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Figure 1: The existing dwelling on the north-eastern portion of Erf 134, Cape Infanta (July 2010). 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants (DJEC) commissioned a faunal specialist (M. Burger, at the 
time trading as Sungazer) to conduct a faunal baseline assessment (= Basic Assessment; BA) of the 
north-eastern Portion of Erf 134 (Cape Infanta), with the intent of changing from an agricultural zoning 
status to that suited for a residential development. A site visit/survey was conducted during July 2010, 
where after a faunal BA report was compiled (Burger 2011). This was later followed by a faunal 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) report (Burger 2013). Amendments were subsequently made 
to the sub-division plan (see Figure 2 for March 2016 layout), and the faunal specialist was asked to 
assess the significance of these changes in relation to the original faunal EIA report. A letter was 
drafted (Burger, 6 June 2017) stated that: “This new layout shares similarities with some of the previous 
development designs (especially Alternative 4), and the overall scale of this new layout does not 
influence/alter the faunal impact assessment results. I am thus satisfied that this adjusted layout can 
be considered as an acceptable development option for this particular site. The faunal considerations 
and recommended mitigation measures remain as per the faunal scoping and impact assessment 
reports”. 
 
With the passing of several years since the original assessments were conducted, it became necessary 
to conduct a re-assessment of this project. The same faunal specialist (M. Burger, currently trading as 
Sungazer Faunal Surveys) was reappointed to update the faunal components of this particular project. 
The briefing was that this revision should consider and incorporate any relevant changes that may 
pertain to the BA and EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) components (see DJEC Terms of 
Reference below). 
 
2 TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE UPDATING OF FAUNAL ASSESSMENTS 

1. Update the faunal BA report (Burger 2013), or attach a letter stating the study is still relevant (if 
nothing has changed since the last update). 

2. Updated impact tables according to the new Basic Assessment Report format. 
3. Ensure that all comments related to the faunal study that were raised during the previous process 

(as per the comments and response tables) are dealt with in the updated report. 
 

3 STUDY APPROACH 

3.1 Species checklists 
All four vertebrate faunal groups were reassessed to incorporate recent taxonomic changes, and the 
same was done for butterflies. The following sources were consulted in this regard: 
 Various literature sources (see Section 7 - References) 
 FitzPatrick Institute of African Ornithology (FIAO 2019): MammalMAP. http://vmus.adu.org.za/ 
 Southern African Bird Atlas Project 2 (SABAP2): http://sabap2.adu.org.za/ 
 FitzPatrick Institute of African Ornithology (FIAO 2019): ReptileMAP: http://vmus.adu.org.za/ 
 FitzPatrick Institute of African Ornithology (FIAO 2019): FrogMAP: http://vmus.adu.org.za/ 
 FitzPatrick Institute of African Ornithology (FIAO 2019): LepiMAP: http://vmus.adu.org.za/ 
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3.2 Species of conservation concern (SCC) 
The most relevant source for species conservation status is the IUCN (International Union for 
Conservation of Nature) Red List of Threatened Species (http://www.iucnredlist.org/), as per the most 
recent updates. However, this database is not yet up to date for South African reptiles, with some 
species currently remaining as Not Evaluated. For such species the listings of SARCA (Southern African 
Reptile Conservation Assessment; Bates et al. 2014) were used to tentatively fill the gaps where global 
IUCN assessments are currently lacking. The most recent conservation status assessments of southern 
African mammals (Child et al. 2016) are available on the Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT) website: 
https://www.ewt.org.za/resources/resources-mammal-red-list/mammal-red-list/, and these were 
subsequently adopted and incorporated by the IUCN. The global IUCN conservation assessments for 
birds sometimes differ from the national South African (SA; Taylor et al. 2015) assessments, and these 
differences are highlighted where relevant. 
 

4 RESULTS 

4.1 Mammals 
The following SCC were listed in the original faunal BA (Burger 2011) as mammal species that occur in 
the Overberg Municipal Area. The conservation status of all of these species are currently listed as 
Least Concern (Child et al. 2016; IUCN 2018) and they are thus not of special significance in terms of 
the proposed Infanta development: 
 Honey Badger – Mellivora capensis – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently down-listed to 

Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Lesueur’s Hairy Bat – Cistugo lesueuri – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently down-listed to 

Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Natal Long-fingered Bat – Miniopterus natalensis – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently down-

listed to Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Temminck’s Hairy Bat – Myotis tricolor – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently down-listed to 

Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Cape Horseshoe Bat – Rhinolophus capensis – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently down-listed 

to Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Geoffroy’s Horseshoe Bat – Rhinolophus clivosus – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently down-

listed to Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Reddish-grey Musk Shrew – Crocidura cyanea – Data Deficient (DD), but subsequently reassessed 

as Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Greater Red Musk Shrew – Crocidura flavescens – Data Deficient (DD), but subsequently 

reassessed as Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Forest Shrew – Myosorex varius – Data Deficient (DD), but subsequently reassessed as Least 

Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Lesser Dwarf Shrew – Suncus varilla – Data Deficient (DD), but subsequently reassessed as Least 

Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Cape Golden Mole – Chrysochloris asiatica – Data Deficient (DD), but subsequently reassessed as 

Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
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Only one mammal species is of greater conservation importance, and of partial relevance to the 
Infanta development. This is the White-tailed Rat (Mystromys albicaudatus) that was listed in the 
original faunal BA report (Burger 2011) as a species that may potentially occur within the study area: 
“This species has relict populations in the south-western Cape, the main population being in eastern 
South Africa. The species has not been recorded from the Cape Infanta region before, and it would be 
extremely difficult to determine whether or not this species actually do occur here since populations 
are notoriously sparse. Its speculative potential occurrence, or probable absence, makes it difficult to 
assess in the context of the proposed development. Under these circumstances, and all factors taken 
into account (e.g. the species’ relatively large distribution), this species will not be considered as a 
limiting factor in this regard.” In retrospect, and with the aid of revised data sources (e.g. Child et al. 
2016), it now seems less likely that this species actually occurs within the study area, and as such it is 
not considered to be relevant in this faunal assessment. Note also that the conservation status of this 
species has been down-listed from Endangered (EN; Friedman & Daly 2004) to Vulnerable (VU; Child 
et al. 2016). 
 
No additional species richness or species conservation status changes are noted for this updated 
assessment. For the mammal fauna, the relative importance of this site in the context of the Overberg 
Municipal Area region remains MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scales. 
 

4.2 Birds 
The original faunal BA report (Burger 2011) listed the following threatened bird species that were 
predicted to potentially occur within the study area, albeit in low numbers or only as occasional 
visitors. These species will be partially negatively affected by the proposed development, but the 
impact is regarded as being of low to negligible at regional and national scale. None of these birds have 
a significant association with the study site, and the study site is way too small to be of significant 
importance to these bird species: 
 Lesser Kestrel – Falco naumanni – Vulnerable (VU), but subsequently down-listed to Least 

Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Secretary Bird – Sagittarius serpentarius – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently changed to 

Vulnerable (VU; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Black Harrier – Circus maurus – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently changed to Endangered 

(EN; Taylor et al. 2015). 
 Lanner Falcon – Falco biarmicus – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently changed to 

Vulnerable (VU; Taylor et al. 2015) at a national scale and Least Concern (LC; IUCN 2018) at a 
global scale. 

 Agulhas Long-billed Lark – Certhilauda brevirostris – Near Threatened (NT), with status remaining 
NT (Taylor et al. 2015). 

 
The following threatened bird species that are specifically associated with the adjacent coastline were 
also noted in the original faunal BA report (Burger 2011): 
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 Bank Cormorant – Phalacrocorax neglectus – Vulnerable (VU), but subsequently changed to 
Endangered (EN; Taylor et al. 2015). 

 Cape Cormorant – Phalacrocorax capensis – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently changed to 
Endangered (EN; Taylor et al. 2015). 

 Crowned Cormorant – Phalacrocorax coronatus – Near Threatened (NT), with status remaining 
NT. 

 African Black Oystercatcher – Haematopus moquini – Near Threatened (NT), but subsequently 
down-listed to Least Concern (LC; Taylor et al. 2015). 

 
For the bird fauna, the relative importance of this site in the context of the Overberg Municipal Area 
region remains MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scales. 
 

4.3 Reptiles 
The original faunal BA report (Burger 2011) did not list any reptile SCC, but stated that the Southern 
Adder (Bitis armata) may possibly occur. This species was listed as Vulnerable (VU; Bates et al. 2014), 
and this is also its current listing (IUCN 2018). No additional species richness or species conservation 
status changes are noted for this updated assessment. For the reptile fauna, the relative importance 
of this site in the context of the Overberg Municipal Area region remains MODERATE at regional and 
LOW to MODERATE at national scales. 
 

4.4 Amphibians 
The original faunal BA report (Burger 2011) did not list any amphibian SCC, and no additional species 
richness or species conservation status changes are noted for this updated assessment. For the 
amphibian fauna, the relative importance of this site in the context of the Overberg Municipal Area 
region remains MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scales. 
 

