental 

Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998), as amended, and the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) Regulations, 2014 (as amended). 

 

Appointment of Specialist 
 

Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC was appointed by SLR Consulting (South Africa) 

(Pty) Ltd to provide specialist botanical consulting services for the proposed subdivision of 

Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town. The consulting services comprise a botanical 

impact assessment of the flora and vegetation in the designated study area by the proposed 

project.  

 

Details of Specialists 
 

Dr David J. McDonald Pr. Sci. Nat. 

Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC  

14A Thomson Road  

Claremont 

7708 

Telephone: 021-671-4056 

Mobile: 082-876-4051  

Fax: 086-517-3806 

e-mail: dave@bergwind.co.za 

Professional registration: South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions No. 

400094/06 

 

Mr Paul I. Emms Pr. Sci. Nat. 

Fish Hoek 

7975 

Professional registration: South African Council for Natural Scientific Professions No. 

400352/14 

 

Expertise 

 Dr David J. McDonald: 

 Qualifications: BSc. Hons. (Botany), MSc (Botany) and PhD (Botany). 

 Botanical ecologist with over 37 years’ experience in the field of Vegetation 

Science. 
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 Founded Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC in 2006. 

 Has conducted over 400 specialist botanical / ecological studies. 

 Has published numerous scientific papers and attended numerous conferences 

both nationally and internationally (details available on request). 

 

Mr Paul I. Emms 

 Qualifications: ND Horticulture, BSc. (Biodiversity & Conservation Biology),  

Hons. (Botany), MSc (Botany). 

 Botanist with seven years’ experience in the field of botanical surveys. 

 Has conducted over 170 specialist botanical studies. 

 

 

   Independence  

 

The views expressed in the document are the objective, independent views of Dr McDonald 

and Mr Emms and the survey was carried out under the aegis of Bergwind Botanical 

Surveys and Tours CC. Neither Dr McDonald, Mr Emms, nor Bergwind Botanical Surveys 

and Tours CC have any business, personal, financial or other interest in the proposed 

development apart from fair remuneration for the work performed. 

 

 

Conditions relating to this report  

 

The content of this report is based on the authors’ best scientific and professional knowledge 

as well as available information. Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC, its staff and 

appointed associates, reserve the right to modify the report in any way deemed fit should 

new, relevant or previously unavailable or undisclosed information become known to the 

author from on-going research or further work in this field, or pertaining to this investigation.  

 

This report must not be altered or added to without the prior written consent of the authors. 

This also refers to electronic copies of the report, which are supplied for the purposes of 

inclusion as part of other reports, including main reports. Similarly, any recommendations, 

statements or conclusions drawn from or based on this report must make reference to this 

report. If these form part of a main report relating to this investigation or report, this report 

must be included in its entirety as an appendix or separate section to the main report. 
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THE SPECIALIST  
 
 
I, Paul Ivor Emms, as the appointed specialist hereby declare/affirm the correctness of the 

information provided or to be provided as part of the application, and that I:  

  in terms of the general requirement to be independent:  

 other than fair remuneration for work performed/to be performed in terms of this 

application, have no business, financial, personal or other interest in the activity or 

application and that there are no circumstances that may compromise my objectivity; or  

  in terms of the remainder of the general requirements for a specialist, am fully aware of and 

meet all of the requirements and that failure to comply with any the requirements may result 

in disqualification;  

  have disclosed/will disclose, to the applicant all material information that have or may have 

the potential to influence the decision of the Department or the objectivity of any report, plan 

or document prepared or to be prepared as part of the application;  

 have ensured/will ensure that information containing all relevant facts in respect of the 

application was/will be distributed or was/will be made available to interested and affected 

parties and the public and that participation by interested and affected parties was/will be 

facilitated in such a manner that all interested and affected parties were/will be provided with 

a reasonable opportunity to participate and to provide comments;  

 have ensured/will ensure that the comments of all interested and affected parties were/will be 

considered, recorded and submitted to the Department in respect of the application;  

 have ensured/will ensure the inclusion of inputs and recommendations from the specialist 

reports in respect of the application, where relevant;  

 have kept/will keep a register of all interested and affected parties that participate/d in the public 

participation process; and  

  am aware that a false declaration is an offence in terms of regulation 48 of the 2014 NEMA 

EIA Regulations 2014 (as amended).  

Note: The terms of reference of the review specialist must be attached.  

 

Signature of the specialist:  
 

 
 
Name of company: Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC.………………………………… 
 
Date:   21 September 2018……………………………………………………………………………… 
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1. Introduction 

 

Erf 177476, St. James, comprises an undeveloped portion of land that extends from Boyes Drive 

downhill towards the Main Road (M4). The owner was recently granted permission to develop a 

single house and access road on the upper portion of the land (Figure 1A). The Applicant is now 

proposing to subdivide Erf 177476 into four additional portions (Figure 1B). The approved house 

would be located on the upper remaining portion of the existing erf (Portion 5). Since the 

development of the upper portion of the property has been approved, this report concerns the 

lower, proposed subdivided portions.  

 

A survey of the site and botanical assessment was carried out in 2017. At this time it was 

proposed that a 10 m development setback from the existing north-eastern boundary of Portions 

2 and 3 would be established. Subsequent analysis of the site (including that of the current house 

construction) has, however, shown that a larger building platform is required for the construction 

operation and this would be severely limited with a 10 m setback. The specific concerns are: 

 The steep-sloping topography of the site severely constrains the available working areas on 

the site itself; and 

 There are limited available lay-down areas available outside of the site due to the 

neighbouring houses and busy roads (Main Road and Boyes Drive) surrounding the site. 

 

In order to practically undertake construction activities in a manner that is safe (to both 

construction workers, neighbours and traffic on Main Road and Boyes Drive), there is a 

requirement to establish a sufficiently large building platform on each subdivided portion to 

facilitate the construction works. Thus, it is now proposed that a standard common boundary 

building line restriction of 3 m be applicable to all the subdivided portions (Portions 1 – 4) to allow 

for the creating of the required building platform. 

 

 

The proposed subdivision and development of the land would impact natural vegetation and 

triggers a Basic Assessment process in terms of the National Environmental Management Act (Act 

107 of 1998), EIA Regulations 2014 (as amended). The first phase of the subdivision application 

involved an initial baseline study that provided a description of the botanical attributes of the site. 

