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•

Botanical assessment of proposed cultivation areas near Clanwilliam
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•

Botanical assessment of infrastructure on Klipopmekaar farm, northern
Cederberg (NaturaLibra 2019)

•

Baseline botanical assessment for proposed Zandheuvel phosphate mine,
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•

Botanical assessment of Portion 15 of Bottelfontein 11, Redelinghuys
(Cederberg Environmental 2018)

•

Botanical assessment of Rietvlei farm, Koue Bokkeveld (Footprint
Environmental 2018)

•

Botanical assessment of Sebulon farm, Redelinghuys (Footprint
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•
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•

Botanical impact assessment of Farm 736 Re, Klapmuts (Infinity
Consultants 2018)

•

Baseline botanical assessment of Swartklip site (Infinity Consultants 2018)

•

Baseline botanical assessment of Imhoff Farm, Kommetjie (Khula
Environmental 2017)

•

Botanical assessment of Dragon’s Nest, Hout Bay (Khula Environmental
2017)

•

Botanical assessment of Rem Farm 643, Eersterivier (DBA 2017)

•

Botanical assessment of proposed petrol station at CTFS (Chand
Environmental 2016)

•

Specialist review of botanical IA studies for proposed Kapteinsklip
development node, Mitchells Plain (Khula Environmental 2016)

•

Botanical assessment of proposed development on farm Palmiet Valley 54,
Wellington (Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants 2015)

•

Ecological assessment of proposed Arcelor Mittal power station, Saldanha
(ERM 2015)

•

Ecological assessment of proposed Globeleq power station, Saldanha (ERM
2015)

•

Botanical assessment of proposed iGas pipeline Saldanha – Ankerlig (CES/
EOH 2015)

•

Botanical baseline of Communicare land, Morningstar (mlh architects
2015)

•

Ecological assessment of proposed refurbishment of 11kV powerline from
Kleinmond to Arabella, Western Cape (Landscape Dynamics 2015)

•

Botanical walkdown study of new Eskom 132kV powerline Ankerlig –
Sterrekus (EIMSA 2015)

•

Botanical assessment of proposed cultivation on Rem. Andriesgrond 204,
Clanwilliam (Cederberg Environmental Assessment Practise 2015)

•

Botanical assessment of proposed dam on Grootbos farm, Riversdale
(Cederberg Environmental Assessment Practise 2015)
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•

Botanical assessment of proposed dam on Modderfontein farm, Citrusdal
(Cederberg Environmental Assessment Practise 2015)

•

Botanical assessment of proposed cultivation on farms Laastedrif &
Kleinvlakte, Bo Swaarmoed, Ceres (Cederberg Environmental Assessment
Practise 2014)

•

Botanical assessment of Remainder of Farm Rietfontein 244, Piketberg
(Cederberg Environmental Assessment Practise 2014)

•

Botanical assessment of Remainder of Farm Draaihoek 293, Vredendal
(Cederberg Environmental Assessment Practise 2013)

•

Botanical assessment of Farm Gideonsooord 303, Klawer (Cederberg
Environmental Assessment Practise 2013)

•

Botanical assessment of Farm Patrysberg 344/1, Citrusdal (Cederberg
Environmental Assessment Practise 2013)

•

Botanical Scoping study for proposed Saldanha Municipality Desalination
Project (CSIR 2012)

