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I, the undersigned, 

CIJIMPI HABILE 

do hereby make oath and state: 

1. I am an adult male and the Municipal Manager for the 1 st Respondent. The 1st 

Respondent is Gerl Sibande District Joint Municipal Planning Tribunal with the 

principal address at Corner Joubert and Oosthuise Street, Ermelo, 

Mpumalanga. The 1st Respondent was established in accordance with section 

34 of the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act 16 of 2013 

("SPLUMA") as read with regulation 4 of SPLUMA. 

2. I am duly authorised to depose to this affidavit on behalf of the 1 st Respondent 

by virtue of the Resolution dated 30/08/2017 and marked AA1. 

3. The facts contained herein are within my personal knowledge, unless the 

context indicates otherwise and are to the best of my knowledge and belief both 

true and correct. 

4. Where I make legal submissions, I do so on the advice of my legal 

representative. I accept and follow the advice given. 
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5. This answering affidavit records my response to the allegations in the founding 

affidavit. Any allegations not specifically responded to should be taken as a 

denial and the applicants are put to the proof thereof. 

6. Before embarking on the response, I wish to raise some points in limine. I 

submit from the outset that these points in limine are not nugatory, rather, they 

are both crucial and fatal to the case of the applicants. 

7. I deal with the points in limine below. 

LOCUS STANDI 

8. The applicants allege that they bring this application in their own interest, on 

behalf of their members and in the public interest. In support of this, they cite 

sections 38(a), (d) and (e) of the Constitution and section 32(1)(a) of the 

National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA) as the bases. 

9. The Applicants do not possess the necessary locus standi to bring this review 

application as alleged above for numerous reasons: 

9.1 Section 38 of the Constitution concerns an infringement or threat of 

infringement of a right in the Bill of Rights. The applicants in this case do 

not allege any such infringement or threat of infringement of any right 

contained in the Bill of Rights. 

9.2 Rather, this application, on the applicants' own version in paragraph 26 

of the founding affidavit, is characterised or labelled as : 
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" ... review and set aside the decision of the Tribunal to approve the application 

for land use change of the Subject Property, and the decision of the Municipal 

Appeal Authority to dismiss the Coalition's internal appeal (collectively the 

(impugned decisions'?. 

9.3 The subject matter relates to the rezoning of land which is located in the 

Mpumalanga Province. None of the applicants in this case are based in 

Mpumalanga province. The applicants do not allege that they have any 

membership in the Mpumalanga province. There is no evidence or facts 

before this honourable court that the local community approved or 

authorized the applicants to act on their behalf and or to institute these 

proceedings. 

9.4 The applicants do not demonstrate public interest as contemplated in 

section 38(d) of the Constitution. The applicants do not allege any 

membership to the Mpumalanga province or consultation with the local 

community or people in the subject area. Nor is there any evidence or 

allegation of how this order will affect or benefit the people falling within 

or residing in the local community. The Applicants were not authorised 

or commissioned by the community of Mabola or community around 

Mabola or community in or around the subject property to institute these 

proceedings. 

9.5 The first applicant or applicants are not an association as contemplated 

in section 38(e) of the Constitution. Rather the first applicant is an 

individual voluntary organization based in Cape Town. It does not allege 

that the second to the seventh applicants are its members. Further, there 
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is no allegation why these applicants (second to the seventh applicants) 

cannot act on their own. Nor are there confirmatory affidavit from 

representatives of the second to the seventh respondents or evidence 

demonstrating the authority of the first applicant to act on behalf of the 

remaining applicants. 

9.6. The applicants purport to act in the interest of the community and the 

protection of the relevant community. The applicants however, failed to 

consult the relevant community prior to the institution of these proceedings 

and to obtain a mandate from the local community. I highlight that the first 

applicant's primary objectives are recorded as "the promotion, defence 

and advocacy of environmental and human rights of communities 

affected by mining ... " and the second applicant's mission appears as 

"assisting vulnerable and previously disadvantaged people, who are 

affected by environmental injustice ... " 

9. 7. Furthermore, the applicants further claim locus standi under section 32 (1) 

(a) of NEMA. This provision is concerned with a breach or threatened 

breach under NEMA only. The applicants do not provide any facts or 

pinpoint breach or threatened breach of NEMA. In fact, the converse is 

true, the applicants' entire application or challenge is anchored on 

SPLUMA and SPLUMA BY-LAW. 

10. Therefore, the applicants do not have an interest and/or legal interest in the 

rezoning decision. The applicants are environmental conservation 
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organizations and the rezoning decision concerned change of land use from 

agricultural to mining. 

NON-JOIN DER 

11. This application implicates parties who are not joined in these proceedings. 

These parties have a direct and substantial interest in these proceedings. 

Despite the applicants being aware of this, they failed to cite or join these 

parties. 

12. The applicants allege that the owners of the adjacent properties will be 

prejudiced by the establishment of !_he proposed mine. Further, that, a positive 

outcome of the application may, inter a/ia, be prejudicial to the economic or 

health of one or more provinces (i.e. Mpumalanga, Kwa-Zulu Natal and 

Gauteng) or the Republic as a whole. On these bases, the Premiers of the 

relevant provinces should have been cited. 

13. Further, that mining will cause harm to the local community (which is vulnerable 

and disadvantaged). 

14. Quite evidently, these parties have a direct and substantial interest in this 

matter. An order of this court will affect their interest. These proceedings cannot 

be concluded without their participation. Their joinder will not only be convenient 

but necessary under the circumstances. 

15. It is imperative that these parties be joined in these proceedings in order to 

ensure that this matter is ventilated properly before this honourable court. 



16. This honourable court is herein requested to dismiss this application, in the 

alternative, stay these proceedings until the relevant persons are joined as 

parties to this review application. 

LIS PENDENDS 

17. The applicants refer to numerous challenges lodged by them in various courts 

or fora which, though linked to this matter, evidently fall outside the province of 

the first respondent. These challenges are still pending and awaits 

determination or outcome therein. 

18. These challenges are intricately linked to the present challenge. In fact, the 

decision of the first respondent taken on 6 February 2019 cannot stand alone. 

Rather this decision is subject to the existence of the decisions under challenge 

in the various courts or fora, outside these proceedings. 

19. This was conveniently omitted by the applicants in paragraph 100 of the 

founding affidavit wherein they quote or refer to the resolution dated 29 April 

2019 marked annexure FA31 in their founding affidavit. 

20. In order to illustrate this point, I quote paragraphs 4 and 5 of the resolution. It 

says this: 

"4. The approval of the special zoning shall lapse in terms of section 54(2){V) the under 

the following conditions: 



4.1 on the 7'" June 2030, being the same period as the expiry of the mining right 

(Protocol No: 5012/2016) granted in terms of the mineral and petroleum 

resources development Act 28, 2002 or on the date as may be extended from 

time to time by department responsible for issuing mining rights in the Republic. 

4.2 Non-compliance with environmental authorization number 17/2/3/GS- 131. 

5. The zoning of the subject property shall revert back to agriculture as per applicable 

Town Planning or Land Use Scheme upon the lapse of the mining right". 

21. In this application, the applicants allege that the following challenges were 

lodged and are still pending: 

21.1. 10 September 2015, review of the mining right in the Gauteng Division, 

Pretoria High Court [par 104.1]; 

21.2. 13 October 2016, internal appeal against the EMPR decision in terms 

of section 96(1) (a) of MPRDA and regulation 74 of the Mineral and 

Petroleum Resources Development Regulation, 2004 with the DG of 

the DMR [par 104.2]; 

21.3. 22 May 2018, review of environmental authorization, Mpumalanga High 

Court, Mbombela [par 104.3]; 

21.4. 12 June 2019, appeal in terms of section 149 of the NWA against the 

water use license, Gauteng Division, Pretoria; 
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21.5. Gauteng division Pretoria, review of permit to mine in Mabola. The 

minister is reconsidering Atha's application as per the court order of 8 

November 2018; 

21.6. 20 June 2017, Gauteng Division Pretoria, urgent interdict against order 

from conducting any mining or related activities on the subject property 

and subsequent settlement to comply with all the requirements before 

commencing mining by Atha. 

22. It is clear from the above that the challenges are still pending and awaits 

determination. These are, inter alia, and apart from being anterior to the current 

decision under challenge, they deal with similar issues that are raised in this 

application. 

23. By way of an example, in prayer 1 of the Notice of Motion, the applicants seek 

an interdict of any mining activities. On the applicants' own version, paragraphs 

109 to 111 of the founding affidavit, this was done in 2017 and the third 

respondent undertook not to conduct any mining activities until full compliance 

with the relevant legislations. 

24. Therefore, the applicants did not have to institute these proceedings. The 

current proceedings were not necessary while the challenges above are still 

pending. 
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25. I submit that this is unwarranted and a clear abuse of the court process by the 

applicants in this case. This clogs the court rolls unnecessarily and undermines 

the administration of justice. 

PRINCIPLE OF SUBSIDIARITY 

26. The applicants rely on both the provisions of Promotion of Administrative Justice 

Act 3 of 2000 ("PAJA") and the principle of legality. The principle of legality is a 

Constitutional remedy while PAJA was enacted to give effect to section 33 of the 

Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996. 

27. I am advised that in terms of the principle of subsidiarity, a party cannot rely 

directly on the Constitution where there is a legislation enacted to give effect to 

the provision in the Constitution. Direct reliance is only permissible where a party 

has mounted a challenge to the relevant or enacted legislation. 

28. In casu and in the first place, PAJA was enacted to give effect to review 

administrative decisions. Secondly, neither the first applicant nor the remaining 

applicants have not mounted any challenge to any of the provisions of PAJA 

respecting its unconstitutionality. 