The baseline study identified botanical constraints and potential development opportunities for the 

application. Other specialist studies included heritage, visual and freshwater ecology 

assessments. The second phase of the application involves a botanical assessment report in 

order to determine the impacts that would be imposed by the proposed subdivision based on the 

design layout. The baseline information and impact assessment is provided in this report. SLR 

Consulting appointed Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours CC to carry out the botanical impact 

assessment for the proposed development. 
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Figure 1A. Erf 177476 represented on an aerial image indicating the approved development area (Portion 5) and proposed subdivision area (Portions 1 – 4). 

Portion 1 

Portion 2 

Portion 3 

Portion 4 

Portion 5: approved 

development 



Botanical Assessment for proposed subdivision of Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town 

 

7 

 

 

Figure 1B. Erf 177476 indicating the approved development overlay for the single house and access road 

(Portion 5 and part of Portion 4) with proposed subdivision of the remainder of the erf (Portions 1 – 4) and 

proposed stormwater routes. 

2. Terms of Reference 

 

2.1. General Terms of Reference 
 

Botanical assessments must follow guidelines set out in the following documents: 

Portion 1 

Portion 2 

Portion 3 

Portion 4 

Portion 5: approved 

development 
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 Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (DEA&DP) Guidelines for 

Involving Biodiversity Specialists in the EIA Process (Brownlie, 2005); 

 Ecosystem Guidelines for Environmental Assessment in the Western Cape (Cadman et al., 

2016); 

 The requirements of CapeNature for providing comments on agricultural, environmental, 

mine planning and water-use related applications (Turner, 2013); and 

 Appendix 6 of the EIA Regulations 2014, as amended (GN No. R.982 of 4 December 

2014). 

 

2.2. Specific Terms of Reference  
 

 Identify and describe biodiversity patterns at community and ecosystem level (main 

vegetation type, plant communities in the vicinity and threatened/vulnerable ecosystems), 

at species level (threatened Red List species, presence of alien species) and in terms of 

significant landscape features; 

 Review previous botanical work applicable to the area and any relevant biodiversity plans 

compiled in terms of the National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act (No. 10 of 

2004), specifically the City of Cape Town Biodiversity Network. (BIONET); 

 Describe the sensitivity of the site and its environs and map these resources; 

 Identify the botanical constraints and potential development opportunities of the site (phase 

1; baseline study); and 

 Identify potential impacts associated with the no development option, in addition to direct, 

indirect and cumulative impacts using SLR’s criteria for assessing impact significance 

(phase 2: impact assessment study). 

3. The Study Area 

3.1. Locality 
 

Erf 177476, St. James, lies between Boyes Drive and the Main Road (M4) on the Southern 

Peninsula (Figures 2, 3 and 4). The property is located 150 m directly north of St. James tidal 

pool, a well-known landmark on the False Bay coastline between Muizenberg and Kalk Bay.  
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                Figure 2. Locality map of the study area on the South Peninsula. 

Study area 
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          Figure 3. Topocadastral image showing the locality of the study area (red outline) (1:50 000 topographic map, Chief Director, National Geo-spatial Information).    

Study area 
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Figure 4. Aerial image of the entire property (red outline) and  study area (dark blue outline) in relation to 

Boyes Drive, Main Road (M4) and St. James tidal pool (Western Cape Department of Agriculture). The 

approximate course of the ravine and seasonal watercourse is indicated by the light blue line.  

St. James tidal pool 

Boyes Drive 

Main Road 

Ravine & 
seasonal 
watercourse 
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3.2. Geology, topography and soils 
 

The study area lies on a moderate- to steep-gradient mountain slope (Figure 5). A seasonal 

watercourse forms the north-eastern boundary. The watercourse flows sporadically in winter 

following constant or heavy showers (Figure 5). Figure 6 shows the flow accumulation patterns 

for the site. The section of the seasonal watercourse on the north-east side of the site is the 

start of the Echo Valley hiking trail via the Old Mule Path, within the Ou Kraal section of the 

Table Mountain National Park. A culvert runs beneath the road at Boyes Drive. At this point, a 

high retaining wall forms a bend along Boyes Drive where the seasonal watercourse enters the 

property. 

 

The area south-west of the seasonal watercourse forms a small ridge-line with a moderately-

sloping area west and south-west of the ridge. The site is covered with a combination of 

sandstone boulders of the Table Mountain Group (Cape Supergroup) interspersed with sandy 

soils.  Soils comprise acid sand derived from Ordovician sandstones of the Table Mountain 

Group (Rebelo et al. 2006 in Mucina & Rutherford, 2006). 

 

 

Figure 5. The retaining wall that bisects the seasonal watercourse on Boyes Drive, separating the site 

from the Table Mountain National Park (A).  The small ridge-line along the seasonal watercourse (looking 

upslope towards Boyes Drive) (B). 

 

A B 
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Figure 6. Aerial image of the entire property (red outline) and  study area (dark blue outline) with 5 m 

contours lines and flow accumulation patterns (Western Cape Department of Agriculture).   
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3.3. Climate 
 

The study area falls within a Mediterranean-type climate; characterized by cool wet winters and 

warm dry summers. South easterly winds dominate in summer whereas strong north westerly 

winds dominate the winter months (Rebelo et al. 2006 in Mucina & Rutherford, 2006).  Mean 

annual precipitation varies between 520 – 1690 mm (mean: 790) with the peak period between 

May and August (Rebelo et al. 2006 in Mucina & Rutherford, 2006) (Figure 7). Mean daily 

maximum and minimum temperatures are 25˚C and 7.2 ˚C for February and July respectively 

(Rebelo et al. 2006 in Mucina & Rutherford, 2006).    

 

 

 

Figure 7. Climate diagram for Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos. Blue bars show the median monthly 

precipitation. The upper and lower red lines show the mean daily maximum and minimum temperature 

respectively. MAP: Mean Annual Precipitation; APCV: Annual Precipitation Coefficient of Variation; MAT: 

Mean Annual Temperature; MFD: Mean Frost Days (days when screen temperature was below 0˚C); 

MAPE: Mean Annual Potential Evaporation; MASMS: Mean Annual Soil Moisture Stress (% of days when 

evaporative demand was more than double the soil moisture supply) (Rebelo et al. in Mucina & 

Rutherford, 2006). 

4. Evaluation Method 

 

The survey was carried out on 23 January 2017 on foot.  Sample waypoints were recorded to 

evaluate the ecological condition and to map each habitat type. Waypoints were logged with a 

Garmin GPSmap 60CSx. Sample photographs were georeferenced. Approximately four hours 

were spent surveying the site. The vegetation cover was mapped using a combination of aerial 
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image printouts, waypoints and GIS software. The sensitivity of the site was determined using 

the following criteria: 

 Ecological condition: this is the actual condition of the various habitats, which considers 

(1) quality of the vegetation; (2) species composition; (3) disturbance regime; (4) degree 

of intactness; (5) the spatial connectivity of the site with adjoining habitats; (6) and non-

botanical elements that form part of the broader biodiversity picture and that inform to 

what degree the botanical component supports biodiversity.  

