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COMPLIANCE WITH APPENDIX 6 OF THE 2014 EIA REGULATIONS, AS AMENDED 

 

Requirements of Appendix 6 – GN R326 2014 EIA Regulations, 7 April 2017 
Addressed in the 
Specialist Report 

1. (1) A specialist report prepared in terms of these Regulations must contain- 
a) details of- 

i. the specialist who prepared the report; and 
ii. the expertise of that specialist to compile a specialist report including a 

curriculum vitae; 

4 

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

6 

c) an indication of the scope of, and the purpose for which, the report was 
prepared; 

7-11 

(cA) an indication of the quality and age of base data used for the specialist 
report; 

 
14 

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

16-29 

d) the date and season of the site investigation and the relevance of the season 
to the outcome of the assessment; 

14 

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

8-16 

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; 

26-27 

g) an identification of any areas to be avoided, including buffers; 26-27 
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; 

26-27 

i) a description of any assumptions made and any uncertainties or gaps in 
knowledge; 

16 

j) a description of the findings and potential implications of such findings on the 
impact of the proposed activity or activities; 

30-38 

k) any mitigation measures for inclusion in the EMPr; 30-38 
l) any conditions for inclusion in the environmental authorisation;  
m) any monitoring requirements for inclusion in the EMPr or environmental 

authorisation; 
30-38 

n) a reasoned opinion- 
i. whether the proposed activity, activities or portions thereof should be 

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

 
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; 

39-40 

o) a description of any consultation process that was undertaken during the 
course of preparing the specialist report; 

See Main Report 

p) a summary and copies of any comments received during any consultation 
process and where applicable all responses thereto; and 

See Main Report 

 any other information requested by the competent authority.  
2) Where a government notice gazetted by the Minister provides for any protocol or 
minimum information requirement to be applied to a specialist report, the requirements 
as indicated in such notice will apply. 

N/A 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Evergreen Property Investments (Pty) Ltd is proposing to develop Phase 08 of Lake Michelle 

on ERF 3823 in Noordhoek on the Cape Peninsula.  The development has long history and 

was previously approved by the City of Cape Town as one of the phases of the Lake Michelle 

development.  However, during the construction of the first phases of the development, it 

became apparent that authorisation from DEA would be required for the remaining phases 

of the development.  However, the ROD granted for the development included only Phases 

4-7 and the ROD stipulated that Phase 8 be subject of a separate application.  This was due 

to the presence of an area of saline wetland or saltmarsh that was discovered on this area 

and which has been identified as being a potentially significant and sensitive feature.  The 

authorisation has subsequently lapsed with the result that a new authorisation process is 

now required for the development.   

Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants is conducting the required authorisation process for 

the development and has appointed 3Foxes Biodiversity Solutions to conduct a specialist 

flora assessment of the proposed Phase 08 Lake Michelle development area.  As such, this 

specialist botanical report details the flora of the affected area and provides an assessment 

of the likely botanical impacts associated with the housing development.  Impacts are 

assessed for the construction and operational phases of the development.  A variety of 

avoidance and mitigation measures associated with each identified impact are 

recommended to reduce the likely impact of the development, which should be included in 

the EMPr for the development.   

The full scope of the study is detailed in Section 1.1 below.   

1.1 TERMS OF REFERENCE 

The terms of reference for the study are as follows: 

a) Undertake a site inspection and compile (where possible / relevant) a photographic 

record of relevant findings and overall site conditions as it relates to flora and 

vegetation communities and aspects.  

b) Describe the site, project and any alternatives. 

c) Description of the flora species noted and likely to be found in the study area, 

including the likely presence of any sensitive species, the overall condition and 

significance of habitats, the conservation importance/priorities of species etc.  

d) Identify and assess the impacts of the proposed project on the flora, using the 

appropriate assessment criteria.  

e) This would culminate in a botanical impact assessment report that must meet the 

requirements for specialist reports as contained in the 2014 EIA Regulations.  

f) The assessment of potential impacts under d) should include and be presented 

according to the assessment methodology format as provided by Doug Jeffery:  
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g) The assessment of potential impacts should include the identification and description 

of cumulative impacts;  

h) The report referred to in e) should include a description of any assumptions, 

uncertainties and gaps in knowledge.  

 

1.2 RELEVANT ASPECTS OF THE DEVELOPMENT 

During the course of EIA process a number of different layout iterations have occurred, 

ultimately resulting in three layouts to be assessed as well as the no-go alternative.  The 

three alternative layouts are illustrated below in Figure 1, Figure 2 and Figure 3.  Alternative 

1 and Alternative 2 are similar in that they both result in the development of 110 housing 

units and a clubhouse, but differ in their density, the location of the clubhouse and their 

footprint within the wetland area and in particular the area mapped as Juncus Wetland Area 

(as mapped in the BlueScience wetland study).  Alternative 2 retains approximately 8000 

m2 of the Juncus Wetland that is lost under Alternative 1.  Under both of these scenarios an 

area of 6ha is maintained free of development in the wetland where the Sarcornia salt 

marsh occurs.  Alternative 3 makes provision for the total retention of the Juncus wetland 

and reedbeds as well as a 10m development setback/buffer from the wetland.  The 

clubhouse would remain its already authorised position and the resultant development 

parcel for residential retirement units which could accommodate 15 units and access roads.  

A detailed layout of the latter has not been developed and the developer does not consider 

this to be a viable alternative under the prevailing conditions.  
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Figure 1.  Alternative 1 of the Phase 08 development at Lake Michelle, showing the central pan area 

and the three main development nodes which surround the wetland area.   



Flora Specialist Study 

 10 
Lake Michelle Phase 08 

 

 
Figure 2.  Alternative 2 of the Phase 08 development at Lake Michelle.  The primary difference 

between Alternative 2 and Alternative 1 is the lower footprint in the Juncus wetland where the 

clubhouse is located in Alternative 1.   
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Figure 3.  Alternative 3 of the Phase 08 development at Lake Michelle, which restricts development to 

the previously infilled area adjacent to the wetland.   

 

 

1.3 ASSESSMENT APPROACH & PHILOSOPHY 

The assessment is conducted according to the EIA Regulations, published by the 

Department of Environmental Affairs (2014) as well as within the best-practice guidelines 

and principles for biodiversity assessment as outlined by Brownlie (2005) and De Villiers et 

al. (2005). 

 

This includes adherence to the following broad principles: 

 That a precautionary and risk-averse approach be adopted towards projects which may 

result in substantial detrimental impacts on biodiversity and ecosystems, especially the 

irreversible loss of habitat and ecological functioning in threatened ecosystems or 

designated sensitive areas: i.e. Critical Biodiversity Areas (as identified by systematic 
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conservation plans, Biodiversity Sector Plans or Bioregional Plans) and Freshwater 

Ecosystem Priority Areas.  