29. Consequently, I am advised that absent the challenge above, the applicants are 

precluded from relying directly on the principle of legality when PAJA is 

applicable. 
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30. It is common cause that PAJA is applicable to these proceedings and the 

applicants do not challenge the constitutionality of PAJA. Therefore, these 

proceedings are not reviewable in terms of the principle of legality. 

31. I submit that, on the bases of the points in limine referred to above, whether 

take individually or cumulatively, the merits of this application do not deserve 

any entertainment or consideration by this court. 

32. Rather this application should be dismissed with a punitive costs order in order 

to demonstrate the court's disapproval of the applicants' unbecoming conduct. 

Alternatively, this honourable court should stay these proceedings pending 

finalisation of the pending review applications referred to above. 

33. Having dealt with the points in /imine above, I now proceed to respond to the 

allegations in the founding affidavit, point by point. 

LEGISLATIVE MATRIX 

34. This application implicates two legislations. I catalogue the relevant legislations 

and sections below. 

35. Firstly, Spatial Planning and Land Use Management act 16 of 2013 

("SPLUMA"), which provides as follows: 

"42 Deciding an application 
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(1) In considering and deciding an application a Municipal Planning Tribunal must-

(a) be guided by the development principles set out in Chapter 2; 

(b) make a decision which is consistent with norms and standards, measures 

designed to protect and promote the sustainable use of agricultural land, 

national and provincial government policies and the municipal spatial 

development framework; and 

(c) take into account-

(i) the public interest; 

(ii) the constitutional transformation imperatives and the related duties of 

the State; 

(iii) the facts and circumstances relevant to the application; 

(iv) the respective rights and obligations of all those affected; 

(v) the state and impact of the engineering services, social infrastructure 

and open space requirements; and 

(vi) any factors that may be prescribed, including time frames for making 

decision. 

(2) When considering an application affecting the environment, a Municipal Planning 

Tribunal must ensure compliance with environmental legislation. 

(3) An application may be approved in whole or part or rejected. 

45 Parties to land development applications 
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(1) A land development application may only be submitted by-

(a) an owner, including the state, of the land concerned; 

(b) a person acting as the duly authorized agent of the owner; 

(c) a person to whom the land concerned has been made available for 

development in writing by an organ of state or such persons duly authorized 

agent; or 

(d) a service provider responsible for the provision of infrastructure, utilities or 

other related services. 

(2) An interested person may petition to intervene in an existing application before a 

Municipal Planning Tribunal or an appeal authority and if granted intervener status, 

interested person may be allowed to participate in such proceeding in the manner 

prescribed by the minister or the provincial legislation. 

(3) A person claiming to be interested person in a land development application or an 

appeal has the burden of establishing his or her status as an interested person. 

(4) In the in the event that the question arises as to whether a person is an interested 

person in the land development application or an appeal, the Municipal Planning 

Tribunal or appeal authority concerned may make a determination as to whether 

such person qualifies as an interested person. 

(5) If an interested person has not demonstrated an interest in all of the issues 

presented in a particular land development application or an appeal, the Municipal 
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(6) 

(7) 

Planning Tribunal or appeal authority may limit the interested person's participation 

to only those issues in which an interest has been established 

52 Development application affecting national interest 

(1) Subject to the Promotion of Administrative Justice Act, 3 of 2000, a land 

development application must be referred to the Minister where such an application 

materially impacts on-

(a) matters within the exclusive functional area of the national sphere in terms 

of the Constitution; 

(b) strategic national policy objectives, principles or priorities, including food 

security, in international relations and co-operations, defence and economic 

unity; or 

(c) land-use for propose which falls within the functional area of the national 

sphere of government. 

(2) A land development application must be referred to the minister where the outcome 

of the application-

(a) may be prejudicial to the economic, health or security interest of one or more 

provinces or the Republic as a whole; or 
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(b) may impede the effective performance of the functions by one or more 

municipalities or provinces relating to matters within their functional area of 

legislative competence. 

(3) Where an applicant believes that his or her application is likely to affect the national 

interest, he or she must submit a copy of that application to the Minister. 

(4) Despite subsection (1) or (2), if an application that affects the national interest is 

lodged with a Municipal Planning Tribunal, such tribunal must inform the Minister 

and provide him or her with a copy thereof. 

(5) The Minister, within 21 days of receipt of an application referred to him or her in 

terms of any of the subsection (2),(3) or (4) and within a reasonable period after 

becoming aware of a land development application that affects the national interest-

(a) may join as a party in such application; or 

(b) may direct that such application be referred to him or her to decide. 

(6) The Minister must, before the exercise a power or the performance of a function 

contemplated in this section and after public consultation, prescribed a set of criteria 

to guide the implementation of this section, including-

(a) the types, scale and nature of land development application that affect the 

national interest; and 

(b) measures to guide municipal planning tribunals, municipalities and parties 

to land development applications in the termini the to mining applications 

which are regulated in terms of this section. 
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(7) 

36. Secondly, the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management (SPLUMJ by-Jaw 

for: Chief Albert Luthuli, Dipaleseng, Dr. Pixley ka lsaka Seme, Lekwa, 

Mkhondo and Msuka/igwa Local Municipalities Proclamation 8 of 2016, 

provides (SPLUM By-law): 

"87 Application affecting national and provincial interest 

(1) In terms of section 52 of the Act an applicant must refer to any application which 

affects national interest to the Minister for comment, which comment is to be 

provided within 21 days as prescribed in section 52(5) of the Act. 

(2) Where any application in terms of this By-Law, which in the opinion of the Municipal 

Manager affects national interest as defined in section 52 of the Act, is submitted, 

such application must be referred to the Minister and the provisions of section 52(5) 

to 7 of the Act, apply with necessary changes. 

(3) The Municipal Planning Tribunal or Land Development Officer as the case may be, 

may direct that an application before it, be referred to the Minister if such an 

application in their opinion affects national interest in the provision of section 52(5) 

to 7 apply with necessary changes. 

(4) 

(5) 

Ad paragraph 1 
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37. I note the contents of this paragraph. 

Ad paragraph 2 

38. I repeat the points in limine above. In particular, that the applicants lack the 

requisite locus standi to institute these proceedings as alleged. 

39. Furthermore, I pause to point out that the first applicants lacks the necessary 

authority to act on behalf of the second to seventh applicants, in that the 

resolution marked FA1 is a resolution of the first applicant's steering committee. 

In amplification of the afore, the resolution is not signed by the second to seventh 

applicants. 

Ad paragraph 3 

40. Save to deny that all the facts and circumstances set out are true and correct, I 

note the remaining contents of this paragraph. I however, pause to point out that 

it is improper of the deponent to attest to the truthfulness and correctness of 

documents to which he is not the author. I am advised that it amounts to hearsay 

evidence. 

Ad paragraph 4 

41. It is improper for the deponent to attest to the correctness and truthfulness of 

information supplied by third parties. I am advised that such information amounts 

to hearsay evidence which should be discarded by this honourable court. 
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Ad paragraph 5 to 12 

42. Save to dispute the applicants' locus standi to institute these proceedings, I note 

the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad paragraphs 13 

43. I repeat the points in limine above. 

44. I highlight that the applicants fail to attach founding documents setting out 

their objectives. 

Ad paragraphs 14 to 15 

45. Save to deny that the decision was taken on the 29th of April 2019, I admit the 

remainder of the contents of these paragraphs. In clarification of the afore, the 

decision was taken on 6 February 2019. 

Ad paragraph 16 -17 

46. I note the contents of this paragraph. 

Ad paragraph 17 
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47. I deny that the first respondent must submit a land development application 

affecting national interest to the fourth respondent in terms of section 52 of 

SPLUMA. In amplification of the afore, the said application falls beyond the ambit 

of section 52 of SPLUMA. 

48. Furthermore, section 52 of SPLUMA only requires the first respondent to inform 

the minister and provide him or her with a copy thereof. This is evident from the 

wording of section 52(5)(a) and (b} of SPLUMA which reads as follows: 

"The Minister, within 21 days of receipt of an application referred to him or her in terms 

of any of subsections (2), (3) or (4) and within a reasonable period after becoming 

aware of a land development application that affects the national interest-

(a) may join as a party In such application; or 

(b) may direct that such application be referred to him or her to decide." 

Ad paragraph 18 

49. I state that, the fifth respondent is the relevant party which has jurisdiction to 

institute these proceedings. 

50. I highlight that this respondent has not instituted any proceedings opposing the 

mining activities. Nor did it oppose the rezoning application or decision. 

51. Further, the applicants failed to engage or solicit the views of this fifth respondent 

respecting mining in the subject land. 
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Ad paragraphs 19 to 23 

52. I highlight that the decision reviewing the environmental authorization is still 

pending as detailed in the points in limine above. 

53. Save for the above, I fail to understand the relevance of the remaining contents 

of this paragraph in relation to the decision taken by the first respondent. 

Ad paragraphs 24 to 25 

54. Save to deny that the application was approved on the 29th of April 2019, I note 

the contents of these paragraphs. I further, reiterate that the decision was taken 

on the 6th of February 2019. 

Ad paragraph 26 

55. I repeat the points in limine above. 

56. I highlight that, on the applicants' own version, this application has nothing to do 

with an infringement or threatened infringement of the Constitution or NEMA. 

57. I pause to point out that had this been the case, the applicants would've 

pinpointed the specific section of NEMA or violation. 
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Ad paragraphs 27 to 39 

58. Safe to highlight that the applicants make a broad reference to both the 

Constitution and NEMA and they fail to pinpoint an infringement or threatened 

infringement therein, I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad paragraphs 40 to 43 

59. Subject to what is stated above and expand on below, I note the contents of these 

paragraphs. 

Ad paragraphs 44 to 67 

60. I highlight that, on the applicant's own version, the subject property does not fall 

under the protected area but is adjacent to Mabola. 

61. The first respondent's duties and powers are limited to surface rights of land, in 

particular, land use. Underground rights fall within the competence of both the 

Ministers of Mineral Resources and Water and Sanitation. 