 Ecosystem status: informed by the List of Threatened Terrestrial Ecosystems 

(Government Gazette, 2011) and CapeNature’s (Maree, 2014) updated ecosystem 

status based on criterion A1 only (irreversible loss of habitat). The ecosystems are 

based on the vegetation types in The Vegetation of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland 

(Mucina & Rutherford, 2006). 

 Biodiversity planning: The Cape Town Bioregional Plan (Purves and Holmes, 2015) and 

City of Cape Town Biodiversity Network (2016) spatial layer (version 2016/04/25) is 

important for determining the conservation importance of the designated habitat. 

Ground-truthing is an essential component in terms of determining the habitat condition. 

 Important species: the presence or absence of threatened (i.e. Red List) and ecologically 

important species informs the ecological condition and sensitivity of the site.  

 Botanical literature: these were used to gain a better local contextual understanding of 

the botanical importance of the site. 

5. Limitations and assumptions 

 

Limitations are most commonly encountered in the Western Cape region when surveys are 

conducted out of the spring period (August to October). This is due to not being able to detect 

dormant geophytic flora that flower mostly during the spring and winter and are not seen in 

summer. In this study, seasonal limitation did not play a role in the determination of the overall 

botanical value since the vegetation could be adequately characterized based on the 

observable suite of mostly shrub species.   
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6. The Vegetation 

6.1 General description, Conservation Status and Biodiversity Plans 
 

The Vegetation of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland (Rebelo et al. 2006 in Mucina & 

Rutherford, 2006), assigns the entire study area and surrounding mountain slopes to Peninsula 

Sandstone Fynbos (Figure 8). The developed areas between Muizenberg and Kalk Bay below 

Boyes Drive would historically have supported the same vegetation type. The vegetation type is 

described by Rebelo et al. (in Mucina and Rutherford, 2006) as “a medium dense, tall proteoid 

shrubland over a dense moderately tall, ericoid-leaved shrubland – mainly proteoid, ericaceous 

and restioid fynbos, with some asteraceous fynbos.”  

 

The vegetation type is endemic to the Cape Peninsula and extends from the top part of Lion’s 

Head to Cape Point. The vegetation type or ecosystem is listed as ENDANGERED in the List of 

Threatened Terrestrial Ecosystems in South Africa due to threatened (and endemic) species 

associations (criterion D1) (Government Gazette, 2011). At least 140 endemic species occur 

across the Cape Peninsula within Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos, with 66 of these being of 

conservation concern (i.e. threatened). About 18 837 ha of the original ecosystem are protected 

(Government Gazette, 2011). CapeNature’s updated ecosystem status (Maree, 2014), 

assessed under criterion A1 only, (irreversible loss of habitat) assigns LEAST THREATENED 

status to the ecosystem. The LEAST THREATENED status under criterion A1 versus 

ENDANGERED status under criterion D1 (threatened species associations) implies that the 

study area may not be threatened in terms of habitat loss but may have high conservation value 

if threatened species are present. 

 

With respect to the position of the site in relation to the City of Cape Town Biodiversity Network 

(BioNet) (City of Cape Town, shapefile version 2016/04/25), no Critical Biodiversity Areas 

(CBAs) are affected (Figure 9). 
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Figure 8. VEGETATION MAP: The study area superimposed on a map portion of The Vegetation Map of South Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland 

(SANBI, 2012) overlaid on a Google Earth 
TM 

satelllite image. 
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Figure 9. CONSERVATION PLANNING MAP: The study area in relation to the City of Cape Town Biodiversity Network (City of Cape Town, 

version 2016/04/25) overlaid on a Google Earth 
TM 

satelllite image. 



Botanical Assessment for proposed subdivision of Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town 

 

19 

 

6.2. Vegetation of Erf 177476 
 

The greater part of Erf 177476 contains intact Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos. The extent of the 

natural vegetation is shown in the habitat map in Figure 10. The remaining areas are disturbed 

to varying degrees. In the area proposed for subdivision, several invasive alien plant species 

occur either within the intact or previously disturbed areas. The natural vegetation is typical of 

the plant communities found on the south-east-facing slopes above Boyes Drive (within the 

TMNP). Historically, the developed land below the road would have supported the same plant 

communities. Most notable is the presence of mature (possibly up to 100 years old specimens) 

3–4 m tall stands of Cape Tree Erica (Erica tristis), a tall-growing Erica species (Figure 11). 

Since the site is well-protected from fire the vegetation is generally tall and dense. Other 

dominant shrubs and small trees include Cape saffron (Cassine peragua), bietou 

(Osteospermum moniliferum), Cape sumach (Osyris compressa), Passerina corymbosa, 

Phylica buxifolia, bloukoeniebos (Searsia glauca), blinktaaibos (Searsia lucida) and korentebos 

(Searsia tomentosa).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Botanical Assessment for proposed subdivision of Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town 

 

20 

 

 

Figure 10. HABITAT MAP: Google Earth ™ image of the study area (orange outline) showing the distinction between intact and semi-intact 

natural vegetation (green) and disturbed areas (brown). Most of the vegetation in Portion 5 has been cleared but previously contained intact, semi-

intact and cleared natural vegetation. 

 

Portion 1 

Portion 2 

Portion 3 

Portion 4 

Portion 5: approved 

development 
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Figure 11. A large (3-4 m high) specimen of Cape Tree Erica (Erica tristis) on the narrow ridge line at 

waypoint 014 (34° 6'59.98"S; 18°27'32.74"E). The plant is probably over 100 years old. 

 

 

Additional species occurring within the survey area include wag-‘n-bietjie (Asparagus 

rubicundus), Anthospermum spathulatum, seegwarrie (Euclea racemosa), Ficinia sp., kalmoes 

(Lichtensteinia lacera), ironwood (Olea capensis), wildemalva (Pelargonium cucullatum), blister 

bush (Peucedanum galbanum), keurblom (Podalyria calyptrata), Polygala garcinii, September 

bush (Polygala myrtifolia), Tetraria sp., and Watsonia sp. The grass Ehrharta calycina is 

dominant in the disturbed gaps. Young cluster pine (Pinus pinaster) saplings are also common 

in these areas. In addition to the above, a single plant of the ENDANGERED pincushion 

(Leucospermum conocarpodendron) was found at waypoint 004 (34° 6'59.15"S; 18°27'31.01"E). 