 Demonstrate how the proponent intends complying with the principles contained in 

section 2 of the National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998), 

as amended (NEMA), which, amongst other things, indicates that environmental 

management should. 

 In order of priority aim to: avoid, minimise or remedy disturbance of 

ecosystems and loss of biodiversity; 

 Avoid degradation of the environment; 

 Avoid jeopardising ecosystem integrity; 

 Pursue the best practicable environmental option by means of integrated 

environmental management; 

 Protect the environment as the people’s common heritage; 

 Control and minimise environmental damage; and 

 Pay specific attention to management and planning procedures pertaining to 

sensitive, vulnerable, highly dynamic or stressed ecosystems. 

These principles serve as guidelines for all decision-making concerning matters that may 

affect the environment. As such, it is incumbent upon the proponent to show how proposed 

activities would comply with these principles and thereby contribute towards the 

achievement of sustainable development as defined by the NEMA. 

In order to adhere to the above principles and best-practice guidelines, the following 

approach forms the basis for the study approach and assessment philosophy: 

The study will include data searches, desktop studies, site walkovers / field survey of the 

property and baseline data collection, describing:  

 A description of the broad ecological characteristics of the site and its surrounds in 

terms of any mapped spatial components of ecological processes and/or patchiness, 

patch size, relative isolation of patches, connectivity, corridors, disturbance regimes, 

ecotones, buffering, viability, etc.  

 

In terms of pattern, the following will be identified or described:  

Community and ecosystem level  

 The main vegetation type, its aerial extent and interaction with neighbouring 

types, soils or topography;  

 Threatened or vulnerable ecosystems (cf. SA vegetation map/National Spatial 

Biodiversity Assessment, fine-scale systematic conservation plans, etc).  
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Species level  

 Red Data Book species (giving location if possible using GPS)  

 The viability of an estimated population size of the RDB species that are 

present (include the degree of confidence in prediction based on availability of 

information and specialist knowledge, i.e. High=70-100% confident, Medium 

40-70% confident, low 0-40% confident)  

 The likelihood of other RDB species, or species of conservation concern, 

occurring in the vicinity (include degree of confidence).  

 

Other pattern issues  

 Any significant landscape features or rare or important vegetation 

associations such as seasonal wetlands, alluvium, seeps, quartz patches or 

salt marshes in the vicinity.  

 The extent of alien plant cover of the site, and whether the infestation is the 

result of prior soil disturbance such as ploughing or quarrying (alien cover 

resulting from disturbance is generally more difficult to restore than 

infestation of undisturbed sites).  

 The condition of the site in terms of current or previous land uses.  

 

In terms of process, the following will be identified or described:  

 The key ecological “drivers” of ecosystems on the site and in the vicinity, such as 

fire.  

 Any mapped spatial component of an ecological process that may occur at the site or 

in its vicinity (i.e. corridors such as watercourses, upland-lowland gradients, 

migration routes, coastal linkages or inland-trending dunes, and vegetation 

boundaries such as edaphic interfaces, upland-lowland interfaces or biome 

boundaries)  

 Any possible changes in key processes, e.g. increased fire frequency or 

drainage/artificial recharge of aquatic systems.  

 Furthermore, any further studies that may be required during or after the EIA 

process will be outlined.  

 All relevant legislation, permits and standards that would apply to the development 

will be identified.  

 The opportunities and constraints for development will be described and shown 

graphically on an aerial photograph, satellite image or map delineated at an 

appropriate level of spatial accuracy.   
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2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 DATA SOURCING AND REVIEW 

Data sources from the literature consulted and used where necessary in the study includes 

the following: 

 Vegetation types and their conservation status were extracted from the South African 

National Vegetation Map (Mucina and Rutherford 2006 and 2012 update) as well as 

the National List of Threatened Ecosystems (2011), where relevant.   

 The IUCN conservation status of the species observed at the site also extracted from 

the Threatened Species Programme, Red List of South African Plants (2018).   

 The Critical Biodiversity Areas for the site and surroundings were extracted from the 

CBA maps for the City of Cape Town’s BIONET (2017) (retrieved from SANBI:BGIS). 

 Several previous studies have been conducted at the site and information from these 

studies is used where appropriate.  Of particular relevance is the study of Low 

(2014), who addressed botanical changes at the site between 2001 and 2014 and 

provides an assessment of the changes in extent of the salt marsh habitat at the site 

and the likely reasons for the decline in this habitat.   

 

2.2 SITE VISIT & SAMPLING 

The site was visited several times over the course of 2017 and 2018.  The main sampling 

events took place on the 27th of November 2017 and on the 12th of January 2018.  During 

the initial sampling event, the pan areas were flooded and could not be sampled.  However, 

by January 2018, the pans had dried out sufficiently to sample these areas as well as the 

rest of the wetland area.  During the field assessments, the footprint was walked and 

sampled in the field.  Sensitive features that were observed were mapped and recorded in 

the field with a GPS where necessary.  A full plant species list for the study area was 

developed, and the presence and location of any species of conservation concern was also 

noted and recorded where necessary.  The study area is not very large and it was well 

covered during the site visits and as such there are not likely to be any species of concern 

or features of significance present that would not have been observed during the field 

assessment. 

2.3 SENSITIVITY MAPPING & ASSESSMENT 

A botanical sensitivity map of the study area was produced by integrating the information 

collected on-site with the available botanical and biodiversity information available in the 

literature and various spatial databases.  This includes delineating the different habitat units 

identified in the field and assigning sensitivity values to the units based on their botanical 

composition, conservation value and the observed presence of species of conservation 
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concern.  The botanical sensitivity of the different units identified in the mapping procedure 

was rated according to the following scale: 

 Low – Areas of natural or transformed habitat with a low sensitivity where there is 

likely to be a negligible impact on flora and ecological processes.  Most types of 

development can proceed within these areas with little ecological impact.   

 Medium- Areas of natural or previously transformed land where the impacts are 

likely to be largely local and the risk of secondary impact such as erosion low.  These 

areas usually comprise the bulk of habitats within an area.  Development within 

these areas can proceed with relatively little botanical impact provided that 

appropriate mitigation measures are taken. 

 High – Areas of natural or transformed land where a high impact is anticipated due 

to the high biodiversity value, sensitivity or important ecological role of the area.  

These areas may contain or be important habitat for plant species of concern or 

provide important ecological services such as water flow regulation.  Development 

within these areas is undesirable and should only proceed with caution as it may not 

be possible to mitigate all impacts appropriately.   