62. In terms of section 42(2) of SPLUMA, the first respondent had to ensure 

compliance with environmental legislation. I submit that the first respondent's 

duty to ensure compliance with environmental legislation was discharged by 

approving the rezoning application subject to the imposed condition which inter 

a/ia, requires a valid environmental authorisation from the Minister of 

Environmental Affairs. 
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63. The decisions respecting these are being challenged by the applicants and are 

still pending. 

64. The National Protected Area Expansion Strategy ("NPAES") referred to is 

outdated, incomplete, and makes no reference to the subject land. 

65. An updated NPAES is of 2016. I annex hereto a copy marked AA2. 

Ad paragraphs 68 to 79 

66. This is the competence of both Ministers of Mineral Resources and Water and 

Sanitation. Thus, the first respondent lacks the necessary authority to pronounce 

on environmental or water matters. 

67. The third respondent is in possession of an environmental authorisation and 

water licence granted after the appropriate bodies took into account the relevant 

considerations. 

Ad paragraphs 80 to 85 

68. Save to repeat what I stated above, I highlight that the moratorium lapsed in 2011. 

Ad paragraphs 86 to 92 

69. Subject to what I stated above and expand on below, I note the content of these 

paragraphs. 
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Ad paragraph 93 

70. I note that the applicants are selective in highlighting certain aspects of the study 

and conveniently omitting others. The Socio-Economic Report further highlights 

that: 

70.1. the proposed mine will create opportunities and development for the 

local community in the form of schools, infrastructure and other 

amenities. The proposed development, infrastructure and 

stimulation of the local economy will remain long after the mine has 

ceased to operate. 

70.2. the presence of the mine could also result in secondary investment 

in the local area, through the development infrastructure and tertiary 

sector services (e.g. retail, banking, etc.). 

70.3. the historically disadvantaged communities view the proposed mine 

as an opportunity to develop the local community through 

employment, skills development and infrastructure upgrades. 

70.4. Only a small section of the subject property will be used for mining. 

In clarification of the afore, only 22.4 hectares out of approximately 

1200 hectares as stipulated by the applicants in paragraph 48 of the 

founding affidavit. The remainder of the land will be used for 

agriculture and ancillary purposes. 
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Ad paragraph 94 to 103 

71. I note the content of these paragraphs. 

72. I however, highlight that the applicants were not a party to the application for 

rezoning of land before the first respondent as the applicants only applied to be 

granted intervener status in respect to the appeal with the second respondent. 

The applicants were therefore not invited. 

Ad paragraphs 104 to 111 

73. I repeat the points in limine above. In particular, that there are pending challenges 

to various decision. The current application is therefore premature and 

unnecessary. 

74. Applicants have a history of bringing review proceedings and interdicts which 

they have no intention to finalise. On their own version, some of these review 

applications stem from as far back as 2015 and remain pending. 

75. I reiterate that the rezoning application was granted subject to conditions. I pause 

to point out that in the event that the applicants are successful in their numerous 

reviews, the rezoning decision will automatically lapse. 

Ad paragraphs 112 to 129 
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76. I state that these are matters are outside the competence of the first respondent. 

77. I however attach the "Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan for the proposed 

Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine" Report marked AA3. In this report a plan was 

devised to separate clean water from contaminated water. In paragraph 3.3.1 of 

AA3, it is stated that: 

"Channel section is to divert upstream water which could have 

otherwise flow into the dirty area, while the berm section will ensure 

containment of dirty water within dirty areas. separate clean water 

from contaminated water." 

Ad paragraphs 130 to 153 

78. I highlight that although the local community was not joined by the applicants, the 

local community lodged an intervening application under the allies of "the voice" 

in support of the proposed mining activities. 

79. It is clear that the applicants do not act on behalf of the local community nor do 

they promote the interests of the local community. It would appear that this 

application is motivated by the applicants' own interests. 

80. I reiterate that only a small section of the subject property will be used for mining, 

the remainder will still be used for agricultural and ancillary purposes. Thus, most 

of the farming and agricultural activities on the farm will remain uninterrupted. 
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81. I further reiterate that the historically disadvantaged communities view the 

proposed mine as an opportunity to develop the local community through 

employment, skills development and infrastructure upgrades which will remain 

long after the mine has ceased to operate. 

82. I further point out that only one household will be affected by the proposed mining 

activities. It has however been advised that the household be relocated to another 

portion of the farm. 

Ad paragraphs 154 to 171 

83. Save to deny that the applicants are entitled to interim interdict and save to repeat 

what I have already stated above, I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad paragraphs 172 to 174 

84. I note the content of these paragraphs. 

Ad paragraphs 175 to 182 

85. I deny that section 52 of SPLUMA is applicable. The applicability of this section 

was considered by the 1 st Respondent and it was found that there was no 

information before it to trigger section 52 of SPLUMA. I however, address the 

Applicants' allegations in the subsequent paragraphs. 
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86. I highlight that this complaint does not implicate any breach or threat of breach of 

a right in the Bill of Rights or NEMA. 

87. SPLUMA creates different requirements for an applicant and the tribunal. In terms 

of section 52 of SPLUMA the applicant (in this case the third respondent) is 

obliged to submit a copy of the application to the minister while the first 

respondent is only obliged to inform the minister and provide him or her with a 

copy thereof. 

88. Section 52 provides that the minister can only exercise its power after public 

consultation and prescribing as set of criteria to guide the implementation of this 

section. 

89. It is common cause in the papers that the minister to date has not prescribed any 

guidelines in this regard. The applicants do not contend for a different position in 

this regard. 

90. As a result, even if the application fell within the ambit of section 52 of SPLUMA, 

it would futile under the circumstances for the first respondent to inform the 

minister. This is as the minister would not have dealt with the application at all. 

91. Section 52 of SPLUMA is unenforceable. The Minister is not entitled to exercise 

any power in terms of that section until the fourth respondent has published a 

criterion in terms of section 52(6) of the Act. 
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92. At the time the decision was taken by the first respondent and at the time of 

appeal such criterion had not been published by the fourth respondent. It is 

therefore impossible to even establish which rezoning applications constitute 

national interest. 

Ad paragraphs 183 to 184 

93. I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad paragraphs 185 to 186 

94. I repeat what I have stated above. 

Ad paragraph 187 

95. I note the contents of this paragraph. 

Ad paragraph 188 

96. I deny the contents of this paragraph and put the applicants to the proof thereof. 

97. I am advised that in terms of the principle of subsidiarity, the applicants may not 

rely on the principle of legality directly without first challenging the constitutionality 

of PAJA or the provisions contained therein. 

98. In amplification thereof, I state that: 
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98.1. the first respondent was empowered to decide the application. The 

first respondent derived its powers section 40 and section 42 of 

SPLUMA. 

98.2. A mandatory procedure or condition by an empowering provision 

was not complied with. The fourth respondent was not entitled to 

exercise any powers in terms of Section 52 of SPLUMA until a set 

criterion was published as envisaged by section 52(6) of SPLUMA. 

98.3. The first respondent's decision was not influenced by an error in law. 

The applicants have failed to make out a case for review on this 

ground. 

Ad paragraph 189 -191 

99. I repeat what I have stated above and will address this point in subsequent 

paragraphs. 

100. In amplification thereof the First Respondent took into consideration the 

procedural correctness of the application prior to its serving. A checklist for 

compliance with section 53 and other sections of the SPLUMA By-Law 

prescribing the procedures to be followed in complying, consulting and 

consideration of the application are complied with. I annex hereto a copy of the 

checklist marked "AA4". 

Ad paragraphs 192 to 197 
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101. I deny that no meaningful public participation took place. 

102. In amplification thereof: 

102.1. section 98 confers a choice to the first respondent on the manner to 

which to give notice of the application to the media. 98(2) provides-

"(a) publishing a notice of the application, in a newspaper with a 

general circulation in the municipal area in at least two of the 

official languages determined by the Council, having regard 

to language preferences and usage within its municipal area, 

as contemplated in section 21 of the Municipal Systems Act; 

or 

(b) if there is no newspaper with a general circulation in the area, 

posting a copy of the notice of application, for at least the 

duration of the notice period, on the land concerned and on 

any other noticeboard as may be determined by the 

municipality." 

102.2. the first respondent complied with the provisions of section 98(2)(a) 

of SPLUMA BY-LAW by causing to be published a notice in the local 

newspaper notifying the public of its application. This is conceded by 

the applicants in that they refer to the said notice in the founding 

papers marked FA22; 
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102.3. that is all that was required of the first respondent. Put differently, the 

first respondent is not required to do both publishing in a newspaper 

and serving of a notice; 

102.4. the applicants misconceive the law in this regard. Their complaint 

relates to a situation where there is no newspaper with general 

circulation in the area as provided for in section 98(2)(b) of SPLUMA 

BY LAW. Therefore section 99(1) (c) only deals with notices in terms 

of section 98(2)(b). 

102.5. Further, sections 99 (1)(c) and (d) and 45 of SPLUMA were not 

triggered in that, the applicant are not "owners" and in the opinion of 

the municipality, they failed to demonstrate the requisite interest nor 

was their rights affected by the approval of the application as 

envisaged in 99 (1)(c) and (d). The applicants failed to petition the 

first respondent to be granted intervener status. On the applicants' 

version in terms of paragraph 97 of the founding affidavit "in 

response thereto on 29 January 2019, the Coalition filed a petition 

to be granted intervener status in the appeal". 

102.6. Furthermore, there was meaningful public participation in that the 

objecting parties to the process and their views were considered. In 

particular the applicants objections were considered. This is 

apparent in paragraph 9 of the FA24, letters of objections [135 -148]. 
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102. 7. There is no uniform test or definition for meaningful participation. The 

applicants concede this point in paragraph 197 of the founding 

affidavit. 