4.5 Butterflies 
The original faunal BA report (Burger 2011) listed two species of threatened butterflies from the De 
Hoop/Infanta region, with both of these occurring at localities close to Erf 134. The butterfly fauna is 
reassessed here according to the updated conservation status of Mecenero et al. (2013): 
 Dickson’s Strandveld Copper – Chrysoritis dicksoni – Critically Endangered (CR). This species used 

to be known from three populations around Melkbos, Atlantis and Mamre on the West Coast, but 
it appears to have gone extinct there. Only one population is currently known from near (north of) 
Witsand. It is known from Atlantis Sand Fynbos and Canca Limestone Fynbos. 

 Brook’s Opal – Chrysoritis brooksi tearei – Vulnerable (VU). This subspecies occurs in southern 
coastal region from Bredasdorp in the west to Still Bay in the east and is found on low, sandy hills 
that are sparsely covered by shrubs. Vegetation types are De Hoop Limestone Fynbos, Canca 
Limestone Fynbos, Albertinia Sand Fynbos and Rûens Silcrete Renosterveld. 

 De Hoop Copper – Aloeides carolynnae aurata – Near Threatened (CR, previously VU; Ball 2006). 
It occurs at De Hoop Nature Reserve in the west, extending eastwards to Witsand. It is also known 
from one locality between Riversdale and Still Bay. It is associated with limestone hills in Albertinia 
Sand Fynbos (at Witsand) and De Hoop Limestone Fynbos. 
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 Brenton Copper – Aloeides thyra orientis – Endangered (EN). This subspecies occurs in southern 
coastal regions in the Witsand to Mossel Bay and Knysna areas, in Knysna Sand Fynbos, Albertinia 
Sand Fynbos, South Outeniqua Sandstone Fynbos, Garden Route Shale Fynbos, Blombos 
Strandveld and Canca Limestone Fynbos. 

 Coastal Blue – Lepidochrysops littoralis – Near Threatened (NT). Its distribution extends from De 
Mond Nature Reserve near Bredasdorp in the west to 5 km west of Mossel Bay in the east. The 
species inhabits rocky limestone ridges or sand dunes in coastal fynbos, often quite close to the 
seashore. 

 
The presence or absence of any of these threatened butterfly species at Erf 134 was not determined 
during the short site visit, but some of these have potential (albeit unlikely) occurrence in the De Hoop 
Limestone Fynbos sections. The small size of the property does not lend itself as being a noteworthy 
refuge for butterflies, and consequently the proposed development is not deemed to be of special 
significance in this regard. 
 

5 REVISED IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

The original faunal impact assessment report (Burger 2013) compared development alternatives 1 and 
2, and also the No-go alternative (see details below and refer to original report): 
Alt. 1: 23 freehold erven (including existing house) comprising 17 single storey and 6 double storey 

houses. 
Alt. 2: 21 freehold erven (including existing house) comprising 17 single storey and 6 double storey 

houses. 
No-go: The status quo, or agricultural usage with associated buildings. Note that agricultural usage 

was defined as: ‘The cultivation of land for crops and plants or the breeding of animals, or the 
operation of a game farm on an extensive basis on natural veld or land, and includes only such 
activities and buildings as are reasonably connected with the main farming activities of the 
farm’. 

 
Some small adjustments were subsequently made to Alt. 2, and this new alternative (Alt. 3; as per 
amendments of March 2016) was evaluated by the faunal specialist in a letter of comment (Burger 
2017). In summary, the conclusion was that the proposed layout alterations were so small 
(insignificant) that it did not change the results of the original assessment of Alt. 2, thus Alt. 3 was 
evaluated to be the same as Alt. 2. For the sake of completeness, this Alt. 3 is assessed here as per the 
current Basic Assessment Report format. 
 
Alt. 3: 21 freehold erven (including existing house) comprising 17 single storey and 6 double storey 

houses (see Figure 2). The main layout differences between the Alt. 3 and the previous 
preferred layout (Alt. 2) of 2013 are with respect to the entrance roads. Additionally, the 
corridor zone of Alt. 3 is slightly larger than that of Alt. 2.  
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Figure 2: Revised sub-division layout plan (Alt. 3) for erf 134, Cape Infanta (18 March 2016). 
 

 
 
The revised layout (Alt. 3) is assessed in tables 1 and 2. Note that Alt. 3 does not differ significantly 
from Alts. 1 and 2, and thus these are lumped together in one column. The following mitigation 
measures were proposed in the previous faunal reports (Burger 2011, 2013): 
 
 Mitigation 1: The development footprint must not overlap with the conserve sensitive habitats as 

were identified by the botanical assessments. Most importantly these comprise the patches of De 
Hoop Limestone Fynbos and the natural drainage line. This is the only significant or influential 
mitigation measure in the context of the Infanta project. 

