
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions 
23 De Villiers Road  
Kommetjie 
7975 
12 January 2022 

Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants 
High Acres Farm, Simondium Road 
Klapmuts 
7625 
 
RE: Evergreen Lake Michelle - Alternative & Draft Landscape Concept Plan– Ecological Specialist 
Comment 

Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants has requested comment from 3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions 
on behalf of Evergreen Property Investments for a proposed revised alternative layout of the Lake 
Michelle Phase 8 development.  The original project BA application has been refused and DEADP has 
requested that an amended Final BAR be submitted with additional alternatives developed that avoid 
impact on the more sensitive parts of the wetlands.  This letter provides a comparative assessment of 
three alternatives, those being the limited development alternative, the preferred alternative from 
the BA, Alternative 2 and a modified Alternative 4  

The limited development alternative which makes minimal impact on the wetlands is illustrated below 
and includes 15 units located on the high ground between the entrance gate and the wetlands.  The 
limited development alternative would not have direct impact on the adjacent wetlands and the 
affected area is currently transformed and dominated by kikuyu and other alien species.  Although the 
affected area is used by many of the resident fauna, the loss of habitat to the development would be 
localised and is not likely to significantly impact any of the resident species as the affected area 
represents poor-quality habitat for both the wetland-resident species as well as the more terrestrial 
species.   

Alternative 2 the preferred development alternative would have a potentially significant impact on 
the wetland.  The main concerns would be the loss of saltmash habitat and the continued degradation 
of this habitat due to increased freshwater inputs from the hard infrastructure of the housing 
development or an associated rise in the local water table.  However, with the appropriate 
implementation of mitigation, the overall impact of Alternative 2 was deemed to be acceptable from 
a botanical perspective.   

The new Alternative 4, is considerably reduced in footprint as compared to the Alternative 2, 
particularly within the various wetland habitats including the Juncus beds, the saltmarsh and the 
Typha beds.  The overall reduction in footprint within the various wetland habitats is estimated at 
1.28ha.  But of particular significance is the increased avoidance of the saltmarsh habitat and the 
general increased buffer between the development and the saltmarsh.  This is seen as a positive 



avoidance measure and would function to reduce the overall impact of the development on the 
wetland.  Although there is still some development footprint within the wetland habitats, most 
notably the areas of Typha, the affected habitats are largely anthropogenic in nature and include 
ditches and disturbed margins of the vlei.  The loss of these habitats to the development would be of 
little botanical significance and seem unlikely to have broader consequences for similar habitats in the 
immediate area.  Overall, Alternative 4 is considered preferable to Alternative 2 and would reduce 
potential impacts of the development on the wetland.   
 

 
 
Figure 1.  The Limited Development Alternative which consists of 15 units well outside of the wetlands.   

 



 
Figure 2.  The previous preferred alternative for the development, Alternative 2 as included in the 

original EIA.   

 
Figure 3.  Alternative 4 showing a comparison with Alternative 2 in terms of footprint.   

 



In order to address the above proposed changes to the layout of the development, this addendum 

letter provides an evaluation of the ecological impacts associated with the development in regards to 

the following:  

 

1. An assessment of all impacts related to the proposed changes, including a comparison between 

the three alternatives. 

2. Advantages and disadvantages associated with the proposed change and addition of Alternative 

4 as an alternative. 

3. Measures to ensure avoidance, management and mitigation of impacts associated with the 

proposed changes in alternatives, if any.   

4. Any changes to the EMPr, if applicable.   

 

1. An assessment of all impacts related to the proposed change, including a comparison with 

those impacts predicted in the BA. 

Based on the layouts as provided, impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be reduced as 

compared to Alternative 2.  As such, Alternative 4 would be preferred as compared to Alternative 2.  

There would be no increased risks associated with Alternative 4.   

 

Table 1. Comparison of alternatives including the new Alternative 4 as compared to the original 

preferred alternative as well as the limited development alternative.   

Impact  Alternative 2 
Limited Development 
Alternative 

No-Go Alternative New Alternative 4 

Construction Phase 

Loss of wetland habitat MEDIUM LOW (–‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) 

Operational Phase 

Degradation of wetland 
habitat 

LOW (–‘TVE) LOW (–‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative habitat loss 
and fragmentation of 
wetlands 

LOW (–‘TVE) LOW (–‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) LOW (-‘TVE) 

 

2. Advantages and disadvantages associated with the proposed change 

The prosed addition of Alternative 4 as a development option for the Lake Michelle Phase 8 

development is seen as a positive step towards reducing impacts associated with the proposed 

development.  There do not appear to be any major disadvantages associated with Alternative 4 and 

it would be preferred as compared to Alternative 2.     

 



3. Measures to ensure avoidance, management and mitigation of impacts associated with the 

proposed new alternative 

The impacts associated with the new Alternative 4 would be similar to those as assessed in the BA, 

but have been assessed as being of lower significance than the original preferred Alternative 2.  In 

addition, there are no new or additional impacts associated with Alternative 4, with the result that 

there are no recommended changes or additions to the mitigation and avoidance measures that were 

included in the original BA study.  In addition, the cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 4 

would be somewhat lower than those associated with Alternative 2 and are thus considered 

acceptable.  All of the mitigation and avoidance measures as recommended in the BA should be 

applicable to the Alternative 4 layout as well.   

 

4. Any changes to the EMPr 

There are no recommended changes to the EMPr and all of the mitigation and avoidance measures as 

recommended in the BA are applicable to the new layout as well.   

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The inclusion of Alternative 4 in the study is seen as a positive step towards reducing the impacts of 

the Lake Michelle Phase 8 development on the affected environment.  The impacts, particularly on 

the saltmarsh habitat would be lower and the buffer between the development footprint and the 

saltmarsh would also be larger with the result that the threats to this habitat would be significantly 

reduced as compared to the original Alternative 2.  There would be no impacts associated with 

Alternative 4 layout that would be higher than the original layout as assessed.  No additional mitigation 

or avoidance measures, beyond those already recommended in the BA study are required for the 

changed layout.  As such, there are no reasons to oppose the proposed Alternative 4 from a botanical 

or general ecological perspective and it can therefore be supported as the preferred alternative for 

the development.   

 

 

Sincerely 

 

 

 
 

Simon Todd 

Director 

3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions 

 