 Very High – Critical and unique habitats that serve as habitat for rare/endangered 

plant species or perform critical ecological roles.  These areas are essentially no-go 

areas from a developmental perspective and should be avoided as much as possible.   

 In some situations, areas were also classified between the above categories, such as 

Medium-High, where it was deemed that an area did not fit well into a certain 

category but rather fell most appropriately between two sensitivity categories.  There 

are however no sensitivities that are identified as “Medium to High” or similar 

ranged categories because this adds uncertainty to the mapping as it is not clear if 

an area falls at the bottom or top of such a range.  As such the sensitivities are 

specific and do not represent a range of sensitivity based on uncertainty or poor 

sampling.   

 
2.4 SAMPLING LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The major potential limitation associated with the sampling approach is the narrow temporal 

window of sampling.  Some plant species are seasonal while others are rare and only 

occasionally encountered.  As a result, not all flora present at the site are likely to have 

been recorded during the site visits.  However additional information from experience in the 

area has been used where appropriate, which includes other studies in the greater 

Noordhoek Wetland System as well as the previous studies that were conducted at the site.  

Given that two site visits took place at a favourable time of year for the current assessment 

as well as the previous studies that were conducted at the site, there are no significant 

limitations with regards to the extent or timing of the field assessments.  This represents a 
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sufficiently conservative and cautious approach which takes the study limitations into 

account.   

 

3 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT- BASELINE 

3.1 BROAD-SCALE VEGETATION PATTERNS 

The vegetation of the site is classified as Hangklip Sand Fynbos, which is classified as 

Endangered.  There is however no natural non-wetland vegetation remaining with the site 

and the national vegetation map is not considered to be a useful reference for the site.  The 

City of Cape Town vegetation map also treats most of the affected area as Hangklip Sand 

Fynbos but does not identify a subtype or further status for the area.  As the VegMap does 

not provide useful information to inform the current study, it is not shown here and the 

Hangklip Sand Fynbos is not further discussed.  The vegetation as observed at the site is 

however described in detail in Section 3.3.   

3.2 CITY OF CAPE TOWN BIODIVERSITY NETWORK 

The site falls within the planning domain of the City of Cape Town’s BIONET (2017 update).  

This biodiversity assessment identifies Critical Biodiversity Areas (CBAs) which represent 

biodiversity priority areas which should be maintained in a natural to near natural state.  

The assessment is designed to identify an efficient set of Critical Biodiversity Areas (and 

Ecological Support Areas) that meet the targets for the underlying biodiversity features in as 

small an area as possible and in areas with least conflict with other activities. Of 

fundamental importance is that these areas are identified in a configuration that deliberately 

facilitates the functioning of ecological processes (both currently and in the face of climate 

change) which are required to ensure that the biodiversity features persist in the long term.  

The CBA map for the area are illustrated below in Figure 4.  In terms of the Biodiversity 

Network, there are no terrestrial CBAs within the study area.  There is however an aquatic 

CBA 2 in the west of the site.  As this is an aquatic feature, it is not dealt with in detail here.  

The majority of the affected area is classified as “Other Natural Areas” which are areas 

identified as being of lower significance and not currently required to meet conservation 

targets.   
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Figure 4.  Extract of the City of Cape Town Bionet and Wetlands layer showing the affected area 

around the Houmoed Avenue route. 
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3.3 SITE DESCRIPTION 

The site forms part of the greater Noordhoek Wetlands system which extends from Lake 

Michelle right across the Noordhoek flats to Klein Slangkop.  The site has a long history of 

human activity which is well detailed in the Freshwater Specialist Study (Belcher et al. 

2018) and as such is not repeated in full here.  The majority of the site has been 

significantly disturbed in the past with the dredging of Lake Michelle in particular having had 

a significant impact on the area.  As such, the site must be viewed as largely anthropogenic 

in nature or at the very least highly modified, and the plant communities currently present 

on the site represent the outcome of at least a hundred years of active disturbance.  This is 

most apparent in the low overall diversity of the vegetation within the site and the lack of 

long-lived indigenous species.  However, some of the plant communities present have 

developed over several decades and their current ecosystem value remains high.  In 

particular the salt marshes present at the site have been identified as being of particular 

importance as such features are rare on the peninsula and there are no known reference 

systems on the peninsula itself, although there are similar systems present in the wider 

Cape Town area such as at Rietvlei.  The consultant has however located a larger extent of 

intact Sarcocornia saltmarsh on the SANParks-managed wetlands immediately north of Lake 

Michelle.   

Originally, the Lake Michelle area would most likely have developed as a tidal lagoon that 

developed behind the dunes along Noordhoek Beach.  Large tracts of the area would likely 

have consisted of a coastal dune system with seasonally waterlogged slacks and inter-dune 

areas interspersed with relatively drier dunes dominated by strandveld.  Given that the area 

was reportedly used for salt production it is likely that there would have been some fairly 

extensive seasonally inundated saline flats present that would at least in-part have 

represented the remnant salt-marsh habitat present today.   

A map of the different plant communities and habitat units identified on the site is 

illustrated below in Figure 5.  The distribution, sensitivity and associated features and 

dominant and characteristic species characterising each of these units is then described.  

The map forms the basis for the sensitivity map that is presented in the next section of the 

report.   
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Figure 5. Habitat map of the Lake Michelle Phase 8 study area, showing the distribution of the 

different plant communities and habitat units described in this section of the report.   

Typha and Phragmites Wetlands 

The majority of the site consists of wetlands heavily dominated by Typha capensis or 

Phragmites australis.  Based on an analysis of aerial photographs (Low 2014), this 

community has apparently increased at the site over the past 20 years, most likely as a 

result of a decrease in the depth of the water table and in increase in the amount of 

freshwater entering the system.  This has largely been at cost of the salt marsh habitat 

which has similarly shrunk over the same period.  Within context of the site, this is not 

considered a highly sensitive plant community as it is widely available in the area and 

appears to be the default community that develops along the margin of the waterways or 
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within the artificial wetlands present at Lake Michelle.  It is tolerant of disturbance and able 

to colonise new areas easily as both Typha capensis and Phragmites australis are able to 

reproduce and spread vegetatively and both also have wind-dispersed seeds which enable 

them to quickly colonise disturbed areas.   

While the Typha capensis and Phragmites australis frequently dominate this community in 

almost monospecific stands (Figure 6, Figure 7), there are a variety of species present 

around the margins of the wetland and in occasional gaps in the reed beds.  This includes a 

variety of other sedges such as Schoenoplectus scirpoides, Ficinia nodosa and Juncus 

kraussii subsp. kraussii, as well as other species including Elegia tectorum, Centella asiatica, 

Phyla nodiflora, Zantedeschia aethiopica, Searsia glauca and Osteospermum moniliferum.   