 

The intact vegetation grades into semi-intact vegetation where past disturbance is evident or 

where invasive alien species have outcompeted the natural vegetation. Invasive alien plants 

(IAPs) occur across the entire property but have not invaded to the point of compromising the 

overall ecological functioning. IAPs include Port Jackson Willow (Acacia saligna), stinkbean 

(Paraserianthes lophantha), Australian myrtle (Leptospermum laevigatum) and cluster pine 

(Pinus pinaster) (Figures 12, 13 and 14).  
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The seasonal watercourse (Figure 15) supports several rock candlewood (Maytenus oleoides) 

trees. A noteworthy individual occurs at waypoint 20 (34° 7'1.38"S; 18°27'34.20"E). The species 

resprouts after fire and is long-lived. The specimens along the drainage line are likely to be very 

old. The ridgeline that runs parallel to the drainage line supports intact vegetation (Figure 16). A 

few plants of keurboom (Virgilia oroboides) occur in the drainage line below the retaining wall. A 

large coastal camphor bush (Tarchonanthus littoralis) was found at the southern boundary at 

waypoint 018 (34° 7'1.40"S; 18°27'33.42"E). Two Crassula species were found; Crassula 

nudicaulis (rock-dwelling species) and Crassula multicava (horticultural ‘escape’ from the 

Eastern Cape region). In addition, two mature Monterey cypress trees (Cupressus 

macropcarpa) were found at waypoint 015 (34° 7'0.84"S; 18°27'32.53"E) (Figure 17). 

 

 

Figure 12. Stands of Australian myrtle (red arrows) within natural vegetation at waypoint 007 (34° 

6'59.07"S; 18°27'31.49"E). 
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Figure 13. The lower end of the property with natural shrubs in the foreground and disturbed areas with 

invasive alien plants, including stinkbean (yellow arrows) and Port Jackson Willow (red arrows) in the 

background at waypoint 019 (34° 7'1.56"S; 18°27'33.86"E). 

 

 

Figure 14. Excavated clearing at waypoint 021 (34° 7'1.32"S; 18°27'34.09"E) invaded by invasive pines. 
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Figure 15. The seasonal watercourse showing intact vegetation on the ridgeline (left). 

 

 

Figure 16. The small ridgeline viewed from waypoint 014 (34° 6'59.98"S; 18°27'32.74"E) showing intact 

vegetation. The shrub in the foreground is Cape sumach (Osyris compressa). 
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Figure 17. Mature Monterey cypress trees (Cupressus macropcarpa) located on the edge of the property 

at waypoint 015 (34° 7'0.84"S; 18°27'32.53"E). 
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Figure 18. SURVEY MAP: Google Earth ™ image of the study area (red outline) from January 2017 with the sample waypoints (numbered yellow 

circle icons) and sample tracks (pink lines). The area marked as Portion 5 has been cleared but the latest Google Earth imagery is shaded by the 

mountain shadow and does not show the site adequately. 

Portion 1 

Portion 2 

Portion 3 

Portion 4 

Portion 5: approved 

development 
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7. Sensitivity 

 

Sensitivity is defined here as the conservation value and degree of resilience to disturbance. 

Several factors contribute to the overall sensitivity: 

 
1. Habitat: Ecosystem status, ecological condition, threatened and important species  

 
The ENDANGERED status of Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos raises the overall conservation 

value. Considering that the vegetation is mostly intact, from a technical viewpoint the natural 

vegetation has high conservation value. No threatened species were observed, however, 

species such as Leucospermum conocarpodendron (ENDANGERED) may be present within 

the impenetrable, dense vegetation along the small ridge line. The high numbers of Cape Tree 

Erica (Erica tristis) are viewed as valuable and important (i.e. sensitive) but it is emphasized that 

the species is abundant on the slopes above Boyes Drive. The individuals of rock candlewood 

(Maytenus oleoides) are also viewed as important due to their old age and ecological value. 

 
2. The geographical location of the habitat in relation to biodiversity plans, adjacent and 

connected habitats 

 
The conservation value must also be considered in relation to the geographical location. Owing 

to the ENDANGERED status of the vegetation type and ecological condition, the inherent 

conservation value is high. However, when the site is viewed in relation to (a) its geographical 

location within a residential area (i.e. within the urban edge), (b) limited connectivity to the 

adjacent TMNP (the site is separated from the adjoining natural vegetation on the upper slopes 

of Boyes Drive) and (c) exclusion from the BIONET (i.e. not assigned Critical Biodiversity Area 

status), this indicates that the conservation value and sensitivity should be medium. 

 
3. Restorability potential of natural vegetation 

 
The disturbed area and patches containing invasive alien plants (IAPs) are easily restorable (i.e. 

high restorability potential). If the IAPs are removed the natural vegetation would recover well 

over the medium- to long-term. This implies that the inherent sensitivity of the site is not 

ecologically compromised by the level of IAP infestations.  
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8. Impact assessment 

 
The impact assessment is a measure of the impacts imposed on the affected environment, 

specifically the vegetation, ecological processes, important species and habitats. The 

assessment considers (a) the ‘No Go’ scenario and (b) the direct, indirect and cumulative 

impacts relating to the proposed development. Impacts are assessed according to the proposed 

activity, in this case the removal of natural vegetation resulting from construction of houses at 

subdivision Portions 1 - 4. Note that the proposed subdivision does not include any alternative 

layout designs. It is therefore assumed that all vegetation would be cleared prior to mitigation 

(see ‘Mitigation’ heading under Section 8.2). The extent of the subdivided portions would be as 

follows: 

 Portion 1 = 1 125 m2 

 Portion 2 = 1 015 m2 

 Portion 3 = 942 m2 

 Portion 4 = 734 m2. 

 

 

                 Figure 19. Erf 177476 with proposed subdivisions (Portions 1 – 4). 

Portion 1 

Portion 2 

Portion 3 

Portion 4 

Portion 5: approved 

development 



Botanical Assessment for proposed subdivision of Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town 

 

29 

 

8.1 ‘No Go’ Scenario  
 

The No Go scenario would reflect the condition of the site if no development were to take place. 