102.8. Therefore, the first respondent complied adequately with the relevant 

provision. FA22 above, details the process to be followed for comments 

and objections. 

Ad paragraphs 198 to 206 

103. I deny the contents of these paragraphs and the applicants are put to the proof 

thereof. 

104. In amplification thereof: 

104.1.1 repeat the points in limine above. In particular, that the interested 

parties, the community and the owners of adjacent or abutting 

properties were not joined by the applicants in these proceedings; 

104.2. the issue concerning environment and water falls outside the 

competence of the first respondent. This is still pending at the 

relevant fora and will be dealt with accordingly; 

104.3. the subject property does not fall within the Mabola area or in a 

protected area; 
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104.4. the third respondent owns mining rights on the adjacent property as 

such cannot be expected to notify itself; 

104.5. the local community has nothing to lose from the proposed mine and 

the community does not have objections to the mine; 

104.6. the Applicants seek to deprive the local community of the 

opportunity which seeks to stimulate the local economy and offer 

development in the area; 

104.7. no harm will be caused to the adjacent landowners and occupiers. 

The potential harm can be mitigated through the implementation of 

the recommendations of the Environmental Impact Assessment 

Report marked "AAS". 

Ad paragraphs 207 to 217 

105. I repeat what have already stated above. In particular, that the first respondent 

has no competence to pronounce on environmental issues. Further that, the 

challenges in this regard are still pending and awaits determination by an 

appropriate fora. I therefore fail to understand the relevance of this issue in this 

application. 

106. The first respondent considered all information available and took the appropriate 

decision. 
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Ad paragraphs 218 to 220 

107. I deny the contents of these paragraph and put the applicants to the proof thereof. 

108. In amplification thereof I repeat what I already stated above. The applicants have 

failed to make out a case for review under the circumstances. 

Ad paragraphs 221 to 228 

109. I deny the contents of these paragraphs and put the applicants to the proof 

thereof. 

110. In amplification thereof: 

110.1. I repeat what I already stated above. 

110. 2. The issues of the environment and water were considered by the 

relevant department. As adverted above this is under challenge and still 

pending. 

Ad paragraphs 229 to 233 

111. I deny that the first respondent engaged in incremental decision-making when 

assessing or approving the rezoning application. 
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112. The first respondent only received and dealt with an application regarding the 

subject property only. The first respondent never changed the land use of the 

other five properties. 

113. The site-specific circumstances in the subject property and the other 5 properties 

are not similar and will all be considered individually on their merits. 

114. There is no indication the first respondent's decision on the subject property is 

transferrable or will be applied to the other properties. 

115. The first respondent and the local government as a whole do not have authority 

over underground land use. Their authority is limited to surface rights. 

116. Therefore, the applicants have failed to make out a case for review under the 

circumstances. 

Ad paragraphs 234 to 238 

117. I deny that the applicants made out a case for review under the circumstances. 

118. Accordingly, and in light of what I stated above, I request this court to dismiss this 

matter with a punitive costs order. 

Ad paragraphs 239 to 245 
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119. I am advised in terms of section 7 ( 1) of PAJA that: 

"(1) Any proceedings for judicial review in terms of section 6 (1) must be instituted 

without unreasonable delay and not later than 180 days after the date-

(a) subject to subsection (2) (c), on which any proceedings instituted in terms of 

internal remedies as contemplated in subsection (2) 

(a) have been concluded; or 

(b) where no such remedies exist, on which the person concerned was informed of the 

administrative action, became aware of the action and the reasons for it or might 

reasonably have been expected to have become aware of the action and the reasons. 

(2){a) Subject to paragraph (c), no court or tribunal shall review an administrative action 

in terms of this Act unless any internal remedy 

provided for in any other law has first been exhausted." 

120. In terms of section 7(1) of PAJA, the applicants had to institute review 

proceedings within 6 months of when they became aware of the decision or after 

exhausting internal remedies. 

121. The applicants instituted an internal appeal in terms of section 51 of SPLUMA. I 

am advised that the applicants were not entitled to appeal the first respondent's 

decision as the applicants were not an interested person in terms of the section 

nor did they have rights which were affected by the decision. 

122. Section 51 (4) and (5) of SPLUMA specifically identifies an interested person and 

a person whose rights are affected. Section 51 (4) and (5) of SPLUMA state: 

"(4) A person whose rights are affected within the provisions of subsection (1) 

includes-
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(a) an applicant contemplated in section 45(1); 

(b) the municipality where the land affected by the application is located; 

(c) an interested person who may reasonably be expected to be affected by 

the outcome of the land development application proceedings. 

(5) An interested person for the purpose of subsection (4)/c) must be a person 

having a pecuniary or proprietary interest who is adversely affected or able to 

demonstrate that she or he will be adversely.affected by the decision of the 

planning tribunal or an appeal in respect of such a decision." 

123. It is clear from the above that the applicants had no locus standi to appeal the 

decision. The applicants were not affected by the decision and neither did they 

have pecuniary or proprietary interest in the matter. 

124. The applicants accordingly had no internal remedies available to them. 

Therefore, the applicants ought to have instituted these review proceedings 

within 6 months after they became aware of the decision. The applicants on their 

own version became aware of the first respondent's decision on the 12th of July 

2019 and only served the first respondent with this application on the 27th of May 

2020, over 10 months later. 

Ad paragraphs 246 to 247 

125. It is denied that this matter is one which falls within the scope of section 32 of 

NEMA and thus the normal principles that costs follow the results should apply. 
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126. This honourable court is asked to grant costs against the Applicants on a punitive 

scale as these proceedings are vexatious and amount to an abuse of the court 

process. 

127. The First Respondent is obliged to defend this application in order to place its 

version before this court. This was imperative to ensure the proper ventilation of 

the issues between the parties. 

128. The costs of defending these proceedings come from tax-payers' money and 

thus the Applicants should be ordered to pay costs if they are unsuccessful. 

Ad paragraph 248 

129. I refer to my responses to the supplementary affidavit below. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 1-12 

130. Save to point out that there is a difference between comments and objections, 

I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 13-17 

131. Save to point out that applicants' critic of the report does not render the first 

respondent's decision subject to review in terms of PAJA, I note the remainder of 

the contents of these paragraphs. 
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Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 18-19 

132. Mr Ramukosi's recommendation remains a recommendation. It is not binding on 

the first respondent. 

133. I deny that it was Mr Ramukosi's recommendation to the first respondent to refer 

the application to the minister. 

134. Mr Ramukosi's initial recommendation to refer the matter to the Minister in terms 

of Section 52(2)(a) of SPLUMA was substituted with the recommendation that 

the "the application be granted or, or be approved or if ever there is any other 

matters it can be then dealt in terms of Section 52(2)(a) of SPLUMA and then 

signatures it is signed on 27 June 2018 by professional" {line 20 on page 50 of 

the transcribed record); 

135. The application accordingly did not fall within the ambit of section 52 of SPLUMA 

and in effect was disposed of in terms of section 42 and 43 of SPLUMA as no 

issues arose to trigger section 52 of SPLUMA 

136. There is no shred of evidence to support the Applicant's notion that the 

application affects or is of national interest. 

137. The first respondent considered Mr Ramukosi's recommendation, discussed it 

and applied its mind to the recommendation prior to reaching its decision. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 20-22 
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138. I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 23 

139. I deny the contents of the paragraph contained therein. 

140. The first Respondent relied on the report of the Town Planner, Mr Ramokusi. In 

terms of section M of the report it records that the correct procedure was followed 

in processing the application. 

141. The desirability of the proposed mining on the land was considered. I reiterate 

that the local community is in support proposed mining activities. This is further 

evident from the contents of the intervening application. 

142. I highlight that there is no regional spatial development framework and the 

minister has not issued not issued a set criteria. This is also evident from section 

0 paragraph 6 of Mr Ramokusi's report. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 24-25 

143. I deny the contents contained in these paragraphs. 

144. I reiterate that the Applicants petitioned the Second Respondent only to be 

granted intervener status and not the First Respondent as alleged in their 

supplementary papers. 
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145. I further highlight that the Third Respondent dealt with all the objections received. 

This is further evident from FA24, the Third Respondent's letter of objections. 

146. Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 26-27 

Save to deny that the record confirms any of the applicants' grounds for review, 

I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 28-29 

147. The comments by the Department of Co-operative Governance and Traditional 

Affairs were recommendations or conditions imposed to their support of the 

application and not conditions imposed to the approval of the application. 

148. The first respondent was required to have regard to the comments or 

recommendation of the Department of Co-operative Governance and Traditional 

Affairs but were not bound by their recommendations. 

149. I highlight that it is not a requirement in terms of section 53 of the By-Law for the 

first respondent to comply with the comments of Department of Co-operative 

Governance and Traditional Affairs or to consult the land claim. 

150. I further highlight that there was no evidence before the first respondent to 

suggest that there is claim before the Land Claims commission regarding the 

subject property. 
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Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 30-33 

151. I repeat what I stated above, in particular: 

151.1. this application did not engage in national interest and thus section 

52(2) of SPLUMA was not triggered. 

151.2. Mr Ramukosi's recommendation was amended during the meeting 

to provide for the approval of the application. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 34.1. 1. - 34.1.4. 

152. Save to deny that the applicants' contentions are true, I highlight that Mr 

Ramukosi amended his recommendation as stated above which 

recommendation was considered by the first respondent. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 34.2. 

153. Save to highlight that Mr Ramukosi's was at liberty to substitute or amend his 

recommendation, I note the remainder of the contents contained in this 

paragraph. 

154. Furthermore, it was not the first respondent's place to dictate to Mr Ramukosi 

what his recommendation ought to be. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 34.3.-38 
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155. I highlight that the third respondent's comments were made in respect to the 

interpretation of Mr Ramukosi's recommendation and not in respect to the 

application itself. 