 

 
Figure 6. Looking down one of the rows that have been cleared through the reed beds, showing the 

high density of Typha capensis and the lack of any other species in much of the wetland areas 

dominated by this species.   
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Figure 7. The areas dominated by Phragmites australis are usually at the margin of the wetland areas 

or adjacent to the areas of deeper water, but also tend to form monospecific stands which shade most 

other species out.   

 

Juncus Beds 

In the south west of the study area, there is a depressed area adjacent to the main access 

road (Northshore Road) which is seasonally wet and dominated by Juncus kraussii subsp. 

kraussii with patches of Typha and various shrubs around the margins (Figure 8).  Other 

species present in this community include Ficinia nodosa, Carex ecklonii, Senecio 

halimifolius, Zantedeschia aethiopica and Osteospermum moniliferum.  This community 

gives way to reedbeds towards the open water channels or to the disturbed infilled areas 

dominated by Stenotaphrum secundatum.  This is considered to be a semi-natural 

community and similar habitat occurs outside of Lake Michelle in the wetlands to the north 

of the site.  Although it is not considered highly sensitive from a botanical perspective due 

to the previous disturbance at the site and the low diversity of this habitat and lack of 

species of conservation concern, it is not widely distributed and also appears to be of above-

average significance for fauna.  The majority of this habitat would be lost to the 

development under Alternative 1, but partly retained under Alternative 2 and not impacted 

under Alternative 3.   
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Figure 8.  View showing part of the seasonally wet Juncus beds in the foreground.  These areas 

appear to be seasonally moist but not sufficiently wet to become dominated by Phragmites or Typha 

which are frequently present around the margins of this habitat.   

 

Salt Marshes 

The salt marsh habitat is unfavourable for most plant species.  These areas are seasonally 

inundated, but also saline with anoxic soils (Figure 9, Figure 10).  As a result, the number of 

different plant species that can tolerate these areas is very low.  This is however considered 

to be an important habitat as it is favoured by numerous waders and can have high 

productivity.  As this community is not widely available on the peninsula and was 

presumably much more widespread in the past, this has been identified as a desirable 

target towards which to rehabilitate the vegetation of the site and especially the Typha and 

Phragmites dominated areas.  The salt marsh areas are dominated by Sarcocornia 

natalensis, with few other species present on the base of the pan areas.  The fringes of the 

salt marsh areas are dominated by Typha capensis and Schoenoplectus scirpoides, with 

some evidence of these species dying off around the margins of the pans in the areas which 

are presumably more saline.  Some of the salt marshes have small raised hummocks 

present which may be the remains of tree stumps and which are dominated by Cynodon 

dactylon with Chenopodium album also present.   

 



Flora Specialist Study 

 23 
Lake Michelle Phase 08 

 

 
Figure 9. Typical Salt Marsh community, dominated by Sarcocornia natalensis with virtually no other 

species present.   

 

 
Figure 10. The salt marsh areas are capped with a fine layer of silt, but this belies the black mud 

beneath with smells strongly of sulphur and is indicative of a high organic matter content and 

anaerobic conditions.  This is typical of saline pans and salt marshes.   
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Bush Clumps/Dune Thicket 

There are various berms present on the site which are drier than the surrounding wetlands 

and which have usually become dominated by dune thicket species or alien trees (Figure 

11).  These areas are usually characterised by the presence of large indigenous bushes such 

as Searsia glauca, Searsia laevigata or Osteospermum moniliferum as well as numerous 

woody aliens including Acacia saligna, Acacia cyclops, Schinus terebinthifolius, Cestrum 

laevigatum and Myoporum tenuifolium.  The ground layer is usually dominated by species 

such as Tetragonia fruticosa, Carpobrotus edulis, Pelargonium capitatum, Polygala 

myrtifolia, Zantedeschia aethiopica, Conyza scabrida, Metalasia muricata, Helichrysum 

patulum and Senecio halimifolius as well as a plethora of alien annual and perennial forbs.  

These areas are anthropogenic in nature and are not considered sensitive as they have no 

species of concern present and are usually home to an abundance of alien species.   

 

 
Figure 11.  Looking across the reedbeds towards some of the bushclumps present within the wetland.  

These are usually associated with higher ground or drier areas and are mostly dominated by woody 

aliens such as Acacia cyclops.   

Historical Dump Areas 

The areas mapped as disturbed ground are areas that were created when there was a 

municipal dump on the site which extents out past the northern boundary of Lake Michelle 

(Figure 12, Figure 13).  Not surprisingly, these areas are dominated by indicators of 

disturbance and alien species.  Common and dominant indigenous species include 

Stenotaphrum secundatum, Osteospermum moniliferum, Senecio halimifolius, Athanasia 

dentata, Lycium ferocissimum, Passerina corymbosa, Ehrharta villosa, Plecostachys 
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serpyllifolia, Cynodon dactylon, Elegia tectorum and Metalasia muricata.  Alien species are 

abundant throughout this area and large number of alien species were recorded including 

Pennisetum clandestinum, Yucca sp., Rosmarinus officinalis, Malva sylvestris, Lagurus 

ovatus, Conyza bonariense, Avena fatua, Plantago lanceolata, Echium plantagineum, 

Spartium junceum, Cortaderia selloana, Solanum nigrum, Dittrichia graveolens, Picris 

echioides, Meliotus alba, Lactuca seriola, Rapistrum rugosum, Bromus diandrus, Trifolium 

hirtum, Verbesina encelioides, Paspalum urvillei and Euphorbia helioscopia.  Many of these 

alien species occur more widely and can found around the margins of the wetland area in 

general.   

This area is not considered sensitive and it is clear that this is the least sensitive part of the 

site.  The loss of this area to development would not be of concern and impacts associated 

with development of this area would be low.   

 
Figure 12.  Looking north along the more recently disturbed part of the site, showing the dominance 

of the grass Stenotaphrum secundatum as well as presence of numerous other aliens and disturbance 

adapted species.  The majority of the development footprint under Alternative 1 and 2 would be 

accommodated within this area 
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Figure 13. The north western corner of the study area which is currently used as dumping area and 

composting site.  This area is dominated by garden weeds and does not currently contribute to 

diversity or habitat availability in any way.  Alternative 3 would be restricted to this area adjacent to 

Northshore Road. 