CONDITIONS RELATING TO THIS REPORT:
The methodology, findings, results, conclusions and recommendations in this report are
based on the author’s best scientific and professional knowledge, and on referenced
material and available knowledge. Nick Helme Botanical Surveys and its staff reserve the
right to modify aspects of the report, including the recommendations and conclusions, if
and when additional relevant information becomes available.
This report may not be altered or added to without the prior written consent of the author,
and this also applies to electronic copies of this report, which are supplied for purposes of
inclusion in other reports, including in the report of EAPs. Any recommendations,
statements or conclusions drawn from or based on this report must cite this report, and
should not be taken out of context, and may not change, alter or distort the intended
meaning of the original in any way. If these extracts or summaries form part of a main
report relating to this study or investigation this report must be included in its entirety as
an appendix or separate section to the main report.
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1. INTRODUCTION
This specialist botanical and faunal input was commissioned to help inform the
Maintenance Management Plan being compiled for Chapmans Peak Drive, on the
Cape Peninsula. Small stones and rocks fall from above the cliffs above the
roadway and are generally caught by the catchfences, which in turn need to be
cleaned out regularly, and the stones and rocks then typically fall onto the
roadway, from where they need to be disposed of, and this study looked at
possible gulleys into which these stones and smaller rocks could be dumped. Most
of the rocks will be less than 40cm in dimeter, and the quantity of rocks to be
disposed of may be in the order of 2 to 3m 3 per year. All the seven proposed
gulleys are located between the central lookout point and the southern side of the
pass and are referred to in accordance with their roadside chainage (stake value)
distances (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Oblique satellite view of Chapmans Peak, showing approximate position
of the gulleys surveyed (blue stars), with chainage (stake value) distances.
2.

TERMS OF REFERENCE

The TOR were to:
•

Undertake a site visit to identify and describe biodiversity in the seven

gullies into which it is proposed that rocks be thrown;
•

Provide a description of the biodiversity and ecology that could be affected

by the proposal
•

Identify potential environmental impacts associated with the proposal;
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•

Consider and comparatively assess impacts of the proposal, providing

mitigation measures as appropriate and in consultation with the project team;
•

Advise on which of the seven gullies being considered would have the

least significant environmental impacts as a result of the proposed activity;
•

Advise on the potential watercourses and their ecological significance;

•

Provide a report detailing your findings, the significance of all biodiversity

and ecological processes noted and the impact of the proposal on them for
inclusion in the Maintenance Management Plan by the end of March 2020;
•

Assist the EAP in responding to environmental-related issues raised by

interested and affected parties during the Public Participation Processes.
3.

LIMITATIONS, ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

The study area was visited on 3 March 2020, which is at the height of the
summer dry season and thus outside the optimal peak, spring flowering period in
this strongly winter rainfall region, and consequently there were some seasonal
constraints on what plant species were evident and recorded, although this
applied only to the annuals and bulbs, of which there are very few in this
particular area. Given the nature of the site (low diversity, lots of bare rock, cliffs)
I was able to record or identify most of the plant species present, as most are
perennials. Identification of all alien species recorded on site was not undertaken,
with only the most prominent being identified. Overall confidence in the level of
accuracy and detail of the botanical and ecological observations is medium to
high.
All seven gulleys were surveyed on foot, from road level, with binoculars where
necessary. All indigenous plant species and habitats were noted in the field, as
well as any animals. Faunal observations were limited to incidental observations
during the site visit and no detailed trapping or monitoring was undertaken. All
site photographs in this report are courtesy of the document provided by the
client. Coordinates for the gulleys themselves were not taken on site, and the
location of the gulleys as depicted in Figure 1 is an estimate, with the roadside
chainage distances (stake values) being the more accurate reference to position
(as these are physically marked on the roadside). Due to the steep and loose
terrain in the gulleys it was not feasible not take gps coordinates of sensitive
features in the gulleys and hence no map of these features has been provided,
but this is not deemed to have a material influence on the conclusions. Various
references noted in the text were consulted and referred to. Conclusions were
drawn based on this documentation and professional experience in the area. The
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author has undertaken extensive work within the region, which facilitates the
making of local and regional comparisons and inferences of habitat quality and
conservation value.
Botanical sensitivity was determined based partly on the regional and national
products noted below, in combination with 20 years of experience in botanical
surveys in the Western Cape, drawing on knowledge of species diversity,
distribution of rare plant species, habitat rarity and integrity, ecological
connectivity, and rehabilitation potential.
Reference is made to the South African Vegetation Map (Mucina & Rutherford
2006 and 2014 updates), to the National List of Threatened Ecosystems (DEA
2011), and to the City of Cape Town Biodiversity Network (Holmes & Pugnalin
2016) and their updated GIS shapefiles (June 2019).
The No Go alternative was assumed to imply maintenance of the status quo,
which (from an ecological perspective) means possible minor natural rockfalls but
few other impacts.
It is assumed that all or most of the existing vegetation in the gulleys where
rocks will be dumped will be permanently lost (with slow natural rehabilitation on
cessation of dumping).
4.