156. I deny that the third respondent's comment on its understanding of the 

recommendation was material and that the affected parties were prejudiced as 

the first respondent took the decision on its own. 

157. The first respondent was not obliged to grant the other parties an opportunity to 

comment on their understanding of the recommendation because: 

157.1. The issue of interpretation only lies within the competence of the first 

respondent; and 

157.2. SPUMA and the By-law does not direct the first respondent to 

provide an opportunity to parties when the issues of interpretation 

arises. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 39- 41 

158. I deny that the first respondent erred in considering the third respondent's 

application. As stated above Mr Ramukosi's recommendation was substituted 

and ultimately section 52 was not triggered. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 42 
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159. I repeat what I stated above. In amplification of the afore, I deny that the 

procedure followed was unfair or detrimental to any of the parties. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 43-47 

160. I deny that the contents of these paragraphs and I repeat what I stated above. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 48 

161. As stated above, the applicants failed to petition the first respondent to be granted 

intervener status to the proceedings. 

162. It is admitted that the Applicant wrote letters, however writing letters does not 

amount to a petition to be granted intervener status. Consequently, the applicants 

were not a party to the tribunal proceedings. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 49 

163. I repeat what I stated above. 

164. In amplification: 

164.1. I note the applicant's concession that they did not seek to be 

admitted as interveners. 
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164.2. The applicants fail to demonstrate the requisite interest as 

envisaged in section 99(1}(c)(d) in that 

164.3. The applicants' are not owners of the abutting property; 

164.4. The applicant's rights will not be affected by the approval of the 

application. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 50-51 

165. Save to deny that the proposed amendments by the third respondent were 

substantial, this had no bearing on the decision taken by the first respondent 

regarding the application. 

166. In fact Mr Dacomb's suggestions were directed to Mr Ramukosi regarding his 

report and not to the first respondent. Mr Ramukosi was the only party who could 

take cognisance of the suggestions. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 52-55 

167. Save to repeat what I stated above, I deny that the first respondent erred as 

alleged by the applicants. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 56-61 

168. I deny that the record confirms any of the applicants' alleged grounds of review. 
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169. Special consideration was taken into account with regards to the pending review 

of the environmental authorisation and as such the 1 st respondent imposed a 

condition to the approval that non-compliance with the environmental 

authorisation shall result in the lapse of the approval (FA31, clause 4.2.). 

170. By implication if the environmental authorisation is revoked, the approval of 

application will lapse. 

171. Furthermore, the pending review does not suspend the operation of the 

environmental authorisation. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 62 - 64 

172. I repeat what I have stated above, in particular I deny that the first respondent 

engaged in incremental decision-making. 

173. Furthermore, I deny that the: 

173.1. The record confirms their allegations; and 

173.2. The first respondent's decision is reviewable. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 65 

-I pause to point out that the first respondent approved the application on the 6th 

of February 2019. During the meeting, ii was foreshadowed that conditions would 

be imposed to the approval of the application. 
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175. The approval was referred to the council of Gerl Sibande District Municipality. 

On the 29th of April 2019, the council of Gerl Sibande District Municipality passed 

the resolution and imposed conditions. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 66 

176. This is a statement by Mr Venter from the third respondent. 

177. II is clear from the record that he was mistaken to the invitation date as he was 

present during the meeting held on the 6th of February 2019. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 67 

178. Save to deny that the Applicant is entitled to review and to set aside the 

application, I take note of the contents of this paragraph. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 68-82 

179. I note the contents of these paragraphs. 

Ad Supplementary Affidavit: paragraph 83- 87 

180. I repeat what I said above, in particular it is for the Applicant's to make out a 

case for condonation. 

47 



WHEREFORE the First Respondent prays for an order dismissing this application with 

costs on a punitive scale. 

(COUNTER-APPLICATION) 

181. The parties are referred to herein as referred to in the main application. 

182. I repeat the contents of paragraphs 17-27, paragraph 68 and 70 above in support 

of the first respondent's counter application as if specifically incorporated herein. 

183. The pending proceedings are intricately linked to this review proceedings before 

this honourable court. The outcome in the pending proceedings will inevitably 

affect the status of the first respondent's approval of the rezoning application. 
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184. The approval of the rezoning application will automatically lapse, should the 

applicants successfully review of the relevant decisions to grant mining rights and 

an environmental authorisation to the third respondent. 

185. It is for the above reasons, that the first respondent prays for a stay of these 

proceedings pending finalisation of the various proceedings instituted by the 

applicants in the following High Court: 

185.1. In Pretoria, under case number 73278/15, to review the Minister of 

Environmental Affairs and Mineral Resources decision to grant 

mining rights to the third respondent. 

185.2. In Mbombela, under case number 1390/18, to review the Minister of 

Environmental Affairs and Mineral Resources decision to grant 

environmental authorisation to the third respondent. 

185.3. In Pretoria, under case number A 155/19, to appeal against the water 

tribunal decision pertaining to the third respondent's water licence. 

DEPONENT 
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The Deponent has acknowledged that he knows and understands the contents of this 

affidavit which was signed and sworn to before me at "ffi,,U."- t!fl.,D on 

this the __,.%)= __ day of SEPTEMBER 2021, the regulations contained in 

Government Notice No. 1258 of July 1972, as amended and Government Notice No. 

R1648 of 17 August 1977, as amended having been complied with. 

SU\0-AFRIKAAIJSF. PC,LISIEDIENS 
~ o~M~uNsKAPsDtENssE.NTRUM 

2 3 SEP 2021 

COMM'.''''~" c;th\/lCE C~NTRE COMMISSIONER OF OATHS 
sci\!TH 11~r1ic1iN'iiof.1ce seRVICE 
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Gert Sibande District Municipality (/;' M 1)) 
Phone: (017) 801-7000 
Fax: (017) 8111207 
Email: records@gsibande.gov.za 
Web: www.gslbande.gov.za 

Resolution 

c/o Oosthuise & Joubert streets 
PO Box 1748 
Ermelo 
2350 

Number: CSS/08/2017 Resolution Date: 30/08/2017 

PERSONNEL : REPORT ON THE APPOINTMENT OF THE MUNICIPAL MANAGER: IN TERMS 
OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT: MUNICIPAL SYSTEMS ACT(CONFIDENTIAL REPORT) 

RESOLVED 

1. That in terms of section 82 of the Local Government Municipal Structures 
Act, Act 117 of 1998, read with Section 54A of the Local Government: 
Municipal Systems Act No.32 of 2000 and Amendment Act, Act 7 of 2011, 
Mr. CA Habile be APPOINTED as the Municipal Manager of the 

( GERT SIBANDE DISTRICT MUNCIPALITY with effect from the date on 
which the contract is signed between the two parties running up to 2022, 
BE APPROVED. 

2. That the appointment of the Municipal Manager is SUBJECT TO the 
signing of a employment contract and performance agreement, valid for a 
period of five years, in terms of Section 54A of the Municipal Systems Act 

3. That the MEC for local Government BE NOTIFIED of this appointment in 
terms of Section54 (7) (a) of the Local Government: Municipal Systems 
Act no.32 of 2000 and regulations. 

4. That the council mandates and authorizes the Executive Mayor to deal 
with all administrative staff pertaining to the upper limit of total 
remuneration package payable to section 54 manager, conclusion and 
signing of the employment and performance contract of the Municipal 
Manager, BE APPROVED. 

5. That Council appoints ______ on acting capacity as the 
Municipal Manager for a period not exceeding three months pending 
finalization of appointment of the GSDM Municipal Manager, BE 
APPROVED. 

Date: oG ( o'\ f o1ot? 

This is to certify that this is a true copy of the oriiiinal. Siiined: ................... Date: ............. . 

Print Date & Time: 2017/09/06 Page 1 of 1 
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Executive summary 

The National Protected Area Expansion 

Strategy, first published in 2008 (NPAES 

2008)1
, presents a 20-year strategy for the 

expansion of protected areas in South Africa. 

Provision is made for the review and updating 

of the NPAES every 5 years. This document 

(NPAES 2016) represents the first full revision 

of the NPAES 2008, and the updated strategy 

for the next 5-years (2016 - 2020). Each new 

revision of the NPAES refers to a rolling 20-

year period, so this revision sets out a future 

20-year strategy. 

The updated NPAES 2016 now includes: 

• New biodiversity data and newly declared 

protected areas as well as updated 

provincial conservation plans and 

provincial protected area expansion 

strategies (PAES), to improve the setting 

of targets and the identification of priority 

areas for meeting these targets. 

• A review of the performance of protected 

area institutions in protected area 

expansion for the first implementation 

phase of the NPAES (2008 - 2014)2
• 

• A description of the priority activities, 

with explicit performance targets, for the 

second implementation phase (2016 -

2020) of the NPAES. 

In order to maintain continuity of the NPAES 

over the 20 years of the strategy, the 

structure of this document has been 

maintained using similar formatting to the 

NPAES 2008. The document has similar 

sections, but the information has been revised 

and updated. 

1 DEA., 2008. 
2 While the first implementation phase should 
have spanned the years 2008 to 2013, delays in 
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Why a National Protected Area 

Expansion Strategy? 

South Africa's protected area network 

currently falls far short of representing all 

ecosystems and maintaining ecological 

processes. In this context, the goal of the 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 

(NPAES) is to achieve cost effective protected 

area expansion for improved ecosystem 

representation, ecological sustainability and 

resilience to climate change. The NPAES 

highlights how we can become more efficient 

and effective in allocating the scarce human 

and financial resources available for protected 

area expansion. It sets protected area targets, 

maps priority areas for protected area 

expansion, and makes recommendations on 

mechanisms to achieve this. The common set 

of targets and spatial priorities provided by 

the NPAES enable co-ordination between the 

many role players involved in protected area 

expansion. 

