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Robertson, 6705  

Qualifications     : Stellenbosch University, South Africa: B.Sc. Biodiversity & Ecology, 

B.Sc.Hons Botany, M.Sc. Botany 2007 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

This botanical assessment was commissioned in order to help inform decisions regarding the 

application for mining rights on the farm Gannabosch Vlakte, No 51, near Robertson. The 

farm is located approximately 13 km West of Robertson, Langeberg Municipality. 

 

An area of approximately 20 ha is targeted for an open cast clay mine on Farm 51, 

Gannabosch Vlakte, Robertson. In addition to clay mining, the Applicant proposes to develop 

a brick factory directly adjacent to the mining area. 

 

This assessment is a follow-up survey conducted to supplement the initial Botanical 

Assessment of June 2016 and should thus be read in conjunction with the main Botanical 

Report.  

 

Follow-up survey: 

 The aim of this survey, conducted during spring, was to establish if any additional plant 

species of conservation concern occurs within the proposed mining area, due to 

seasonal constraints to annuals and geophytes in the initial botanical assessment.  

 In addition, an additional area directly east of the originally proposed site was 

investigated.  

– Due to the loss of a significant section of the originally proposed mining area (Figure 

1), as shown in the recommended layout plan of the initial botanical survey (Figure 2), 

an additional section towards the east is now included in the mining application area, 

in order to compensate for this loss. 

– This assessment thus also serves to provide a specialist opinion on two new layout 

alternatives (Figures 3 and 4), proposed by the Applicant and EAP, in terms of 

impacts on biodiversity. 

 

The initial botanical assessment concluded the following: 

The target areas predominantly consist of natural vegetation which is in a good condition. 

The site is well connected to adjacent natural areas and has a high ecological viability. 

 

Vegetation on site corresponds mostly to the Robertson Karoo vegetation type identified on 

the Vegetation Map of SA, which is Least Threatened. Vegetation on site clearly resembles 

the CAPE Fine Scale vegetation unit Robertson Gannabos Thicket, described by Helme 

(2007) but currently not mapped for this specific site. This vegetation unit is locally 

considered vulnerable. 

 

More than 70 plant species were recorded during the site visit. It is highly likely that many 

more species can be found within the target area during spring. One species of conservation 

concern were recorded in the survey area, outside the proposed development site, namely 

Euphorbia nesemanii which is considered Near Threatened. 
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The most significant biodiversity aspects related to the proposed development site include: 

 The site forms part of a terrestrial CBA (to preserve a target area of vegetation type)  

 The site forms part of a landscape corridor CBA that forms a natural link between the 

Breede River and the Langeberg Mountains. 

 A few drainage lines cross through the site and are recognized as Ecological Support 

Areas / ecological process areas. One prominent drainage line crosses the site while two 

small, inconspicuous drainage lines are evident. 

 There are no aquatic CBAs or wetland areas identified on the proposed mining site but 

the proposed site for the brick processing area is located directly adjacent to the Vink 

River which is regarded an aquatic CBA and also recognized as one of the National 

Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas (NFEPAs) (natural valley floor floodplain wetland).  

 

Any development within a CBA is undesirable and will result in the cumulative impact of a 

reduction of a network of natural sites identified to meet biodiversity pattern and process 

thresholds.  

– Since the entire property (Farm 51) and more specifically the area available for clay 

mining is located within a terrestrial CBA, the impact on CBAs is unavoidable. 

– It is therefore recommended that the development should be conducted in such a 

way as to minimise the impact on CBAs as far as possible. 

 

A layout plan was thus recommended (Figure 2) which restricts mining and brick processing 

facilities towards the eastern portions of the target areas. This will however significantly 

reduce the available area and economic viability of the mining operation. 

– The layout specifically excludes the prominent water course (drainage line 1A) that 

crosses the site as well as everything west of this drainage line from any 

development or disturbances. 

– The recommended layout allows for a wider CBA corridor within remaining natural 

areas west of the mine. 

– The layout will not result in isolated vegetation fragments.  

– The portion of drainage channel Nr 2 overlapping the site is however included in the 

layout plan to compensate for the loss of a significant portion of available mining site 

in the west to some extent. 