THE VEGETATION & FAUNA

4.1

Physical Characteristics of the Study Area

The seven gulleys are all west facing, and are located below the roadway, which
is here about 130-145m above sea level. The roadway is typically at the contact
point between two very different geologies or rock types – with sandstone at or
above road level, and granites below road level. The rock dumping would thus
impact mainly on these granitic soils and outcrops. The gulleys are steep, with
few significant ledges, and most of the larger dumped rocks would end up at or
close to sea level.
There was no evidence of seasonal or permanent wetlands in any of the gulleys
examined, judging by the lack of wetland soils (humic, black, with high organic
component,) the lack of any surface or subsurface water, and the plant species
present (no obligate wetland species).
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4.2

National and Regional Context

The study area is located within the Southwest Fynbos bioregion (Mucina & Rutherford
2006), and is part of the Fynbos biome, located within what is now known as the Core
Region of the Greater Cape Floristic Region (GCFR; Manning & Goldblatt 2012). The GCFR
is one of only seven Floristic Regions in the world, and is the only one largely confined to a
single country (the Succulent Karoo component extends into southern Namibia). It is also
by far the smallest floristic region, occupying only 0.2% of the world’s land surface, and
supporting about 11500 plant species, over half of all the plant species in South Africa (on
12% of the land area). At least 70% of all the species in the Cape region do not occur
elsewhere, and many have very small home ranges (these are known as narrow
endemics). Many of the lowland habitats are under pressure from agriculture,
urbanisation and alien plants, and thus many of the range restricted species are also
under severe threat of extinction, as habitat is reduced to extremely small fragments.
Data from the nationwide plant Red Listing project indicate that 67% of the threatened
plant species in the country occur only in the southwestern Cape, and these total over
1800 species (Raimondo et al 2009)! It should thus be clear that the southwestern Cape
is a major national and global conservation priority, and is quite unlike anywhere else in
the country in terms of the number of threatened plant species.
The City of Cape Town BioNet (2018 mapping; Holmes & Pugnalin 2016) indicates the
entire study area is a Protected Area, as it falls within the Table Mountain National Park.
No copy of this map is provided as it adds little value.

4.3.

The vegetation on site

The vegetation map of South Africa (Mucina & Rutherford 2012) indicates that
some of the sites are within Peninsula Sandstone Fynbos and others within
Peninsula Granite Fynbos, but in reality all are within the latter, and hence no
map of the vegetation types is provided as it again adds no value.
The gazetted National List of Threatened Ecosystems (DEA 2011) classifies
Peninsula Granite Fynbos as Critically Endangered, with less than 45% of its
total original extent remaining, some 33% conserved, and a national conservation
target of 30% of its original total extent (Rouget et al 2004). The conservation
target of 30% has been achieved within the Table Mountain National Park. This
national conservation status classification is supported by the latest analysis
(Skowno et al 2019).
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The following gulley descriptions goes from north to south, in ascending order of
chainage distance.
Gulley at chainage 28920
A big, broad gulley, heavily disturbed (see Plate 1). Low indigenous plant
diversity, with Berkheya rigida (dissel), and weedy alien species such as Lolium
(ryegrass) and Avena (oats) grasses, plus the alien herb Atriplex semibaccata.
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: None
Ecological sensitivity: Low