 Mitigation 2: Encourage indigenous gardening to mirror the De Hoop Fynbos type and to plant 
species that are essential in the lifecycle of a threatened butterfly the Dickson’s Strandveld Copper. 
This mitigation measure is of low significance/importance. 

 Mitigation 3: Limit the hindrance of faunal movements by either refraining from fencing the 
perimeter of the site, or by using fencing that is permeable for most of the local fauna. 

 Mitigation 4: No agricultural activities are allowed on the sensitive botanical sections, and these 
areas must be managed for conservation purposes by ensuring that alien invasive plants are 
controlled (see McDonald 2013). 

 
 
Table 1: Summary of impacts during the construction phase. 
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IMPACT CRITERIA Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 No-Go 
Potential impact and risk Impacts on Fauna  
Nature of impact Clearing of existing habitat for the 

building of houses. 
Clearing of existing habitat for 
farming purposes. 

Extent of impact Site specific. Site specific. 
Duration of impact During construction phase (and 

permanently afterwards). 
Continuous duration in the course 
of farming activities, unless a 
change of land-use management 
occurs.. 

Consequence of impact or risk Degradation of natural habitat, and 
consequent fragmentation and 
reduction of faunal communities as 
a result of the housing 
development. 

Degradation of natural habitat, and 
consequent fragmentation and 
reduction of faunal communities as 
a result of alien plant infestations. 

Probability of occurrence Highly probable. Probable, if farming activities are 
initiated. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be reversed 

Generally not reversible. Partially reversible, should farming 
activities be halted. 

Degree to which the impact 
may cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources 

Irreplaceable loss of resources on 
development footprints. 

Marginal to significant loss of 
resources, depending on the extent 
of farming activities. 

Indirect Impacts No indirect impacts envisaged. No indirect impacts envisaged. 
Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation 

Medium negative. Medium negative. 

Significance rating of impact 
prior to mitigation  
(Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Medium negative. Medium to high negative. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be avoided 

Generally unavoidable, due to the 
nature of the development. 

Generally unavoidable, due to the 
nature of the farming activities. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be managed 

The impact can be partially 
managed, e.g. by promoting 
indigenous gardening. 

The impact can be partially 
managed, e.g. by scaling down 
farming activities. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be mitigated 

Moderate, i.e. the impact can be 
partially mitigated. 

High, if all farming activities are 
halted. Otherwise moderate. 

Proposed mitigations  The development footprint 
must not overlap with the 
conserve sensitive habitats as 
were identified by the 
botanical assessments, i.e. the 
patches of De Hoop Limestone 
Fynbos and the natural 
drainage line. 

 Prohibit agricultural 
development at botanically 
sensitive nodes. 

Cumulative impact post 
mitigation 

Low to medium negative. Low to medium negative. 

Significance rating of impact 
after mitigation 

Low to medium negative. Medium negative. 

Residual Impacts The degradation of natural habitat 
will reduce the long-term 
ecological viability of certain 
species, and these may end up 
disappearing from the property. 

The degradation of natural habitat 
will reduce the long-term 
ecological viability of certain 
species, and these may end up 
disappearing from the property. 

 
Table 2: Summary of impacts during the operational phase. 
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IMPACT CRITERIA Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 No-Go 
Potential impact and risk Impacts on Fauna  
Nature of impact Disturbance of on-site and adjacent 

fauna due to the presence of 
residential units and their 
occupants. 

Disturbance of on-site and adjacent 
fauna cause by farming activities. 

Extent of impact Mostly site specific, and marginally 
into immediate surroundings. 

Mostly site specific, and marginally 
into immediate surroundings. 

Duration of impact Permanent. Continuous duration, unless a 
change of land-use management is 
imposed. 

Consequence of impact or risk Species richness and abundance 
may decline as a result of the 
disturbance factors. 

Species richness and abundance 
may decline as a result of the 
disturbance factors. 

Probability of occurrence Probable. Probable. 
Degree to which the impact can 
be reversed 

Generally not reversible if land-use 
remains a residential venture. 

Partially reversible, should farming 
activities be halted. 

Degree to which the impact 
may cause irreplaceable loss of 
resources 

Partially replaceable. Partially replaceable. 

Indirect Impacts No indirect impacts envisaged. No indirect impacts envisaged. 
Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation 

Low negative. Low negative. 