It includes a description of the future state of the site in the absence of development, under the 

current or planned future land use. In the case of no development taking place at the proposed 

subdivision Portions 1 to 4, the vegetation is likely to remain in the same state. In fact, the 

overall cover of natural vegetation is likely to increase since the landowner is compelled by law 

[under Section 73(2) of the Invasive and Alien Species (IAS) Regulations (published on 1 

August 2014) in the NEMBA (National Environmental Management and Biodiversity Act, Act 10 

of 2004] to remove all NEMA 1b category IAP species from the property. Furthermore, the 

vegetation is likely to persist in the long-term without fire, however, in the absence of fire the 

habitat would not be optimally maintained in terms of species diversity and overall vigour. The 

dominant species, Erica tristis, can survive without regular fire and is likely to remain dominant 

along with indigenous shrubs/trees, including Cape saffron (Cassine peragua), bietou 

(Osteospermum moniliferum), Cape sumach (Osyris compressa), Passerina corymbosa, 

Phylica buxifolia, bloukoeniebos (Searsia glauca), blinktaaibos (Searsia lucida), korentebos 

(Searsia tomentosa), seegwarrie (Euclea racemosa), ironwood (Olea capensis), keurblom 

(Podalyria calyptrata) and September bush (Polygala myrtifolia). Practically speaking, the No 

Go scenario is likely to result in a Neutral Impact if the landowner does not remove the IAPs or 

a Positive Impact should these be removed. 

 

 

8.2. Direct Impacts 

 
Direct impacts are those that relate directly to the activity. The impacts on the existing 

vegetation and habitat are assessed in Tables 1 and 2 according to the following interrelated 

components: 

 

 Loss of vegetation type – including intact vegetation, ecologically important 

species and species of conservation concern. 

 Loss of ecological processes – associated with the loss of intact vegetation, 

ecologically important species and species of conservation concern.  
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Loss of vegetation type and important species 

 

The proposed subdivision would lead to loss of intact and semi-intact Peninsula Sandstone 

Fynbos occurring at each portion, with the assumption that all vegetation would be lost. Based 

on this estimate, total loss of vegetation is calculated as follows: 

 Portion 1 = 1 125 m2 

 Portion 2 = 1 015 m2 

 Portion 3 = 942 m2 

 Portion 4 = 734 m2 

 Total loss of Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos = 3 816 m2 or 0.3816 ha. 

 

However, it is noted that each subdivided portion would need to maintain a 3 m building line 

from the property boundary.  

 

Loss of vegetation would be most severe if it occurred along the seasonal watercourse since the 

small ridgeline area, adjacent to and east of the watercourse (all of Portions 2 and 3 and a small 

part of Portion 1), supports the greatest variety of species and most ecologically-intact 

vegetation. The ridgeline supports a number of old Erica tristis plants (listed as “Least Concern” 

in terms of the SANBI Red List of South African plants). The species occurs in high numbers in 

Portion 4. Loss of the species would be most severe in Portion 3 and Portion 4. 

 

In the normal course, the loss of vegetation classified as an ENDANGERED vegetation type 

would be a high significance impact. However, as mentioned in Section 7(2), the conservation 

value of this vegetation must also be considered in relation to the geographical location. In this 

case, the site is located within a residential area and surrounded by existing development and 

has limited connectivity to the adjacent TMNP. The loss of ENDANGERED vegetation may be 

acceptable given the geographical location (urban edge) and inability of fire to optimally 

maintain the ecological integrity of the vegetation patch. Furthermore, only 0.3816 ha of intact 

and semi-intact Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos would be removed. This equates to 0.0017% of 

the total remaining vegetation type, of which approximately 90% is already conserved within the 

TMNP.   

 

On the basis of the above-mentioned mitigating circumstances, the overall loss of vegetation is 

rated as Low Negative without mitigation using the impact significance rating methodology 

(see Table 1 and Appendix 1).  
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Loss of ecological processes 

Loss of ecological process is likely to be most severe along the ridgeline and associated 

drainage line since the area comprises a linear intact system likely to support ecological 

processes such as animal-assisted seed transport. Loss of ecological process is rated as 

Medium Negative without mitigation.  
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Table 1. Impact and Significance: loss of vegetation and species. 

 

CRITERIA 

‘NO GO’ ALTERNATIVE SUBDIVISION OF STUDY AREA INTO PORTIONS 1 - 

4 

 

Status of direct impact  Neutral to Positive Negative 

Loss of vegetation and species WITHOUT MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION WITHOUT MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION 

Extent Local  Local  Local  Local  

Duration Permanent  Permanent Permanent  Permanent 

Intensity Zero Zero Low Low 

Probability of occurrence Definite Definite Definite Definite 

Confidence High High High High 

Significance Insignificant Insignificant Low Low 

Mitigation: None     

Nature of Cumulative impact Neutral Positive Neutral 

Cumulative impact prior to mitigation No Impact Very Low 

Degree to which impact can be reversed High Irreversible 

Degree to which impact may cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources 

No Impact Very Low 

Degree to which impact can be mitigated No Impact Low 

Proposed mitigation None  

Cumulative impact post mitigation No Impact Very Low 

Significance of cumulative impact (broad scale) after 
mitigation 

No Impact (Low positive if alien vegetation clearing 
takes place) 

Very Low 
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Table 2. Impact and Significance: loss of ecological processes. 

 

CRITERIA 
‘NO GO’ ALTERNATIVE SUBDIVISION OF STUDY AREA INTO PORTIONS 1 - 4 

 

Status of direct impact  Neutral to Positive Negative 

Loss of ecological processes WITHOUT MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION WITHOUT MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION 

Extent Local  Local  Local  Local  

Duration Permanent  Permanent Permanent  Permanent 

Intensity Zero Zero Low Low 

Probability of occurrence Definite Definite Definite Definite 

Confidence High High High High 

Significance Insignificant Insignificant Low Low 

Mitigation: None.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Botanical Assessment for proposed subdivision of Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town 

 

34 

 

 

Figure 20. MITIGATION MAP POST DESIGN CHANGE: Google Earth ™ 2017 image of the study area (Portions 1, 2, 3 and 4) with the approximate position 

of the proposed 3 m building line (yellow shading). The vegetation habitat condition classes are indicated. 

Portion 1 

Portion 2 

Portion 3 

Portion 4 

Portion 5: approved 

development 
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Mitigation  

Mitigation options are highly limited, as the applicant’s engineering team has specified that 

various constraints related to the steep topography of the site have necessitated the increase in 

size of the building platform on each subdivided portion. Thus, there is no scope for including an 

ecological buffer along the seasonal watercourse and ridgeline apart from a 3 m building line 

along the boundary of the erf (Figure 20). Impacts would thus remain Low to Medium Negative 

(for loss of vegetation and species and ecological processes, respectively) with and without 

mitigation. 