Plate 1: View of gulley at 28920, showing dominance by annual alien grasses,
and with lots of small rocks already in gulley.
Gulley at chainage 29170
This is also quite a big, broad gulley, partly disturbed, but with moderate diversity
of indigenous plants such as Felicia filifolia, Polygala myrtifolia, Pelargonium
capitatum and Ruschia promontorii (see Plate 2).
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: Ruschia promontorii (Rare). This species
is restricted to rocky slopes on the southern Cape Peninsula, and is the only SoCC
likely to occur in the study area, and is often quite common on rocky outcrops on
Chapmans Peak.
Ecological sensitivity: High
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Plate 2: View of gulley at 29170, showing some annual alien grasses, but also
indigenous shrubs such as Felicia filifolia, Polygala myrtifolia, Pelargonium
capitatum and Ruschia promontorii.
Gulley at chainage 29360
This gulley occurs below a large spur and there is thus no natural rockfall into the
gulley and the natural vegetation is therefore in good condition (see Plate 3).
High density of indigenous plants such as Searsia glauca, Salvia aurea, Felicia
filifolia, Othonna dentata, Polygala myrtifolia, Tylecodon paniculatus, Pelargonium
capitatum and Ruschia promontorii.
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: Ruschia promontorii (Rare). Ecological
sensitivity: High
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Plate 3: View of gulley at 29360, showing high density of indigenous shrubs such
as Felicia filifolia, Searsia glauca and Ruschia promontorii.
Gulley at chainage 29410
A big, broad gulley, heavily disturbed at the top, but in good condition for the
lower 70% (see Plate 4). Weedy alien grasses such as Lolium (ryegrass) and
Avena (oats) grasses, plus the alien herb Atriplex semibaccata in upper 10m, but
rest of gulley with high density of indigenous plants such as Searsia glauca,
Salvia aurea, Felicia filifolia, Ruschia macowanii, Tylecodon paniculatus,
Pelargonium capitatum and Ruschia promontorii.
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: Ruschia promontorii (Rare)
Ecological sensitivity: Medium - High
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Plate 4: View of gulley at 29410, showing grassy, alien dominated foreground,
but quite high density of indigenous shrubs lower down.
Gulley at chainage 29870
This broad gulley is below the cantilevered tunnel section, which partly protects
the area below the road from natural rockfall, but there has clearly been
extensive natural rockfall just beyond the protection of the cantilever, and there
is also evidence of quite significant water based erosion. The area at 29870 is
less sensitive than the area at 29880 (further south). Soils range from thin to
fairly deep, and there is relatively little indigenous vegetation. Indigenous plants
include Osteospermum incanum, Osteospermum moniliferum, Ruschia macowanii,
Carpobrotus edulis and Tetragonia fruticosa. Some felled and dumped alien
rooikrans (Acacia cyclops) is evident just below the road (Plate 5). At chainage
29880 (within the same gulley, but at southern edge) the sensitivity is higher,
with the same species, plus Sideroxylon inerme (milkwood) and Ruschia
promontorii (Rare)
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: Ruschia promontorii (rare) – at chainage
29 880 only.
Ecological sensitivity: Low – Medium (29870); High (29880)
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Plate 5: View of gulley at chainage 29870. Cut alien rooikrans (Acacia cyclops) is
evident just below the roadway, at left.
Gulley at chainage 30250
This gulley has a spur above the road which protects the area below the road
from natural rockfall, but the soils are thin and there is relatively little indigenous
vegetation. Indigenous plants include Searsia glauca, Osteospermum
moniliferum. O. incanum and Ruschia macowanii. Some alien rooikrans (Acacia
cyclops; see Plate 6).
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: None
Ecological sensitivity: Medium

Plate 6: View of gulley at 30250, showing alien rooikrans (Acacia cyclops) in
foreground, and moderate diversity of indigenous shrubs lower down, on thin
soils.
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Gulley at chainage 30465
Steep, narrow gulley with high density of indigenous plants including
Manochlamys albicans, Osteospermum incanum, Felicia filifolia, Drosanthemum
candens, Ruschia promontorii and Ruschia macowanii.
Plant Species of Conservation Concern: Ruschia promontorii (Rare)
Ecological sensitivity: High

Plate 7: Gulley at 30465, showing high density of indigenous plants, including
Ruschia promontorii (Rare).
4.4