The gaol of the NPAES is to achieve cost 

effective protected area expansion for 

improved ecosystem representation, 

ecological sustainability and resilience to 

climate change. It sets protected area 

targets, maps priority areas for protected 

area expansion, and makes 

recommendations on mechanisms to 

achieve this. 

The role of protected areas 

initiating the review process mean that this review 
now covers the period 2008 to 2014. 
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Protected areas are areas of land or sea that 

are protected by law and managed mainly for 

biodiversity conservation. Protected areas 

recognised in the National Environmental 

Management: Protected Areas Act (Act 57 of 

2003) are considered protected areas in the 

NPAES. The Protected Areas Act provides for 

several categories of protected areas, 

including special nature reserves, national 

parks, nature reserves, marine protected 

areas and protected environments. 

Protected areas are vital for ecological 

sustainability and climate change adaptation. 

They also serve as nodes in our ecological 

infrastructure network, protecting the 

ecosystems that deliver important ecosystem 

services to people. This natural infrastructure 

is largely free, so is often unnoticed or under­

appreciated, but it is just as important for 

underpinning human livelihoods and well­

being as our extensive built infrastructure 

network and our social infrastructure. South 

Africa has a unique opportunity to take a 

global lead in giving protected areas a central 

role in our climate change response strategy. 

To achieve this, the biases of the current 

protected area network are being addressed 

to ensure more effective inclusion of under­

represented terrestrial ecosystems, river 

ecosystems, wetlands, estuaries and marine 

ecosystems in the national protected area 

estate. 

Protected areas ore vital for ecological 

sustainability and climate change 

adaptation, serving as nodes in our 

ecological infrastructure network. South 

Africa hos on opportunity to take o global 

lead in giving protected areas o central role 

in our climate change response strategy. 

Through the protection and management that 

protected areas provide for priority 
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ecosystems and catchments, they help to 

secure the provision of important ecosystem 

services, such as production of dean water, 

flood moderation, prevention of erosion, 

carbon storage, and the aesthetic value of the 

landscape. Marine protected areas can play a 

particularly important role in keeping our 

fisheries sustainable, for example by 

protecting nursery grounds for commercially 

important fish species. In this way, protected 

areas form a valuable network of ecological 

infrastructure. 

Protected areas can support rural livelihoods 

and local economic development. Especially in 

marginal agricultural areas, conservation­

related industries have higher economic 

potential than agricultural activities such as 

stock farming. 

Protected areas can support rural 

livelihoods and local economic 

development. Especially in marginal 

agricultural areas, conservation-re.lated 

industries have higher economic potential 

than agricultural activities such as stock 

forming. 

The relationship between protected areas and 

land reform has tended to be a controversial 

issue, with the focus usually on land claims in 

existing protected areas. Less attention has 

been paid to the opportunities for protected 

area expansion to actively support the land 

reform agenda and the diversification of rural 

livelihood options, especially in agriculturally 

marginal areas. Scope exists for protected 

area expansion to work in partnership with 

land reform for mutual benefit, for example 

through contract agreements that establish 

nature reserves or other forms of biodiversity 

stewardship agreement. In such cases, the 

land remains in the hands of its owners rather 

than being transferred to a protected area 

viii 
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agency. The opportunity exists for local 

communities, as potentially major landholders 

through the land reform process, to have full 

access to the economic opportunities 

associated with ecotourism. 

Scope exists for protected area expansion Ii 

to work in partnership with land reform for Ii.• 

mutual benefit, actively supporting the 
I land reform agenda and the diversification I' 

of rural livelihoods. 1 

fa 

Protected areas are a powerful tool for 

biodiversity conservation and climate change 

adaptation, but not the only one. The National 

Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act 

(Act 10 of 2004) gives us a suite of legal tools, 

such as publishing bioregional plans and 

listing threatened ecosystems, for conserving 

the many biodiversity priority areas that lie 

outside the protected area network. These 

tools complement the expansion and effective 

management of the protected area network 

in pursuit of the overall goals of biodiversity 

conservation and sustainable development. 

Protected area targets 

Protected area targets are action targets that 

indicate how much of each ecosystem should 

be included in protected areas. Targets help 

to focus protected area expansion on the 

least protected ecosystems, and provide the 

basis for assessments of protection level and 

progress towards a more representative 

protected area network. The NPAES uses the 

established biodiversity targets for each 

ecosystem from the National Biodiversity 

Assessment (NBA)' as the long-term 

protected area targets. This ensures that 

targets are scientifically robust and have an 

ecological basis, such that no further 

ecosystems become Critically Endangered, 

3 Driver et al., 2012. 
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and that targets and assessment results for 

the NBA and the NPAES align. The 20-year 

targets for protected area expansion were 

determined by proportionally allocating the 

total area committed to under the Convention 

on Biological Diversity (CBD) Aichi biodiversity 

targets to the individual ecosystems based on 

their long-term targets. The targets are set for 

individual ecosystem types. 

The major improvements of this revised 

NPAES 2016 are that in addition to targets for 

terrestrial vegetation types and broad marine 

systems, comprehensive targets have now 

been set for wetlands, rivers, estuaries, 

specific marine ecosystems, as well as for the 

terrestrial and marine ecosystems of our 

Southern Oceans and Sub-Antarctic 

territories. These targets were set based on a 

new integrated ecosystem map. 

Comprehensive targets have now been set 

for wetlands, rivers, estuaries, specific 

marine ecosystems, as well as for the 

terrestrial and marine ecosystems of our 

Southern Oceans and Sub-Antarctic 

territories 

Targets can only be met by secured intact 

habitat. This principle was established in the 

NPAES 2008 but was previously only partially 

implemented as only artificial waterbodies 

were excluded. In the NPAES 2016, we have 

excluded all poor condition habitats based on 

a new integrated ecosystem condition map. 

Targets are currently only evaluated in legally 

recognised protected areas. However, once 

other conservation areas are effectively 

secured, verified and monitored, they may 

also contribute to meeting targets. 

The approach taken in the NPAES is that clear 

principles and a repeatable method are 



established for target 

setting. This ensures 

easy updates and 

allows provinces and 

agencies to calculate 

compatible targets if 

they are utilising 

different or finer scale 

ecosystem maps. 

South Africa has 969 

distinct ecosystem 

types, across 26 

biozones4. Of these, 

201 (21%) are Well 

Protected, 122 (13%) 

Protection L~vet 
D f'(ot Pfole'cle,d 
□Poorly' Pr~c\&Q 
· Modaratety Prolacled 

1otected 

+ 
are Moderately Protected, 286 (30%) are 

Poorly Protected, and 360 (37%) are Not 

Protected5• 

Protection level varies among regions and 

biozones. Well Protected ecosystems include 

the Southern Oceans and Sub-Antarctic 

territories. The protected area targets for 

: ;~.:;) ., ' 
' 

'/~~ J~tal1~j~ ·-:~·.~ 

the Nama-Karoo, Grasslands and Succulent 

Karoo are not well represented in the current 

protected area network, while lowland 

Fynbos and central Savanna ecosystems are 

also very under-represented. 

South Africa's current protected area network 

thus falls far short of representing all 

these areas are now 

fully met. Also 
Figure 1: Protection levels for South African ecosystems 

reasonably protected are coastal and other 

shallow water systems, although key gaps 

exist on the West Coast and there are too few 

no-take areas. The offshore benthic and 

pelagic ecosystems are almost completely 

unprotected, although this should soon 

change with the implementation of Operation 

Phakisa6
• Inland aquatic ecosystems (i.e. 

rivers, wetlands and estuaries) are extremely 

poorly represented in the current protected 

area network, and even many areas that are 

within reserves are in poor condition. Current 

protection of terrestrial ecosystems is still 

insufficient, though good coverage of Forest 

ecosystems has been achieved. Ecosystems of 

4 Biozones are major habitat units. In the 
terrestrial environment, they are the same as 
biomes, but the term blozone is used so that 
equivalent river, wetland and marine habitat units 
can be included. 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 

ecosystems. To meet the long-term protected 

area targets we need to add 413 163km' to 

the protected area network, of which 

211 896km' are marine benthic and coastal 

ecosystems. In addition to this, 212 140km2 of 

marine pelagic ecosystems needs to be 

secured, though some of this could be 

achieved at the same time as benthic and 

coastal ecosystems as these systems overlap. 

To reach these long-term targets, 20-year 

targets have also been set. 255 877km2 need 

to be added the protected area network over 

the next 20 years, of which 104 962km' are 

marine benthic and coastal ecosystems. Of 

5 See Table 8 for an explanation of these 
categories. 
6 DEA, 2014b. 



the 20 year total, 146 814km' is required for 

terrestrial ecosystems, 2 352km' for wetlands 

and 1 490km' for rivers. A separate 

104 780km' is required to meet marine 

pelagic targets though this may overlap with 

some of the area required to meet the 

benthic target. 

NPAEs' Calitgorle.s 
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Priority areas for protected area 

expansion 

Having set protected area targets, the next 

step is to determine which geographic areas 

are the highest priorities for protected area 

expansion to meet those targets. 

The NPAES takes the approach that the 

national role is not to undertake the spatial 

planning, but rather to set targets, identify 

key underlying planning principles, collate the 

provincial and sector priorities, and identify 

any remaining gaps. The previous NPAES 2008 

was forced to establish the spatial priorities 

nationally as few provinces or agencies had 

conservation plans and even fewer had 

specific sets of protected area expansion 

priorities. This has changed sufficiently to 

allow a set of priority areas to be built-up 

from provincial and agency plans. This is an 

improvement, as detailed planning, 

scheduling and operational issues are all best 

dealt with at the provincial and agency level. 

The revised NPAES 2016 identifies additional 

priorities only where these do not exist, and 

also highlights ecosystems where, if fully 

. . ,, \•' 

-"1 "'"~':" _·)-,,.,.;;~~ 

--1111 

~ "' . 