 

3.4 SITE SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT  

It is important to reiterate at this juncture that a portion (about 2 ha) of the proposed 

development area consists of wetlands, which are by their nature considered to be highly 

sensitive features.  As such, all wetland areas could be assessed as being of very high 

sensitivity.  However, this is not a useful approach as it does not take account of the 

context of the development and the largely anthropogenic nature of the affected area.  In 

the context of the site, there are different sensitivities present and these are considered on 

a relative scale, with the overall sensitivity of the affected area remaining in context and 

representing the overarching background to the project.  The purpose of the sensitivity map 

(Figure 14) is therefore to guide development at the site and identifies plant communities 

that should be protected from impact or promoted as far as possible and those were some 

habitat loss would not be of great significance and which could also be rehabilitated or 

directed towards habitats of greater botanical or ecological value.   

Under the current development proposal, the low sensitivity area in the north of the site 

would be lost almost entirely to the development.  This is not considered to represent a 

significant impact as this area currently has very little botanical value and currently acts a 

reservoir for weeds more than anything else.  However, the development would also result 
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in the loss of a significant amount of the Typha and Phragmites reedbed community.  

Although this is not considered to be a highly sensitive plant community based on its’ 

species composition, it occupies the majority of the wetland and as such represents 

potentially important habitat for fauna and flora.  The loss of some of this habitat to 

development is undesirable as this would result in a reduction in the overall size of the 

overall wetland area by approximately 3.6 ha under Alternative 1.  However, of the 

wetland-associated habitats present, this is by far the most abundant, within the site and 

also in the general area with extensive similar wetlands present nearby in the adjacent Pick 

and Pay wetland system.  As a result, the loss of some of this habitat to development would 

have a low relative impact compared to the loss of the Salt Marsh habitat which is 

considered locally unique.   

Similar to the Typha and Phragmites reedbeds, the Juncus beds would also be largely lost to 

the development under Alternative 1, but largely retained under Alternative 2.  This habitat 

is considered more sensitive than the Typha and Phragmites-dominated areas as it is less 

extensive and appears to have greater ecological value than the Typha and Phragmites 

reedbeds especially for fauna.  This habitat would likely have been more abundant 

historically and has been lost to development as well as invasion of these areas by woody 

aliens.  It is however relatively common outside of Lake Michelle in the Noordhoek wetlands 

to the north of the site, with the result that the loss of the 0.8 ha of this habitat within the 

development footprint under Alternative 1 is not seen as a highly significant loss.  In 

addition, it is likely that this habitat would be one of the habitats to gain significant area 

within the wetland area after rehabilitation and as such the total loss of this habitat in the 

long-term would be minor or even a small gain.   

In terms of previous recommendations made regarding the development of the site and the 

preferred fate of the affected wetlands, a number of different proposals have been put 

forward.  A central tenant of these is however the improvement of habitat within the 

wetland, especially with regards to the utility of the wetland for the Western Leopard Toad 

and maintaining connectivity between the main Lake Michelle water body and the current 

more seasonal wetlands.  Low (2014) suggested that the reestablishment of the Salt Marsh 

community would be a desirable goal of the project which would also function to offset the 

impact of the development to some degree.  While this goal is supported and reaffirmed 

here, the practicality and long-term sustainability of this goal requires some consideration.   

The current proposal indicates at least four shallow water bodies would be created within 

the wetland. These would be shallow and in large part only seasonally inundated.  Provision 

has been made for significant seasonal fluctuations in the levels of the water bodies as a 

result.  The various drainage channels that have been dug through the wetland would be 

filled, thereby limiting water in- and out-flow from the area.  It is assumed that this would 

result in an increase in the salinity of the area and promote an increase in the salt marsh 
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habitat at the cost of the Typha and Phragmites reed beds.  However, the reed beds are 

well-established and it seems unlikely that they will recede significantly of their own accord.  

The Typha beds in particular are very dense to the point of being impenetrable in many 

places and the shading of the soil limits evaporation and favours the maintenance of the 

Typha.  In addition, in order to fill the drainage channels and implement the current design, 

significant disturbance will be required across the majority of the wetland.  This activity will 

create significant soil disturbance and the soil structure that has developed over decades 

will be destroyed.  At least within the Salt Marsh habitat, this soil structure is likely to be an 

important component favouring the maintenance and development of the Salt Marsh.  In 

principle, the structure can develop over time again, but the intervening period may leave 

the disturbed areas vulnerable to invasion by Typha and Phragmites.  Consequently, it 

seems clear that active and responsive management of the wetland would be required to 

achieve the desired biodiversity outcomes and avoid the alternative outcome of a wetland 

dominated by weeds and Typha reedbeds should there be little follow-up management.  

Although, there is some risk of failure in achieving the desired biodiversity outcomes, there 

is also significant and demonstrated risk in leaving the wetlands as they are.  The Salt 

Marsh habitat is progressively shrinking and likely to be lost entirely in the future if the 

current trends continue.  As such, it is clear that some kind of intervention is required if the 

loss of the Salt Marsh habitat is to be prevented.  This leads to the situation where the No-

Go alternative has clear negative outcomes and the development could be used to avert 

some of these outcomes but doing so would come at the cost of some of the less sensitive 

wetland habitat which would be lost.   
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Figure 14.  Botanical sensitivity map of the Lake Michelle Phase 8 study area, showing the footprint 

area of Alternative 1 & Alternative 2. 
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4 IDENTIFICATION & NATURE OF IMPACTS 

The construction phase of the Lake Michelle Phase 8 development would generate a high 

intensity disturbance within the wetland and its surroundings.  A significant proportion of 

the area would either be lost to housing development or disturbed in an attempt to 

regenerate a more desirable state within the wetland.   

During operational phase of the development, the wetland will experience increased levels 

of human activity as several paths through the wetland are proposed.  In addition, it is 

likely that the changes in hydrology resulting from the construction phase will result in long-

term changes in the vegetation structure and composition of the wetland.  The wetland will 

also be highly vulnerable to alien plant invasion and specific measures will be required to 

prevent the establishment of aliens which have been demonstrated to be abundant at the 

site.   

 

5 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS 

The likely impacts associated with the Lake Michelle Phase 8 development are assessed 

below for the construction and operational phases of the development, for the three 

development alternatives and the No-Go Alternative.  The No-Go Alternative is taken to 

mean a hands-off approach to the wetland and allowing the “natural” course of things to 

progress without interference.  An argument can however be made that some of the 

changes seen within the study area are at least partly the result of the changes that have 

occurred on the rest of the site and in particular the dredging out of the main Lake Michelle 

water body.  As such, the previous phases of the development at Lake Michelle bear some 

responsibility to address negative changes occurring within the current study area.  

Nevertheless, the alternatives considered consist of development with active, directed 

intervention in the wetland and no development with no intervention within the wetland.   