Fauna

The study area is not an important faunal habitat, as the sites are steep and
exposed, with strong winds and little moisture. Natural rockfalls are a feature of
some of the gulleys, making them hazardous for permanent residence, and this
combination of factors means that very few animals are resident in these areas,
with most occurrences likely to be of animals moving through. No animals at all
were observed in the study areas during the site survey.
Birds are the most common visitors to the general area, notably Speckled Pigeons
and Redwing Starlings, which breed on the cliffs above the road.
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No frogs are likely to be present in any of the gulleys, given the lack of
permanent water. Water independent rainfrogs (Breviceps) is unlikely to inhabit
these slopes as soil depth is too thin for them to burrow into, which is what they
do in the dry season.
No butterflies nor any mammals are likely to occur on site on a regular basis.
Rock dassie (Procavia capensis) may be present in the general area, but they
need overhanging ledges and rocks for permanent shelter, which are absent from
any of the gulleys. This species may occasionally forage in some of the gulleys,
but the occasional dumping of rocks into the gulleys would not significantly
disrupt their habits.
No snakes are likely to be resident in such steep habitat, and the only reptiles
likely to be resident include Western Rock Agama (Agama atra), Western Cape
Crag Lizard (Pseudocrdylus microlepidotus) and Black Girdled Lizard (Cordylus
niger). The first two are common and widespread in the region, but the latter is
Redlisted as Near Threatened, as it is more localized than the others, being
restricted to the Saldanha region and the Cape Peninsula (Bates et al 2014). All
three of these are quick, alert animals that shelter in rock crevices and forage for
ants and small insects in nearby areas, retreating to their favoured rock crevices
when there is any disturbance or threat. They are thus unlikely to be directly
impacted by any rock dumping, although some of their habitat may be altered.
No faunal sensitivity rating of the gulleys is provided as the botanical habitats can
be assumed to be a good surrogate for the faunal diversity on site, and hence
Table 1 can be viewed as a combined faunal and botanical sensitivity rating.
5.

BOTANICAL AND ECOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT

Table 1 is a summary of the botanical and ecological sensitivity of each of the
seven surveyed gulleys.
High sensitivity sites support substantial natural vegetation, including viable
populations of at least one plant Species of Conservation Concern that would be
negatively impacted by the proposed activity. Damage to these areas is not
desirable from an ecological perspective.
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Medium sensitivity sites support lower indigenous plant cover and no viable plant
Species of Conservation Concern that would be negatively impacted by the
proposed activity.
Low sensitivity sites have been heavily disturbed and support very little natural
vegetation, no plant Species of Conservation Concern, and no ecologically
sensitive habitats.
Site

Ecological

Recommendation

Sensitivity
28920

Low

Could be used with no constraints; best
option

29170

High

Avoid

29360

High

Avoid

29410

Medium - High

Ideally avoid

29870

Low - Medium

Could be used, with minor constraints;
avoid 29880 (Medium – High sensitivity)

30250

Medium

Could be used; minor constraints

30465

High

Avoid

6.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

For purposes of the impact assessment stage the construction and operational
phases are identical, and hence no distinction is made hereafter.
The impacts will consist of permanent loss and long-term degradation of Low,
Medium, Medium – High and High sensitivity natural vegetation in the seven
study areas.
Loss or degradation of areas rated as being of Low sensitivity equates to an
insignificant loss of botanical and faunal resources, and Irreplaceability is thus
low. Likewise, loss of Medium sensitivity areas would be a moderate level loss of
botanical resources, and Irreplaceability in these areas is medium. Loss of High
sensitivity areas would be a high level loss of botanical resources, and
Irreplaceability in these areas is high.
Table 2 summarises the botanical impacts likely to be associated with rock
dumping into all seven gulleys, and Table 3 the faunal impacts.
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Overall the likely botanical impacts are likely to range from Low to High
negative significance, depending on the gulley. The only mitigation possible is
to use lower sensitivity gulleys, and there is hence no before and after mitigation
significance rating.

Overall the likely faunal impacts are likely to range from Low to Medium
negative significance, depending on the gulley. The only mitigation possible is
to use lower sensitivity gulleys, and there is hence no before and after mitigation
significance rating.