+'_.. ,.,!-, .• 
· ·;...- P~l•irk!Eco"'s!l!mJ, 

Figure 2: Priority areas for protected area expansion in South Africa. 
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implemented, the current set of priorities will 

not achieve targets. Provinces and agencies 

are likely to refine, revise and adapt their 

systematic spatial plans and protected area 

expansion priorities over time. For this 

reason, the NPAES highlights some overall 

principles that should be applied in protected 

area expansion planning and implementation. 

The requirement for a systematic, target­

driven approach that is well integrated across 

ecosystems and between organisations is 

emphasised. 

A comprehensive set of priority areas was 

compiled based on the priorities identified by 

provincial and other agencies in their 

protected area expansion strategies. The 

NPAES identified additional areas in the 

Northern Cape where there is a recently 

approved current protected area expansion 

strategy. The identified priority areas cover a 

total area of 190 109km', in addition to areas 

currently under negotiation covering 73 

610km' of mostly marine areas. 

Overall, the set of priorities is well aligned 

with requirements for improving the 

representation of most ecosystems over the 

next 20 years. The number of Well Protected 

ecosystems is anticipated to more than 

double, while Not Protected ecosystems will 

reduce by around 70%. An improvement in 

coverage is anticipated for 665 ecosystem 

types, with greatest progress likely in the 

Grasslands, Succulent Karoo, Savanna, 

wetlands, rivers and offshore benthic and 

pelagic ecosystems. 

However, even if the priorities were to be 

implemented, no improvement in protection 

level is expected for 87 ecosystem types. The 

main areas with ecosystems where no 

improvement is anticipated are in the Nama 

Karoo and arid Savanna biozones. 
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Mechanisms for protected area 

expansion 

There are three main mechanisms for 

expanding the land-based protected area 

network: 

• Acquisition of land, the traditional way of 

establishing and expanding protected 

areas, which involves large upfront costs. 

• Contract agreements are agreements in 

m 
m Contract agreements ore o key mechanism 
m 

I 
I 
tl 

II 
Ill 
I~ 
rn 

for expanding the protected area network. 

They are often much more cost effective 

than acquisition of land, and are used 

increasingly as part of biodiversity 

stewardship programmes. 

which landowners maintain ownership of 

their land but enter into a contract with a 

protected area agency in return for 

protected area status. Provisions in the 

Protected Areas Act facilitate these 

agreements. Contract agreements are 

attractive because they tend to cost 

protected area agencies less than 

acquisition, and because by far the largest 

proportion of land in the priority areas for 

protected area expansion lies in private 

hands. Biodiversity stewardship 

programmes should be strengthened so 

that more use can be made of contract 

agreements in the expansion of the 

protected area network. There are 

significant potential synergies between 

biodiversity stewardship programmes, 

land reform and rural development. 

• Declaration of public or state land 

involves reassigning land to a protected 

area agency from another organ of state. 

It has limited applicability because only a 

small proportion of land in the priority 
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areas for protected area expansion is 

public land. 

Each one of these mechanisms has an 

important role to play, with contract 

agreements being used increasingly as part of 

biodiversity stewardship programmes. 

Mechanisms for expanding the marine 

protected area network are more complex 

and require significant political negotiation 

processes and the accommodation of 

conflicting marine activities. Marine spatial 

planning processes and subsequent 

incorporation of agreed areas into marine 

protected areas nevertheless have potential 

to rapidly improve the representation of 

marine ecosystems when the process is 

successfully undertaken. South Africa's 

Operation Phakisa is proving to be 

international best practice in this regard. 

Mechanisms for securing protected areas 

specifically focused on inland aquatic 

ecosystems remain poorly understood. The 

current process of securing rivers, wetlands 

and estuaries using the methods used for 

terrestrial ecosystems has proved largely 

ineffective. Even when the features are fully 

incorporated into protected areas, they are 

still subject to catchment related impacts. 

Much work remains to understand how to 

properly secure inland aquatic ecosystems 

and their associated processes. 
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Implementation of the NPAES 

The primary implementers of the NPAES are 

protected area agencies and institutions. 

These include provincial conservation 

authorities; South African National Parks 

(SANParks); the Department of Agriculture, 

Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF); and the Oceans 

and Coasts Branch of the Dep·artment of 

Environmental Affairs (DEA). Although most 

agencies have developed institution-specific 

protected area expansion plans, those that 

have not need to rapidly do so. Existing plans 

will require revision and greater alignment 

with the national strategy, which has been 

revised for the second phase of the NPAES. 

DEA (through Working Group 1 of MINMEC) 

will ensure alignment of the efforts of the 

multiple agencies involved in protected area 

expansion. It will also provide a forum for 

discussing challenges and sharing lessons, and 

track progress towards meeting protected 

area targets. Establishing and strengthening 

provincial biodiversity stewardship 

programmes is an institutional priority for 

provincial conservation authorities and for 

DEA. 

The NPAES 2016 provides a revised set of 

implementation targets for phase 2 (2016 -

2020), developed with consideration of the 

realistic resources available to implementing 

agencies. 

Financing protected area expansion 

Protected area expansion draws on several 

sources of finance, all of which have an 

important role to play given the size of the 

task of achieving protected area targets. 

These sources include funding from National 

Treasury and donors (particularly for land 

acquisition); revenues earned from protected 

areas; biodiversity-related fiscal reform to 

facilitate investment and expenditure by 
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The strategic and efficient use of 

biodiversity offsets could potentially 

support the expansion of the protected 

area network. Priority areas for protected 

area expansion should be the major 

receiving sites for offsets. 

private landowners through contract 

agreements; and strategic implementation of 

the biodiversity offsets programme. 

The purchase of land for protected area 

expansion could arguably be a good national 

investment in climate change adaptation, but 

in reality, the cost is prohibitive for protected 

area agencies. For this reason, this strategy 

highlights the importance of expansion 

mechanisms other than land acquisition, 

particularly contract agreements through the 

biodiversity stewardship programmes. 

Fiscal incentives contained in the Revenue 

Laws Amendment Act (Act 60 of 2008), have 

the potential to stimulate protected area 

expansion by making defined conservation 

management costs and land costs tax 

deductible for landowners who have entered 

into specified contractual agreements. 

Additional biodiversity-related fiscal reform 

options being explored include reducing the 

transaction costs associated with land 

acquisition for protected areas, removing 

perverse incentives in municipal property 

rates, and using Expanded Public Works 

Programme funding as an incentive to 

encourage landowners to enter into contract 

agreements. 

The strategic and efficient use of biodiversity 

offsets could potentially support the 

expansion of the protected area network. 

Priority areas for protected area expansion 

should be the major receiving sites for offsets, 

rather than ad hoe and individually identified 

sites. Careful planning will be necessary to 
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ensure that offsets contribute optimally to 

protected area expansion and management, 

and do not place an undue burden on 

protected area agencies. A key issue is 

securing ongoing management costs. 

Innovative financial mechanisms for protected 

area expansion that could be piloted include a 

conservation trust fund, and payments for 

ecosystem services in cases where protected 

areas contribute to, for example, catchment 

management and water supply. 

Information gaps and research 

priorities 

A number of information gaps identified in 

the first phase of the NPAES were filled in this 

revision. There remain further gaps that 

should be addressed in future revisions of the 

NPAES. These include an accurate and up-Io­

date mapping of protected areas and a 

national spatial data layer on land ownership 

and tenure. 

Research priorities include further exploration 

of the role of protected areas in supporting 

ecosystem-based adaptation to climate 

change. Ecologically meaningful biodiversity 

targets for aquatic ecosystems need to be 

developed. Exploration of innovative ways to 

consider land price and opportunity costs in 

the identification of priority areas for 

protected area expansion are needed, as well 

as investigation of the likely costs of different 

mechanisms for protected area expansion 

into the future. Also useful would be 

additional research into the relative income 

and job creation potential of agriculture 

compared with protected areas and 

ecotourism. Finally, pilot projects are needed 

to evaluate the ways in which biodiversity 

stewardship agreements can used to support 

land reform and rural development. 
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South Africa's protected area network 

remains insufficient to conserve biodiversity 

and ecological processes effectively, or to play 

its full potential role in providing resilience to 

the impacts of climate change. This is because 

of the ad hoe way the protected area network 

has developed over time, protecting some 

ecosystems well and others hardly at all. 

Historically, freshwater, estuarine and 

offshore marine ecosystems were especially 

poorly represented in the protected area 

network although significant steps have been 

taken recently to improve this situation. 

South Africa's current protected area 

network in both the terrestrial and the 

marine environments remains insufficient 

to conserve biodiversity and ecological 

processes effectively, or to play its full 

potential role in providing resilience to the 

impacts of climate change. 

The overall goal of the NPAES is to achieve 

cost effective protected area expansion for 

improved ecosystem representation, 
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ecological sustainability and climate change 

adaptation. The NPAES highlights how we can 

become more efficient and effective in 

allocating limited resources available for 

protected area expansion. It sets protected 

area targets, maps priority areas for protected 

area expansion, and makes recomm~ndations 

on mechanisms to achieve this. 

While the primary roles of the protected area 

network are representation of all ecosystems, 

ecological sustainability and climate change 

resilience, protected areas also deliver 

significant socio-economic benefits, especially 

in rural areas, thus contributing to South 

Africa's overall development goals. 

Many role players, public and private, are 

involved in creating, expanding and managing 

protected areas in South Africa. The NPAES 

provides a common set of targets and spatial 

priorities to guide efforts and enable co­

ordination. This is particularly important in 

the context of South Africa's globally 

exceptional biodiversity richness on the one 

hand, and significant financial and human 

resource constraints on the other. 

~ 
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While the primary roles of the protected 

area network are representation of all 

ecosystems, ecological sustainability and 

climate change resilience, protected areas 

also deliver significant socio-economic 

benefits, especially in rural areas, thus . 

contributing to South Africa's overall 

development goals. 