 

5.1 CONSTRUCTION-PHASE IMPACTS 

Impacts associated with the construction phase of the Lake Michelle Phase 8 development 

are assessed below. A variety of mitigation measures aimed at reducing the impact of the 

development on vegetation are suggested.  
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Impact 1. Loss of wetland habitat due to transformation of currently intact wetland habitat for housing development 

 
Potential impact and 
risk:  

Loss of wetland habitat due to transformation of currently intact wetland habitat for housing development 

 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Go Alternative 

Nature of impact:  

The Phase 8 development will 

result in habitat loss of about 

3.6 ha within the wetland and 

increase the general isolation 

of the remaining wetland.  

The overall extent of the 

wetland will be reduced even 

after mitigation and 

rehabilitation.   

The Phase 8 

development will result 

in habitat loss within 

the wetland of about 

2.8 ha and increase the 

general isolation of the 

wetland.  The overall 

extent of the wetland 

will be reduced even 

after mitigation and 

rehabilitation.   

Alternative 3 will 

result in the continued 

loss of the salt marsh 

habitat and an 

increase in the less 

desirable reed bed 

habitat. 

The no-go alternative will 

result in the continued loss 

of the salt marsh habitat 

and an increase in the less 

desirable reed bed habitat. 

Extent and duration of 
impact: 

The extent of the impact 
would be LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact would 
be LONG-TERM. 

The extent of the 
impact would be LOCAL 
and the duration of the 
impact would be LONG-
TERM. 

The extent of the 
impact would be 
LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact 
would be LONG-TERM. 

The extent of the impact 
would be LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact 
would be LONG-TERM. 

Consequence of impact or 
risk: 

The consequence is 
considered to be MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be 
MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be 
MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be MEDIUM 

Probability of occurrence: 
The impact is CERTAIN to 
occur. 

The impact is CERTAIN 
to occur. 

The impact is 
CERTAIN to occur. 

The impact is CERTAIN to 
occur. 

Degree to which the impact 
may cause irreplaceable 
loss of resources: 

There would be some loss of 
wetland habitat which can be 
considered to be an 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources.  The overall loss is 

There would be some 
loss of wetland habitat 
which can be 
considered to be an 
irreplaceable loss of 

Although there would 
be no loss of wetland 
habitat, the habitat 
value of the wetland 
would continue to 

Although there would be 
no loss of wetland habitat, 
the habitat value of the 
wetland would continue to 
decline.  No irreplaceable 
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however LOW. resources.  The overall 
loss is however LOW. 

decline.  No 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources is expected 
to occur. 

loss of resources is 
expected to occur. 

Degree to which the impact 
can be reversed: 

It is not likely that the impact 
can be reversed as houses 
will be constructed on the 
site. 

It is not likely that the 
impact can be reversed 
as houses will be 
constructed on the site. 

In the long-term if the 
salt marsh habitat is 
lost, then it is unlikely 
that it could be 
restored and as such 
it would have LOW 
reversibility.   

In the long-term if the salt 
marsh habitat is lost, then 
it is unlikely that it could 
be restored and as such it 
would have LOW 
reversibility.   

Indirect impacts: 
The development will result 
in the further fragmentation 
and isolation of the wetland. 

The development will 
result in the further 
fragmentation and 
isolation of the 
wetland. 

Alternative 3 will 
result in the continued 
degradation of the 
wetland to a less 
biodiverse state. 

The no-go alternative will 
result in the continued 
degradation of the wetland 
to a less biodiverse state. 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW 

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

MEDIUM  MEDIUM  LOW LOW 

Degree to which the impact 
can be avoided: 

LOW LOW MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Degree to which the impact 
can be managed: 

LOW LOW MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Degree to which the impact 
can be mitigated: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Proposed mitigation: 

 Construction should take place in late summer when the water levels are at their lowest to minimize 

impact to the wetland. 

 Disturbance to the areas of Salt Marsh should be avoided where possible.  

 Measures should be taken to ensure that the risks of pollution from the operation of heavy vehicles in the 

vlei are minimised.   

 The development footprint should be clearly delineated from the rest of the wetland with temporary 
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fencing or similar.   

 The wetland area should be demarcated as a no-go area for construction personnel during construction of 

the housing development.   

 

Residual impacts: 
There will some residual loss 
of wetland area that cannot 
be mitigated or avoided 

There will some 
residual loss of wetland 
area that cannot be 
mitigated or avoided 

Under Alternative 3 
there will be 
continued gradual 
degradation of the 
wetland. 

Under the no-go 
alternative there will be 
continued gradual 
degradation of the 
wetland. 

Cumulative impact post 
mitigation: 

LOW LOW LOW LOW 

Significance rating of impact 
after mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, 
Medium-High, High, or 
Very-High) 

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

 

 

5.2 OPERATIONAL PHASE IMPACTS 

Impact 1. Degradation of Wetland Habitat  

 

Potential impact and risk:  
There is a risk that the wetland will become degraded after construction as a result of alien invasion and 

changes to the hydrology of the wetland. 

 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Go Alternative 

Nature of impact:  

The wetland will be highly 

vulnerable to alien plant 

invasion after construction 

and significant alien invasion 

would result in degradation 

of the wetland.  In addition, 

undesirable changes to the 

composition of the wetland 

The wetland will be 

highly vulnerable to 

alien plant invasion 

after construction and 

significant alien 

invasion would result 

in degradation of the 

wetland.  In addition, 

Alternative 3 will 

result in the 

continued loss of the 

salt marsh habitat 

and an increase in 

the less desirable 

reed bed habitat.   

The no-go alternative will 

result in the continued loss 

of the salt marsh habitat 

and an increase in the less 

desirable reed bed habitat.   
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may occur during operation 

due to changes in the 

hydrology of the wetland.   

undesirable changes 

to the composition of 

the wetland may 

occur during 

operation due to 

changes in the 

hydrology of the 

wetland.   

Extent and duration of 
impact: 

The extent of the impact 
would be LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact would 
be LONG-TERM. 

The extent of the 
impact would be 
LOCAL and the 
duration of the 
impact would be 
LONG-TERM. 

The extent of the 
impact would be 
LOCAL and the 
duration of the 
impact would be 
LONG-TERM. 

The extent of the impact 
would be LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact 
would be LONG-TERM. 

Consequence of impact or 
risk: 

The consequence is 
considered to be MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be 
MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be 
MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be MEDIUM 

Probability of occurrence: 
The impact is LIKELY to 
occur. 

The impact is LIKELY 
to occur. 

The impact is LIKELY 
to occur. 

The impact is LIKELY to 
occur. 

Degree to which the impact 
may cause irreplaceable loss 
of resources: 

Significant alien invasion and 
degradation would result in 
some loss of resources, but 
this could be reversed with 
alien clearing.  As such the 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources would be VERY 
LOW. 