28920

29170

29360

29410

29870

30250

30465

Extent

site

site

site

site

site

site

site

Duration

Permanent
& long term

Permanent &
long term

Permanent
& long term

Permanent
& long term

Permanent
& long term

Permanent
& long term

Permanent &
long term

Intensity

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Probability

Definite

Definite

Definite

Definite

Definite

Definite

Definite

Confidence

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

Significance
before mitigation

Low
negative

High
negative

High
negative

Medium
negative

Low –
medium
negative

Low –
medium
negative

High negative

Significance after
mitigation

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not applicable

Cumulative
impact after
mitigation

Low
negative

Medium
negative

Medium
negative

Low
negative

Low
negative

Low
negative

Medium
negative

Very little

Loss of high
quality
vegetation
and plant
SoCC

Loss of high
quality
vegetation
and plant
SoCC

Minor loss of
moderate
diversity
vegetation
and low
numbers of
plant SoCC

Minor loss of
moderate
diversity
vegetation

Minor loss of
moderate
diversity
vegetation

Loss of high
quality
vegetation and
plant SoCC

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not reversible
within 5 yrs

Low

High

High

Medium

Low Medium

Low Medium

High

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

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

Table 2: Impact table for all likely botanical impacts of rock dumping in the
seven different gulleys.
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28920

29170

29360

29410

29870

30250

30465

Extent

site

site

site

site

site

site

site

Duration

long term

long term

long term

long term

Permanent
& long term

long term

long term

Intensity

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Probability

Likely

Likely

Likely

Likely

Definite

Likely

Likely

Confidence

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

High

Medium

Medium

Significance
before mitigation

Low
negative

Medium
negative

Medium
negative

Low Medium
negative

Low –
medium
negative

Low –
Medium
negative

Medium
negative

Significance after
mitigation

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not
applicable

Not applicable

Cumulative
impact after
mitigation

Very Low
negative

Low
negative

Low
negative

Low
negative

Low
negative

Low
negative

Low negative

Very little

Loss of high
quality
habitat

Loss of high
quality
habitat

Loss of
moderate
quality
habitat

Minor loss of
moderate
diversity
vegetation

Loss of
moderate
quality
habitat

Loss of high
quality habitat

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not
reversible
within 5 yrs

Not reversible
within 5 yrs

Low

Medium

Medium

Low Medium

Low Medium

Low

Medium

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

Cannot be
mitigated

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

Table 3: Impact table for all likely faunal impacts of rock dumping in the seven
different gulleys.

5.5

Assessment of No Go alternative

On balance the status quo is likely to have a Neutral botanical and faunal impact,
as there is only minor rock fall in some of the gulleys now, and none in others.
There has clearly been significant rockfall in the more disturbed gulleys, but none
of this appears to have taken place in the last year.
The No Go alternative would be the preferred alternative from a botanical
and faunal perspective when compared to the proposal.
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6.

REQUIRED MITIGATION

The following mitigation is considered feasible, reasonable and essential, and is
thus required in terms of the Maintenance Management Plan:
•

Rock dumping should only be authorised in the least sensitive gulleys,
namely 28920 and 29870, and possibly also in 29410 and 30250 if the
latter are really needed in addition to 28920 and 29870.

7.

CONCLUSIONS
•

Three of the gulleys are significantly more sensitive than the other four,
with higher indigenous plant density and substantial populations of
Ruschia promontorii, which is a vygie endemic to steep, rocky slopes on
the Cape Peninsula and which is Redlisted as Rare.

•

Small but mobile populations of the Near Threatened Black Girdle Lizard
(Cordylus niger) are likely to occur in the greater study area, but were not
recorded during the survey. This is the only threatened animal species
likely to occur in the study area, and is unlikely to be severely impact by
the proposed activity, especially if undertaken only in the lower sensitivity
gulleys. The species is alert and quick, and will probably move out of an
area if disturbance such as rock dumping is detected within 5m of
individuals.

•

Rock dumping should only be authorised in the least sensitive gulleys,
namely 28920 and 29870, and possibly also in 29410 and 30250 if the
latter are really needed in addition to 28920 and 29870.

•

The overall ecological impact of rock dumping into gulleys 28920 and
29870 would be Low negative, and into gulleys 29410 and 30250 would be
Medium negative and Low – Medium negative respectively.

•

Rock dumping into gulleys 29170, 29360 and 30465 should not be
allowed, as it would be associated with High negative botanical impacts
that cannot be mitigated on site.

8.
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