 

 

8.3 Indirect impacts  

 
Indirect impacts are those that do not occur as a direct result of the activity on site but that occur 

further away. An example of an indirect impact would be pollution caused by an activity at a 

point along a river that negatively impacts the freshwater system downstream, thereby having 

an indirect harmful ecological impact. Another example would be development across an 

ecological corridor that prevents the movement of plant and animal species to habitats that were 

once connected. In the case of the proposed development, the loss of vegetation along the 

seasonal watercourse would reduce the ecological corridor resulting in Low Negative Indirect 

Impact.  

 

8.4. Cumulative impacts 

 

Cumulative impacts are those impacts linked but not limited to (a) increased loss of vegetation 

type or the ecosystems listed in the National List of Threatened Terrestrial Ecosystems 

(Government Gazette, 2011) and (b) other local developments taking place across the South 

Peninsula. The proposed subdivision and development of the remaining portions of Erf 177476 

would amount to 3 816 m2 or 0.3816 ha of intact and semi-intact Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos. 

This equates to 0.0017% of the remaining area of the ecosystem (21 341 ha remaining; 

CapeNature, 2013). The national conservation target for Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos is 30% 

(Rouget et al. 2004) whereas the remaining area of the original vegetation type is 91.99% 

(Maree, 2014). Based on this, the cumulative loss of Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos is assessed 

as having a Very Low Negative Impact.  
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9. Conclusions and recommendations 

 
The proposed development of Erf 177476 would result in the loss of mostly intact 

ENDANGERED Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos. The site supports ecologically intact natural 

vegetation with high numbers of mature Cape Tree Erica (Erica tristis; possibly up to 100 years-

old specimens) and a variety of shrubs and small trees. While the entire site has been identified 

as sensitive due to the threatened status of the vegetation type and its well-preserved ecological 

state, a number of invasive alien species are present. However, the restoration potential of the 

invaded patches is considered to be high. 

 

The seasonal watercourse line is a prominent and sensitive feature, containing several old rock 

candlewood trees (Maytenus oleoides). Note, however, that this study does not address the 

freshwater ecological impacts associated with the development but deals with the terrestrial 

botanical components only. The site would not be severely impacted under the No Go scenario, 

which implies a no-burn scenario. The vegetation is likely to survive, although not optimally, 

without fire even though some species may be lost over time. Under the development scenario 

the loss of ENDANGERED Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos vegetation is rated as Low Negative 

with and without mitigation using the impact significance rating methodology.  

 

The landowner’s right to develop the land should be viewed in the context of surroundings 

developments between Boyes Drive and Main Road. On the one hand the vegetation is 

valuable due to its ENDANGERED status and aforementioned important species (e.g. Erica 

tristis, Maytenus oleoides) highlighted in this report. On the other hand, there is the argument 

that the land lies within the urban edge and would never be subjected to planned ecological 

burns due to the fire risk to the surrounding residential area. Thus, the vegetation remnant is 

valuable but would never be optimally maintained. This does not mean that the remnant would 

not have biodiversity value if it is never burnt, only that it would not be maintained optimally 

under the No Go scenario.  

 

The updated National Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 1998, as amended) 2014 EIA 

regulations, Appendix 3 Section 3(q), states that all specialist reports must include “a reasoned 

opinion as to whether the proposed activity should or should not be authorized and if the opinion 

is that it should be authorized, any conditions that should be made in respect of that 

authorization”. In this instance, the loss of the remnant vegetation is likely to result in Low 

Negative Impact but given the context of the site within an urban setting and the site’s exclusion 



Botanical Assessment for proposed subdivision of Erf 177476, St. James, City of Cape Town 

 

37 

 

from the BIONET, development could be considered as acceptable. However, development 

should only be approved with the condition that any future development of Portions 1, 2, 3 and 4 

should include landscaping with locally indigenous species. Recommended species include 

trees such as Cape sumach (Osyris. compressa), rock candlewood (Maytenus oleoides), Cape 

Tree Erica (Erica tristis), seegwarrie (Euclea racemosa), real yellowwood, (Podocarpus 

latifolius), ironwood (Olea capensis) and pincushion (Leucospermum concorpodendron), Cape 

saffron (Cassine peragua) and shrubs such as bietou (Osteospermum moniliferum), Phylica 

buxifolia, bloukoeniebos (Searsia glauca), blinktaaibos (Searsia lucida), korentebos (Searsia 

tomentosa), keurblom (Podalyria calyptrata) and September bush (Polygala myrtifolia). Planting 

of the above species would at least allow for some of the affected biodiversity lost during the 

construction phase of the development to return as the indigenous ecological infrastructure 

develops. 
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Appendix 1: Convention for assigning significance ratings to impacts 

 (Provided by SLR CONSULTING) 
 

Specialists will consider ten rating scales when assessing potential impacts. These include:  

 Extent of impact;  

 Duration of impact;  

 Intensity of impact; 

 Status of impact;  

 Probability of impact occurring;  

 Degree of confidence of assessment; 

 Significance of impact; 

 Degree to which a resource is lost; 

 Degree to which impact can be mitigated; and 

 Reversibility of impact 

 

In assigning significance ratings to potential impacts before and after mitigation specialists are instructed 

to follow the approach presented below: 

1. The core criteria for determining significance ratings are “extent” (Section 1.1), “duration” (Section 

1.2) and “intensity” (Section 1.3). The preliminary significance ratings for combinations of these 

three criteria are given in Section 1.8. 
 

2. Additional criteria to be considered, which could “increase” the significance rating if deemed justified 

by the specialist, with motivation, are the following: 

 Permanent / irreversible impacts (as distinct from long-term, reversible impacts); 

 Potentially substantial cumulative effects (see Item 9 below); and 

 High level of risk or uncertainty, with potentially substantial negative consequences.  
 

3. Additional criteria to be considered, which could “decrease” the significance rating if deemed justified 

by the specialist, with motivation, is the following: 

 Improbable impact, where confidence level in prediction is high. 
 

4. The status of an impact is used to describe whether the impact will have a negative, positive or 

neutral effect on the surrounding environment. An impact may therefore be negative, positive (or 

referred to as a benefit) or neutral (Section 1.5). 
 

5. Describe the degree to which a resource is impacted (Section 1.4). 
 

6. Describe the impact in terms of the probability of the impact occurring (Section 1.6) and the degree of 

confidence in the impact predictions, based on the availability of information and specialist 

knowledge (Section 1.7). 
 