– Drainage line Nr 2 is one of the less prominent drainage lines which are open and 

shallow, with no structural differences to adjacent karooveld. Its main function 

appears to be natural drainage. Storm water run-off from higher lying areas can 

easily be accommodated by the storm water channel along the road towards the east 

and into the existing culvert into the original water course further down-stream and 

east of the road (Figure 2).  

– It is recommended that adequate buffer areas along the drainage line Nr 1 should be 

established by a freshwater ecologist or suitably experienced specialist. 
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Figure 1. Originally proposed mining (orange) and brick processing (green) area. Prominent and small, inconspicuous drainage lines are also 
shown. 
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Figure 2. Layout as recommended in the initial Botanical Survey for the proposed Gannabosch Vlakte clay mine (red) and brick processing 
facility (green).  
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2. METHODOLOGY  

 

The farm Gannabosch Vlakte No 51 and the relevant section of the adjacent property (Lange 

Vallei No 5/52) were revisited on the 4th of September 2016. The originally proposed mining 

and brick processing area, as well as the additionally proposed sections towards the east 

were walked and surveyed for the presence of any plant species of conservation concern, 

whilst recording all additional plant species. 

 

The proposed new layout plans were compared with the originally proposed mining area and 

the layout recommended in the initial botanical survey in terms of the most relevant 

biodiversity aspects. 

 

 

3. MAIN FINDINGS  

 

3.1 Additional plant species recorded on site 

 

A number of additional herbs and geophytes (24 additional species) were recorded during 

the follow-up spring survey of which Bulbine succulenta, Ornithogalum dubium 

(chincherinchee) and Moraea spp. were most prominent. 

  

No additional plant species of conservation concern or any Rare or Endangered plant 

species were recorded during the September site visit.  

 

Table 1. Additional plant species recorded during the follow-up survey 

 

Geophytes: 

Albuca cooperi (geldbeursie) 

Albuca setosa (diktamarak) 

Bulbine abyssinica 

Bulbine succulenta 

Colchicum eucomoides (patrysblom) 

Gladiolus venustus (perskalkoentjie) 

Holothrix aspera 

Holothrix villosa 

Lachenalia perryae 

Massonia depressa (bobbejaanboek) 

Moraea flaccida (groottulp) 

Moraea lewisiae (volstruiseintjie) 

Moraea polyanthos (bloutulp) 

Ornithogalum dubium (chincherinchee) 

Satyrium erectum (pink trewwa) 

Herbs: 

Arctotis acaulis (gousblom) 

Cotula heterocarpa (gansogies) 

Diascia parviflora (persbokhorinkie) 

Felicia sp. 

Heliophila sp. (blousporrie) 

Nemesia pageae 

Sebaea exacoides (vyfsterkruid) 

Senecio abruptus (bastergeelhongerblom) 

Ursinia anthemoides (magriet) 
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3.2 Comments on proposed new layout plans 

 

 Two new layout plans are proposed by the Applicant and EAP (Figures 3 and 4).  

– Both layout plans exclude the prominent drainage line 1A and everything towards the 

west thereof, as proposed in the initial Botanical Assessment 

– Both layout plans allows for additional mining area directly south and east of the 

original site (Mine extension 2 and 3) to compensate for this loss.  

– The proposed brickyard will be located directly north of the mining area. 

– Both layout plans will transform drainage line 2. 

– A 30m buffer will be maintained along the prominent drainage lines (Drainage line 1A 

and 3 towards the west and east respectively). 

 

 Layout Alternative 1 allows for the diversion of drainage line 2 into the prominent 

drainage line towards the east (drainage line 3) (Figure 3). 

 

 Layout Alternative 2 (Applicants preferred option) does not allow for the diversion of 

drainage line 2 into drainage line 3 (Figure 4). This layout allows for an additional mine 

extension south-east into the Vinkriver floodplain area which is an aquatic CBA.  

  

Mine extension 1 and 2 (both layouts): 

Mine extensions 1 and 2 (Figure 3) fall within the originally proposed mining area that was 

surveyed and also within the recommended layout proposed by the initial Botanical Survey 

(Figure 2). 