Significance rating of impact 
prior to mitigation  
(Low, Medium, Medium-High, 
High, or Very-High) 

Low negative. Low negative. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be avoided 

Generally unavoidable, due to the 
nature of the development. 

Generally unavoidable, due to the 
nature of the farming activities. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be managed 

The impact can be partially 
managed. 

The impact can be partially 
managed, e.g. by scaling down 
farming activities. 

Degree to which the impact can 
be mitigated 

Low. High, if all farming activities are 
halted. Otherwise moderate. 

Proposed mitigations  Limit the hindrance of faunal 
movements.  

 Control alien invasive plants to 
optimise the conservation of 
the undeveloped sections. 

 Promote indigenous 
gardening. 

 Prohibit agricultural 
development at botanically 
sensitive nodes. 

 Control alien invasive plants to 
optimise the conservation of 
the entire site. 

Cumulative impact post 
mitigation 

Low negative. Low negative. 

Significance rating of impact 
after mitigation 

Low negative. Low negative. 

Residual Impacts The continued disturbances 
emanating from the residential 
units may over time reduce the 
long-term ecological viability of 
certain species, and these may end 
up disappearing from the property. 

The continued disturbances 
emanating from farming activities 
may over time reduce the long-
term ecological viability of certain 
species, and these may end up 
disappearing from the property. 
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6 CONCLUSION 

The botanical (McDonald 2013) and freshwater (Snaddon 2013) assessments also proposed various 
mitigation measures in their respective reports. These mitigation measures are of direct relevance and 
benefit to faunal considerations. Note that the faunal impact assessment may sometimes differ 
significantly in certain aspects when compared with the botanical and freshwater assessments. This is 
mostly due to the site not being regarded as being of special faunal significance, whereas some of the 
botanical patches are considered to be of high conservation value. 
 
To recap on the findings of the original faunal impact assessment (Burger 2013), the proposed 
development is by and large deemed to be of LOW concern from a faunal perspective for the following 
reasons: 
 The site is too small to serve as a noteworthy refuge for most vertebrate species that occur in the 

region. 
 The site does not serve as a vital ecological linkage between the coast and interior. 
 The site has already suffered environmental degradations in the form of the existing development 

impressions (e.g. a dirt-road, two buildings and a few subsidiary structures, and hardening of yard), 
and infestations of a variety of alien plant species. 

 In the context of the Overberg Municipal Area, the faunal importance of this specific portion of Erf 
134 is MODERATE at regional and LOW to MODERATE at national scale for mammals, birds and 
reptiles. For frogs the importance of this site in the context of the Overberg Municipal Area is LOW 
at regional and national scales. 

 
Thus, the site is not particularly important from a faunal perspective and it does not meet the criteria 
of a No-go (i.e. no-development) zone. As such it is not inappropriate to consider the various proposed 
development alternatives, keeping in mind that mitigating measures are nevertheless applicable to 
lessen the impact on the natural environment. That being said, the site is also not without any 
ecological importance: 
 It falls within an Overberg Ecological Support Area, bordering onto an Overberg Critical 

Biodiversity Area, as per the Critical Biodiversity Area map of Holness (2010). 
 It contains threatened plant species and zones of botanical importance (see McDonald 2010, 

2013). 
 A small ephemeral stream which traverses the site is considered to be of high conservation 

importance (Snaddon 2010, 2013). 
 A few species of threatened butterflies may potentially occur on site within the sections of De 

Hoop Limestone Fynbos vegetation. As such the development should not overlap with the 
specified sensitive botanical conservation nodes. 

 
The main issues/constraints are in respect of the expected diminishing of faunal communities caused 
by habitat degradation. This is certain to happen at any level of development, during both the 
construction and operational phases. Of the mitigating measures proposed, the most important is to 
conserve a network of the most sensitive/important habitat types, i.e. the patches of De Hoop 
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Limestone Fynbos and the small ephemeral stream. This arrangement was fully achieved in the layout 
plan of Alt. 2 and improved upon in the Alt. 3 layout. 
 
In terms of the faunal EIA, it is noteworthy that the differences between Alts. 1, 2 and 3 are too small 
to show a difference in faunal impact values. Likewise, the respective influences of the proposed 
mitigation measures are not substantial enough to bring about significant positive changes to the 
impact values (see Tables 1 and 2). All factors considered, there are no objections from a faunal 
perspective for the land owner to embark on any of the alternatives that were assessed during 2013 
and now. In all instances the levels of negative impacts are deemed acceptable in respect of the 
reasoning outlined in this report. However, when ranked in order of preferred alternatives, the choices 
are No-go, Alt. 3, Alt. 2, and Alt 1. 
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