7. When assigning significance ratings to impacts after mitigation, the specialist needs to: 

 First, consider probable changes in intensity, extent and duration of the impact after 

mitigation, assuming effective implementation of mitigation measures, leading to a revised 

significance rating; and 

 Then moderate the significance rating after taking into account the likelihood of proposed 

mitigation measures being effectively implemented. Consider: 

o Any potentially significant risks or uncertainties associated with the effectiveness of 

mitigation measures; 

o The technical and financial ability of the proponent to implement the measure; and  
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o The commitment of the proponent to implementing the measure, or guarantee over 

time that the measures would be implemented. 
 

8. Describe the degree to which an impact can be mitigated or enhanced (Section 1.9) and reversed 

(Section 1.10). 

 

9. The cumulative impacts of a project should also be considered. “Cumulative impacts” refer to the 

impact of an activity that may become significant when added to the existing activities currently 

taking place within the surrounding environment.  

 

10. Where applicable, assess the degree to which an impact may cause irreplaceable loss of a resource. 

A resource assists in the functioning of human or natural systems, i.e. specific vegetation, minerals, 

water, agricultural land, etc.  

 

The significance ratings are based on largely objective criteria and inform decision-making at a project 

level as opposed to a local community level. In some instances, therefore, whilst the significance rating of 

potential impacts might be “low” or “very low”, the importance of these impacts to local communities or 

individuals might be extremely high. The importance which I&APs attach to impacts must be taken into 

consideration, and recommendations should be made as to ways of avoiding or minimising these 

negative impacts through project design, selection of appropriate alternatives and / or management.   

 

The relationship between the significance ratings and decision-making can be broadly defined as follows:  

 

Significance rating Effect on decision-making 

VERY LOW; 

LOW 

Will not have an influence on the decision to proceed with the proposed project, provided that 

recommended measures to mitigate negative impacts are implemented. 

MEDIUM Should influence the decision to proceed with the proposed project, provided that recommended 

measures to mitigate negative impacts are implemented. 

HIGH; 

VERY HIGH 
Would strongly influence the decision to proceed with the proposed project. 

 

 

EXTENT 
 

“Extent” defines the physical extent or spatial scale of the impact. 

 

Rating Description 

LOCAL  Extending only as far as the activity, limited to the site and its immediate surroundings. 

Specialist studies to specify extent. 

REGIONAL Western Cape. Specialist studies to specify extent. 

NATIONAL South Africa 

INTERNATIONAL  

 

 

DURATION 
 

“Duration” gives an indication of how long the impact would occur. 

 

Rating Description 

SHORT TERM 0 - 5 years 

MEDIUM TERM 5 - 15 years 

LONG TERM Where the impact will cease after the operational life of the activity, either because of natural processes or 
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by human intervention. 

PERMANENT Where mitigation either by natural processes or by human intervention will not occur in such a way or in 

such time span that the impact can be considered transient. 

 
 

INTENSITY 
 

“Intensity” establishes whether the impact would be destructive or benign. 

 

Rating Description 

ZERO TO VERY LOW Where the impact affects the environment in such a way that natural, cultural and social functions and 

processes are not affected. 

LOW Where the impact affects the environment in such a way that natural, cultural and social functions and 

processes continue, albeit in a slightly modified way.  

MEDIUM Where the affected environment is altered, but natural, cultural and social functions and processes 

continue, albeit in a modified way. 

HIGH Where natural, cultural and social functions or processes are altered to the extent that it will temporarily or 

permanently cease. 
 

 

 

LOSS OF RESOURCES 
 

“Loss of resource” refers to the degree to which a resource is permanently affected by the activity, i.e. the 

degree to which a resource is irreplaceable.  

 

Rating Description 

LOW Where the activity results in a loss of a particular resource but where the natural, cultural and social 

functions and processes are not affected. 

MEDIUM Where the loss of a resource occurs, but natural, cultural and social functions and processes continue, 

albeit in a modified way. 

HIGH Where the activity results in an irreplaceable loss of a resource.  

 

 

STATUS OF IMPACT 
 

The status of an impact is used to describe whether the impact would have a negative, positive or zero 

effect on the affected environment. An impact may therefore be negative, positive (or referred to as a 

benefit) or neutral. 

 

 

PROBABILITY 
 

“Probability” describes the likelihood of the impact occurring. 
 

Rating Description 

IMPROBABLE Where the possibility of the impact to materialise is very low either because of design or historic experience. 

PROBABLE Where there is a distinct possibility that the impact will occur. 

HIGHLY PROBABLE Where it is most likely that the impact will occur. 

DEFINITE Where the impact will occur regardless of any prevention measures. 
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DEGREE OF CONFIDENCE 
 

This indicates the degree of confidence in the impact predictions, based on the availability of information 

and specialist knowledge. 
  

Rating Description 

HIGH  Greater than 70% sure of impact prediction. 

MEDIUM Between 35% and 70% sure of impact prediction. 

LOW Less than 35% sure of impact prediction. 

 

 
SIGNIFICANCE 
  

“Significance” attempts to evaluate
 
the importance of a particular impact, and in doing so incorporates the 

above three scales (i.e. extent, duration and intensity).  
 

Rating Description 

VERY HIGH Impacts could be EITHER: 

 of high intensity at a regional level and endure in the long term; 

OR of high intensity at a national level in the medium term; 

OR of medium intensity at a national level in the long term. 

HIGH Impacts could be EITHER: 

 of high intensity at a regional level and endure in the medium term; 

OR  of high intensity at a national level in the short term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a national level in the medium term; 

OR  of low intensity at a national level in the long term; 

OR  of high intensity at a local level in the long term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a regional level in the long term. 

MEDIUM Impacts could be EITHER: 

 of high intensity at a local level and endure in the medium term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a regional level in the medium term; 

OR  of high intensity at a regional level in the short term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a national level in the short term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a local level in the long term; 

OR  of low intensity at a national level in the medium term; 

OR  of low intensity at a regional level in the long term. 

LOW Impacts could be EITHER 

 of low intensity at a regional level and endure in the medium term; 

OR  of low intensity at a national level in the short term; 

OR  of high intensity at a local level and endure in the short term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a regional level in the short term; 

OR  of low intensity at a local level in the long term; 

OR  of medium intensity at a local level and endure in the medium term. 

VERY LOW Impacts could be EITHER  

 of low intensity at a local level and endure in the medium term; 

OR  of low intensity at a regional level and endure in the short term; 

OR  of low to medium intensity at a local level and endure in the short term. 

INSIGNIFICANT Impacts with: 

 Zero to very low intensity with any combination of extent and duration. 