 

Proposed brickyard location and Mine extension 3 (both layouts): 

From a purely botanical perspective, the mining of additional areas directly towards the east 

of the originally proposed mining area (Figure 3 – Mine extension 3) and the proposed new 

brickyard location directly north of the originally proposed mining area will have no additional 

impacts, as long as an adequate natural buffer (at least 30 m) is being maintained along the 

prominent drainage line east of the site (drainage line 3). 

– It should however be noted that a significantly larger portion of drainage line 2 will be 

transformed / permanently lost to mining activities compared to the originally 

proposed plans (Figure 2).  

– If the originally proposed no-go areas (western section of the original site) were to be 

protected from any development or disturbances, the diversion of a less important 

ephemeral drainage line (drainage line 2) around the proposed mining area is 

considered to be acceptable - as depicted in the initial Botanical Assessment as well 

as the Freshwater Ecological Assessments. 

– According to the Freshwater Ecological Assessment the diversion of this drainage 

line, which would require the submission of a Water Use Authorisation application to 

the BGCMA, should be planned and implemented under the supervision of a 

freshwater ecologist. 
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Mine extension 4 (layout alternative 2 only): 

Mine extension 4 (Figure 4) will result in the direct transformation of an aquatic CBA and 

CBA buffer which is considered a significant impact. It is highly recommended that the 

Vinkriver floodplain area should be excluded from all mining related activities. 

 

Mine extension 5 (layout alternative 2 only): 

Mine extension 5 (Figure 4) will have no additional impact on biodiversity but does not allow 

for the diversion of drainage line 2 into drainage line 3. It is however not certain whether the 

diversion indicated in Layout alternative 1 (Figure 3) would be the best environmental option. 

Due to the limited section of this drainage line that remains intact, upstream of the 

development, as well as the small capacity of this particular drainage line in this area, it could 

be adequate to channelize the remaining section of the drainage line into the existing storm 

water channel that runs along the tar road. It is unclear at this stage how run-off will be 

treated within the mining area. 

– It is thus recommended that the diversion or capturing of storm water runoff from the 

remainder of drainage line 2 be planned and implemented under supervision of a 

specialist with suitable experience in freshwater ecosystems and/or storm water 

management. The implementation of mine extension 5 should be planned 

accordingly. 
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Figure 3. New Layout Alternative 1.  
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Figure 4. New Layout Alternative 2.  
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4. CONCLUSION  

 

The follow-up botanical survey confirmed that the proposed layout plan (Layout alternative 1 

– Figure 3) is acceptable from a biodiversity perspective, although located within an 

important CBA. 

 This layout plan allows for a significant natural corridor towards the west of the mining 

activities. The CBA corridor will thus remain functional, as recommended in the initial 

survey. 

 This layout plan allows for adequate natural buffers along the prominent drainage 

lines towards the west (drainage line 1) and east (drainage line 3) of the 

development. 

 This plan excludes the Vinkriver floodplain area (aquatic CBA) from any development 

/ disturbances. 

 Drainage line Nr 2 is one of the less prominent drainage lines which are open and 

shallow, with no structural differences to adjacent karooveld. By ensuring the 

protection of the more significant water courses towards the west and further east, 

as well as a significant natural terrestrial corridor towards the west, transformation of 

this small drainage line is acceptable in terms of biodiversity.  

– This transformation is required in order to compensate for the loss of 

significant available mining areas. 

– The diversion or capturing of storm water runoff from the remainder of 

drainage line 2 should be planned and implemented under supervision of a 

specialist with suitable experience in freshwater ecosystems and/or storm 

water management. 

 This layout will not result in isolated vegetation fragments. 

 No individuals of Euphorbia nesemanii which is considered Near Threatened are 

evident within the proposed mining areas / brickyard location. 

 

Mine extension 5, which allows for additional mining directly north of Mine extension 3, is 

also acceptable but such planning and implementation should be subjected to the adequate 

management of runoff from drainage line 2 which should be directed by a suitable 

experienced specialist. 

 

No additional plant species of conservation concern or any Rare or Endangered plant 

species were recorded during the September site visit.  

 

The relevant mitigation measures provided in the initial Botanical Report (dated June 2016) 

should be implemented at all times. 
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