Significant alien 
invasion and 
degradation would 
result in some loss of 
resources, but this 
could be reversed 
with alien clearing.  
As such the 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources would be 
VERY LOW. 

The habitat value of 
the wetland would 
continue to decline 
due to an increase in 
the dense reed bed 
habitat.  No 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources is expected 
to occur. 

The habitat value of the 
wetland would continue to 
decline due to an increase 
in the dense reed bed 
habitat.  No irreplaceable 
loss of resources is 
expected to occur. 

Degree to which the impact 
can be reversed: 

HIGH, with appropriate 
mitigation the impact could 
be reversed.   

HIGH, with 
appropriate 
mitigation the impact 
could be reversed.   

In the long-term if 
the salt marsh 
habitat is lost, then it 
is unlikely that it 
could be restored and 

In the long-term if the salt 
marsh habitat is lost, then it 
is unlikely that it could be 
restored and as such it 
would have LOW 
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as such it would have 
LOW reversibility.   

reversibility.   

Indirect impacts: 
Loss of biodiversity within 
the wetland. 

Loss of biodiversity 
within the wetland. 

Alternative 3 will 
result in the 
continued 
degradation of the 
wetland to a less 
biodiverse state. 

The no-go alternative will 
result in the continued 
degradation of the wetland 
to a less biodiverse state. 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW 

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

MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW 

Degree to which the impact 
can be avoided: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Degree to which the impact 
can be managed: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Degree to which the impact 
can be mitigated: 

MEDIUM-HIGH MEDIUM-HIGH 
MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Proposed mitigation: 

 There should be wetland monitoring programme put in place to monitor 

changes in water chemistry and vegetation within the wetland.  This 

should be directly linked to thresholds of concern where specific actions 

are triggered.  A clear target state should also be set and progress 

towards this goal assessed on a regular basis. 

 An alien vegetation management plan for the wetland should be 

developed and implemented at the site.  

  No herbicides should be used to control problem species in the wetland. 

 

 

Residual impacts: 
There will some residual loss 
of wetland area that cannot 
be mitigated or avoided 

There will some 
residual loss of 
wetland area that 
cannot be mitigated 
or avoided 

There will be 
continued gradual 
degradation of the 
wetland. 

Under the no-go alternative 
there will be continued 
gradual degradation of the 
wetland. 

Cumulative impact post LOW LOW LOW LOW 
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mitigation: 
Significance rating of impact 
after mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-
High, High, or Very-High) 

LOW LOW LOW LOW (-‘TVE) 

 

5.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative Impact 1. Cumulative habitat loss and fragmentation of wetlands 

Potential impact and risk:  
The development will contribute towards cumulative habitat loss and degradation of the Noordhoek Wetland 

System.   

 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 No-Go Alternative 

Nature of impact:  

The development will 

result in some habitat loss 

within the wetland which 

will contribute to 

cumulative impacts on 

wetlands in the Noordhoek 

Wetland System.   

The development will 

result in some habitat 

loss within the wetland 

which will contribute to 

cumulative impacts on 

wetlands in the 

Noordhoek Wetland 

System.   

Alternative 3 will result 

in the continued loss of 

the salt marsh habitat 

and an increase in the 

less desirable reed bed 

habitat, ultimately 

contributing to a 

decline in wetland 

heath in the area. 

The no-go alternative will 

result in the continued loss 

of the salt marsh habitat 

and an increase in the less 

desirable reed bed habitat, 

ultimately contributing to a 

decline in wetland heath in 

the area. 

Extent and duration of 
impact: 

The extent of the impact 
would be LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact 
would be LONG-TERM. 

The extent of the 
impact would be LOCAL 
and the duration of the 
impact would be LONG-
TERM. 

The extent of the 
impact would be LOCAL 
and the duration of the 
impact would be LONG-
TERM. 

The extent of the impact 
would be LOCAL and the 
duration of the impact 
would be LONG-TERM. 

Consequence of impact or 
risk: 

The consequence is 
considered to be MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be 
MEDIUM 

The consequence is 
considered to be LOW 

The consequence is 
considered to be LOW 

Probability of occurrence: 
The impact is LIKELY to 
occur. 

The impact is LIKELY to 
occur. 

The impact is LIKELY to 
occur. 

The impact is LIKELY to 
occur. 

Degree to which the impact 
may cause irreplaceable loss 
of resources: 

There would be some loss 
of wetland habitat which 
can be considered to be 

There would be some 
loss of wetland habitat 
which can be 

The habitat value of the 
wetland would continue 
to decline due to an 

The habitat value of the 
wetland would continue to 
decline due to an increase 
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an irreplaceable loss of 
resources.  The overall 
loss is however LOW. 

considered to be an 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources.  The overall 
loss is however LOW. 

increase in the dense 
reed bed habitat.  No 
irreplaceable loss of 
resources is expected 
to occur. 

in the dense reed bed 
habitat.  No irreplaceable 
loss of resources is 
expected to occur at least 
in the medium term. 

Degree to which the impact 
can be reversed: 

LOW as it is not likely that 
lost wetland habitat can 
be regained.   

LOW as it is not likely 
that lost wetland 
habitat can be 
regained.   

In the long-term if the 
salt marsh habitat is 
lost, then it is unlikely 
that it could be 
restored and as such it 
would have LOW 
reversibility.   

In the long-term if the salt 
marsh habitat is lost, then 
it is unlikely that it could 
be restored and as such it 
would have LOW 
reversibility.   

Indirect impacts: 
Loss of ecosystem 
function within the 
wetland system. 

Loss of ecosystem 
function within the 
wetland system. 

The no-go alternative 
will result in the 
continued degradation 
of the wetland to a less 
biodiverse state. 

The no-go alternative will 
result in the continued 
degradation of the wetland 
to a less biodiverse state. 

Cumulative impact prior to 
mitigation: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW 

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

MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW LOW 

Degree to which the impact 
can be avoided: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Degree to which the impact 
can be managed: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Degree to which the impact 
can be mitigated: 

MEDIUM MEDIUM 
MEDIUM MEDIUM 

Proposed mitigation: 

 The linkages with the main Lake Michelle water body and the wetland 

system outside of Lake Michelle to the north should be maintained.  

 Any paths through the wetland should be constructed as boardwalks in 

order to minimise long-term disturbance.   

 Rehabilitate disturbed areas around the margin of the wetland. 
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Residual impacts: 

There will be some residual 
loss of wetland area that 
cannot be mitigated or 
avoided 

There will be some 
residual loss of 
wetland area that 
cannot be mitigated 
or avoided 

There will be continued 
gradual degradation of 
the wetland. 

Under the no-go 
alternative there will be 
continued gradual 
degradation of the wetland. 