UNKNOWN In certain cases it may not be possible to determine the significance of an impact. 

 

 

DEGREE TO WHICH IMPACT CAN BE MITIGATED 
 

This indicates the degree to which an impact can be reduced / enhanced.  
 

Rating Description 

NONE No change in impact after mitigation. 
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VERY LOW Where the significance rating stays the same, but where mitigation will reduce the intensity of the impact. 

LOW Where the significance rating drops by one level, after mitigation. 

MEDIUM Where the significance rating drops by two to three levels, after mitigation. 

HIGH Where the significance rating drops by more than three levels, after mitigation. 

 

 

REVERSIBILITY OF AN IMPACT 
 

This refers to the degree to which an impact can be reversed. 
 

Rating Description 

IRREVERSIBLE Where the impact is permanent. 

PARTIALLY REVERSIBLE Where the impact can be partially reversed. 

FULLY REVERSIBLE Where the impact can be completely reversed. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Assessment Table for Specialists: 

 

CRITERIA WITHOUT MITIGATION WITH MITIGATION 

Extent   

Duration   

Intensity   

Probability   

Confidence   

Significance   

Cumulative impact   

 

Nature of Cumulative impact  

Degree to which impact can be 

reversed 

  

Degree to which impact may 

cause irreplaceable loss of 

resources 

 

Degree to which impact can be 

mitigated 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 2: Botanical Assessment Content Requirements of 

Specialist Reports, as prescribed by Appendix 6 of GN R326 
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Regulation Content as required by NEMA Specialist Report 
Section/Annexure 

Reference  

1 (1) (a) Details of- 
(i) The specialist who prepared the report; 

and 

See Declaration (page 
i). 

(ii) The expertise of that specialist to 

compile a specialist report, including a 

CV 

See Declaration (Page i) 
and Appendix 3 (Page 
49). 
 

1 (1) (b) A declaration that the specialist is independent in a 
form as may be specified by the competent 
authority 

See Declaration (Page 
i). 

 

1 (1) (c) An indication of the scope of, and purpose for 
which, the report is prepared 

Section 1 (Page 5). 
 

1 (1)(cA) An indication of the quality and age of base data 
used for the specialist report 

Section 4 (Page 15). 
 

1 (1)(cB) A description of existing impacts on the site, 
cumulative impacts of the proposed development 
and levels of acceptable change 

Section 8 (Page 30-38). 
 

1 (1) (d) The duration, date and season of the site 
investigation and the relevance of the season to the 
outcome of the assessment 

Section 4 (Page15). 
 

1 (1) (e) A description of the methodology adopted in 
preparing the report or carrying out the specialised 
process inclusive of equipment and modelling used 

Section 4 (Page 15). 

1 (1) (f) Details of an assessment of the specific identified 
sensitivity of the site related to the proposed activity 
or activities and its associated structures and 
infrastructure, inclusive of a site plan identifying site 
alternatives 

Section 7 (Page 29) and  
8 (Page 30-38). 
 

1 (1) (g) An identification of any areas to be avoided, 
including buffers 

Section 8.2 (Page 31) 
and 9 (Page 38). 

1 (1) (h) A map superimposing the activity including the 
associated structures and infrastructure on the 
environmental sensitivities of the site including 
areas to be avoided, including buffers 

Section 8.2 (Page 31) 

1 (1) (i) A description of any assumptions made and any 
uncertainties or gaps in knowledge 

Section 5 (Page 16). 

1 (1) (j) A description of the findings and potential 
implications of such findings on the impact of the 
proposed activity or activities 

Section 8 (Page 30-38) 
and 9 (Page 38). 
 

1 (1) (k) Any mitigation measures for inclusion in the EMPr Section 8.2 (Page 31). 

1 (1) (l) Any conditions for inclusion in the environmental 
authorisation 

Section 9 (Page 38). 

1 (1) (m) Any monitoring requirements for inclusion in the 
EMPr or environmental authorisation 

No.  

1 (1) (n) A reasoned opinion- 
(i) whether the proposed activity, activities 

or portions thereof should be 

authorised; and 

9 (Page 38). 

(iA) regarding the acceptability of the proposed 
activity or activities; and 

9 (Page 38). 
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Regulation Content as required by NEMA Specialist Report 
Section/Annexure 

Reference  

(ii) If the opinion is that the proposed 

activity, activities or portions thereof 

should be authorised, any avoidance, 

management and mitigation measures 

that should be included in the EMPr, 

and where applicable, the closure plan 

Not applicable  

1 (1) (o) A description of any consultation process that was 
undertaken during the course of preparing the 
specialist report 

Not applicable. 
Consultation was carried 
out by the EAP.  

1 (1) (p) A summary and copies of any comments received 
during any consultation process and where 
applicable, all responses thereto 

Consultation was carried 
out by the EAP. 

1 (1) (q) Any other information requested by the competent 
authority 

Not applicable. 
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Appendix 3: Curriculum Vitae: Paul Emms  

 

EDUCATION 

MSc (Botany) - University of the Western Cape (2014). 

BSc: Hons (Botany) – University of the Western Cape (2005). 

BSc: Biodiversity and Conservation Biology - University of the Western Cape (2002 – 2004). 

National Diploma in Horticulture - Cape Peninsula University of Technology (1998 – 2000). 

 

CAREER HISTORY 

March 2011 - present – independent botanical specialist and associate at Bergwind Botanical Surveys & Tours 

CC. 

March 2008 - March 2010 - field botanist and botanical specialist - Coastec (Coastal & Environmental 

Consultants).   

January 2006 – December 2007 - Kirstenbosch Scholarship: horticultural research - South African National 

Biodiversity Institute. 

 

ACCREDITATION 

Registered Professional Natural Scientist with the South African Council for Natural Scientific Practitioners 

(SACNASP). Registration number 400352/14. 

 

EXPERIENCE and SKILLS 

Botanical specialist consultant 

 Environmental Impact Assessment 

 Ecological Constraints Analysis 

 Invasive Alien Plant Management Plans 

 Vegetation Rehabilitation Plans 

 Remediation Plans 

 Open Space Management Plans 

 Plant Search and Rescue Plans 

 Conservation Implementation Management Plans 

 Over 170 botanical assessments 

 

PERSONAL DETAILS 

 Paul Emms 

 Fish Hoek, Cape Town 

 Cell: 076 7377 468. Office: 021 783 2036 

 emmspaul@gmail.com 

 Date of birth – 31/08/1979 

 Marital status - Married 

 Dependents - 3  

 