Cumulative impact post 
mitigation: 

MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW 
LOW 

Significance rating of impact 
after mitigation  
(e.g. Low, Medium, Medium-
High, High, or Very-High) 

MEDIUM LOW LOW LOW LOW (-‘TVE) 
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6 ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

The three development options are comparatively assessed below.  The no-go alternative 

and Alternative 3 are considered to have the same outcomes and are essentially equivalent 

from a botanical point of view as this option would not result in the loss of any botanical 

habitat of value.  Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 are similar, but the smaller footprint area 

of Alternative 2 especially within the Juncus reed beds is considered a critical factor in 

making this preferred development alternative.   

 

Alternative Preference Reasons (incl. potential issues) 

Alternative 1 Not Preferred  

This Alternative has the greatest footprint within the 

wetland area and the loss of the Juncus wetlands in 

particular is highlighted as a negative impact 

associated with this alternative.  . 

Alternative 2 Preferred 

This alternative is preferred because it has a smaller   

footprint within the wetland.  In addition, it poses 

significantly less risk to disruption of ecological 

processes within the wetland as it retains greater 

connectivity with the adjacent wetland areas.  As a 

result, this is considered to be the preferred 

development option.  

Alternative 3 Acceptable 

There is little difference between this option and the 

no-go alternative as both would result in similar 

outcomes for the wetland.  This alternative would likely 

result in the continued decline of the salt marsh 

habitat, but would not impinge on the wetland.   

 

 
7 CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Lake Michelle Phase 8 development area is largely anthropogenic in nature and it is not 

likely that the habitats present are representative of the original composition and structure 

of the vegetation of the site.  However, the current vegetation is the end result of decades 

of human activity and influence in the area.  While there are plant communities present 

which are of significant local conservation value, the overall plant diversity of the site is 

depauperate and indicative of the historical disturbance the area has experienced.  No plant 

species of conservation concern are present within the site and it is clear the major impact 

with regards to the development of the site is on habitat loss and not on species per se.   

The total extent of the development is approximately 7 ha of which approximately 3.6 ha 

can be considered to be within the wetland under Alternative 1 and 2.5 ha under Alternative 
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2 and there would be a core wetland area of 6 ha remaining with an additional 4 ha of 

buffer habitat around the margins of the core area.  The Typha and Phragmites reed bed 

community that would be most affected is not considered to be a highly sensitive plant 

community based on its’ species composition.  In addition, some of the Typha-dominated 

areas have large amounts of moribund material and do not appear to represent useful 

habitat to many species.  Nevertheless these areas represent potentially important habitat 

for fauna and flora and the loss of some of this habitat to development is undesirable as this 

would result in a reduction in the overall size of the wetland.  However, of the wetland-

associated habitats present, this is by far the most abundant, within the site and also in the 

general area with extensive similar wetlands present nearby in the adjacent Pick and Pay 

wetland system.  As a result, the loss of some of this habitat to development would have a 

low relative impact compared to the loss of the Salt Marsh habitat which is considered 

locally unique.  Observations during the site visits indicated that the margins of the salt 

pans in particular were being used extensively by local fauna, while there was little apparent 

use of the dense reed beds which are often impenetrable even for smaller fauna on account 

of all the dead material present.  The existing Juncus beds would also be largely lost to the 

development under Alternative 1 and are considered of intermediate value between the 

Typha beds and the Salt Marsh habitat.  However, the loss of 0.8 ha of this habitat is not 

considered to be highly significant as this habitat is not unique to Lake Michelle and 

additional similar habitat is available outside of Lake Michelle in the wetlands to the north of 

the site.  However, this area appears to be of some significance for connectivity with the 

adjacent wetland areas and provides the primary motivation for supporting Alternative 2 

over Alternative 1.   

The value of the typical reedbed community for fauna and flora is low and contrasts with the 

potential significance of the Salt Marsh habitat.  This has led to the suggestion that the 

reestablishment of the Salt Marsh community across a larger area would be a desirable goal 

of the project.  Such habitat improvement would also function to offset the impact of the 

development to some degree.  This suggestion is also supported by the current study and 

observations at the site suggest that a mosaic of different habitat types would provide the 

greatest biodiversity returns.  The development would result in significant disturbance 

within the wetland and there is some risk of failure in achieving the desired biodiversity 

outcomes.  However, this risk needs to be evaluated against the significant and 

demonstrated risk of leaving the wetlands as they are with no intervention.  The Salt Marsh 

habitat is progressively shrinking and likely to be lost entirely in the future if the current 

trends continue.  As such, it is clear that some kind of intervention is required if the loss of 

the Salt Marsh habitat is to be prevented.  However, that said, the salt marsh and its’ 

potential decline should not be used as motivation for the current development and should 

not be held hostage as leverage to motivate the current development.  As such the current 

development alternatives have been considered on their own merits and not weighed up 

against the loss of the salt marsh habitat.  The role that the salt-marsh habitat plays is that 



Flora Specialist Study 

 41 
Lake Michelle Phase 08 

 

it provides an avenue to effect useful and directed mitigation at the site and represents a 

useful benchmark or target for rehabilitation as well as a measurable indicator of long-term 

mitigation success at the site.  Although the development could be used to avert some of 

the negative outcomes of the no-go alternative, this would come at the cost of some of the 

less sensitive wetland habitat which would be lost to development.  However, if the nett 

outcome is an improvement in overall wetland habitat value for fauna and flora, then this 

loss is potentially justified.  Under the development scenarios of either Alternative 1 and 

Alternative 2, the outcomes of the suggested wetland interventions should however be 

closely monitored and the results directly linked to thresholds of concern with associated 

interventions with stated goals and pathways of action.   

The development of the Lake Michelle Phase 8 development will result in some loss of 

wetland habitat at the site.  However, this can be restricted to the less sensitive reed bed 

community with the result that the overall significance of this loss is considered to be 

relatively low under Alternative 2, which is the supported option.  The impact of this loss 

can also be potentially mitigated through the improvement of habitat within the rest of the 

wetland.  This includes the in-filling of the drainage channels present, clearing of all woody 

aliens present and promoting the reestablishment and expansion of the salt-marsh habitat, 

through the diversion of runoff entering this area and the resultant gradual aridification of 

the area surrounding the salt marsh.  With these interventions and the implementation of 

the other mitigation measures suggested in this study, the overall impacts associated with 

the Lake Michelle Phase 8 development can be reduced to an acceptable level under 

Alternative 2.  The best-case scenario would be an overall improvement in wetland health 

and biodiversity compared to the No-Go Alternative or Alternative 3.  There are no botanical 

reasons to oppose the development provided that the suggested mitigation can be 

effectively implemented, as such the development of either Alternative 2 or Alternative 3 

can in principle be supported.   
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