The Department of Environmental Affairs 

(DEA) led the development of the NPAES, in 

consultation with the protected area agencies 

and other key stakeholders. The need for the 

development of the NPAES was established in 

the National Biodiversity Framework'. The 

NPAES is a 20-year strategy with 5-year 

implementation targets aligned with a 5-year 

revision cycle. Each new revision of the NPAES 

refers to a rolling 20-year period. The NPAES 

2016 covers the implementation period 2016-

2020 and sets out a future 20-year strategy. 

The NP AES does not deal with site-scale 

planning or exactly which sites should be 

included in the protected area network, nor 

does it deal with detailed implementation 

planning for expanding protected areas. All of 

these are most appropriately done by 

protected area agencies and institutions, 

using the NPAES as a guide. 

Expansion of the protected area network 

should take place concurrently with efforts to 

improve biodiversity management 

effectiveness within existing and new 

protected areas. This need is not addressed in 

the NPAES, but requires attention alongside 

the implementation of the NPAES, particularly 

in some provincial protected area agencies as 

well as in the marine protected areas. 

7 DEAT., 2008. 
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The NPAES is intended to be used by all those 

who play, or could play, a role in protected 

area expansion, including protected area 

institutions, agencies and managers, 

conservation non-governmental organisations 

(NGOs) and funding agencies, policymakers in 

relevant national departments, municipalities 

and the private sector. 

Structure of this document 

Chapter 2 outlines why protected areas are 

important and valuable. 

Chapter 3 reviews progress in implementing 

the NPAES at the end of the initial phase of 

implementation. 

Chapter 4 identifies the protected area 

targets that should guide the ongoing 

expansion of the protected area network. 

Chapter 5 discusses priority areas for 

protected area expansion. 

Chapter 6 reviews the main mechanisms 

available for protected area expansion. 

Chapter 7 looks at some of the financial issues 

involved. 

Chapter 8 describes the key actions and 

targets for the implementation of the NPAES 

for the period 2016 - 2020. 

Chapter 9 highlights information gaps, 

research needs and identifies key legislative 

and policy issues that may need attention in 

order to support protected area expansion 

efforts. 

Appendix 1 provides supporting information 

on the specific ecosystem targets. 

Appendix 2 explains the technical approach to 

setting targets in more detail. 

Appendix 3 provides a more detailed review 

of the first phase of the NPAES. 
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2. The role of protected areas 

Protect:ied areas are vital for ecologic;JI sustainability andciirnate changf!adaptatipn, serving as 

nodesTrrour ecologicatlnfrnstrudurenet\Vork. South Africa has i)stronglegal ~<int~xt for ~rotected·. 
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change adaptation, land reI6rmand rur~1• 1iveliboods, arid socioseconomlc: developrrient. South. 

Africa h~s an oppCJrtunlty tobe proa~tive inglJing protected areas a central role in ourslimate. 

change resgonse.strategy.,-o.achievel~is,the.bias~s of:the current protected area net1'1/ork are 
being addressed.to. ensure more effective.inc.lusion ofunoer-representedterrestrialecosystems, 

riVer ~cosystems, .wetlknds, estuarie.s and•marine ecosy~temsinthe national. protected.area estate. 

Protected areas are vital nodes in South 

Africa's ecological infrastructure. Our 

ecological infrastructure consists of nodes and 

corridors of natural habitat that provide a 

range of ecosystem services as well as 

resilience to the impacts of climate change 

and natural disasters. This natural 

infrastructure is largely free, so is often 

unnoticed or under-appreciated, but it is just 

as important for underpinning human 

livelihoods and well being as our extensive 

built infrastructure network and our social 

infrastructure. 

of human well-being. 

In this chapter, we highlight four of the most 

important contributions of protected areas, 

some of them only partially realised and all 

worthy of further attention: 

• Biodiversity conservation and ecological 

sustainability 

• Climate change adaptation 

• Land reform and rural livelihoods 

• Socio-economic development, including 

ecosystem services 
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Transfrontier conservation areas, of which 

there are six shared between South Africa and 

our neighbouring countries, provide 

opportunities for scaling up all of the above 

contributions of protected areas and for 

strengthening the links between ecological 

sustainability benefits and socio-economic 

benefits. 

What are protected areas? 

Protected areas are areas of land or sea that 

are formally protected by law and managed 

mainly for biodiversity conservation. Only 

protected areas recognised in the National 

Environmental Management: Protected Areas 

Act (Act 57 of 2003) are considered to be 

protected areas in the NPAES. 

The Protected Areas Act distinguishes 

between several categories of protected area: 

special nature reserves, national parks, nature 

reserves, marine protected areas and 

protected environments. In addition, it also 

recognises world heritage sites, specially 

protected forest areas, and mountain 

catchment areas. 

The NPAES uses a narrower definition of 

protected areas than the Convention on 

Biological Diversity (CBD) and IUCN, which 

acknowledge the role of other effective area-
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based conservation measures in protecting 

biodiversity. These areas could include 

conservation areas that are areas of land not 

formally protected by law but informally 

protected by the current owners and users 

and managed at least partly for biodiversity 

conservation. They can also include a range of 

other mechanisms such as the intact and 

conservation zoned areas of UN ESCO 

biospheres, buffers zones on world heritage 

sites, areas protected by spatial planning laws 

(e.g. zoning for conservation use), areas 

protected by conservation servitudes, and in 

the marine context may include specially 

zoned fishery management areas. 

In the absence of legally binding measures 

that require effective management, these 

other area-based conservation measures may 

not provide sufficient protection. For this 

reason, the NPAES currently only evaluates 

protected areas. However, once other area­

based conservation sites have been effectively 

secured (through legal measures other than 

the Protected Areas Act), are effectively 

managed, verified and monitored, then it is 

anticipated that intact conservation zoned 

areas under these other measures might also 

contribute to meeting targets. 

The legal context 

The Protected Areas Act is the central piece of 

legislation for the establishment and 

management of the protected area network 

in both the terrestrial and the marine 

environments. However, other legislation is 

also relevant, including the World Heritage 

Convention Act (Act 49 of 1999) for world 

heritage sites, the National Forests Act (Act 84 

of 1998) for protected forests, and the 

Mountain Catchment Areas Act (Act 63 of 

1970). In addition, several provinces have 

their own provincial legislation that deals with 

protected areas. 
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!ii The Protected Areas Act is the central piece 
!1 
.iJ of legislation for the establishment and 
ffi management of the protected area 

network in both the terrestrial and marine 

environments. 

Protected areas are a powerful tool for 

conserving biodiversity and adapting to 

climate change, but not the only one. There 

are also several other legislative tools relevant 

to the management of biodiversity in South 

Africa, the primary among them being the 

National Environmental Management: 

Biodiversity Act (Act 10 of 2004). The 

Biodiversity Act provides a suite of legal tools 

for conserving the many biodiversity priority 

areas that lie outside the protected area 

network and for various reasons are likely to 

remain outside of it. These tools include 

bioregional plans, biodiversity management 

plans, listing of threatened or protected 

ecosystems, listing of threatened or protected 

species, and regulations on alien and invasive 

species. In addition to regulatory tools 

provided by the Biodiversity Act, economic 

mechanisms such as environmental fiscal 

reform and payment for ecosystem services 

are currently being explored and developed in 

South Africa. 

The Marine Living Resources Act (Act 18 of 

1998) provides for additional mechanisms for 

biodiversity management over and above 

marine protected areas, and South Africa is in 

the process of implementing the ecosystem 

approach to fisheries management. 

This wide range of biodiversity management 

tools complements the expansion and 

effective management of the protected area 

network in pursuit of the overall goals of 

biodiversity conservation and sustainable 

development. 

wf 
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Protected areas for biodiversity 

conservation and ecological 

sustainability 

Protected areas are the most secure and 

effective mechanism for conserving a 

representative sample of all biodiversity 

including all ecosystems and species. This is 

especially important in South Africa because 

of our globally exceptional levels of 

biodiversity. Conserving a viable 

representative sample of biodiversity 

contributes to ecological resilience and is one 

of the cornerstones of ecological 

sustainability. 

Historically, the protected area network has 

been biased towards some ecosystems, such 

as indigenous Forest, mountain Fynbos and 

lowveld Savanna, and has poorly covered 

other ecosystems such as Grasslands. Aquatic 

ecosystems, including rivers, wetlands, 

estuaries and offshore marine ecosystems, 

have been especially neglected. South Africa's 

protected area network needs to include a 

representative sample of all ecosystems. How 

this can be achieved is discussed further in 

Chapter 4 on protected area targets. 

The long-term persistence of biodiversity 

depends not only on conserving a 

representative sample of biodiversity but also 

on maintaining a complex set of ecological 

processes, such as the functioning of river 

corridors and movement of species between 

uplands and lowlands. Ecological processes 

often occur across very large areas and over 

long periods of time, so they can be difficult 

to capture in the protected area network. 

Nevertheless, it is possible to take some 

ecological processes into account in the 

design of the protected area network. 
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For protected areas to achieve their full 

potential contribution to ecological 

sustainability, they need to include a 

representative sample of all ecosystems as 

well as key ecological processes. In 

recognition ofthis, the NPAES 2016 includes 

greater integration of the terrestrial and 

aquatic environments in the design 

calculations underpinning the spatial 

prioritisation of protected area expansion. 

This is especially important in South Africa 

where water scarcity means that freshwater 

ecosystems are under even greater pressure 

than terrestrial ecosystems. 

Estuaries can provide a focal point for 

integrating the design of terrestrial, 

freshwater and marine protected areas. 

Ideally, seamless integration is required 

between terrestrial, freshwater, estuarine, 

inshore and offshore marine protected areas, 

to maximise the ecological sustainability 

benefits of protected areas. 

For protected areas to achieve their full 

potential contribution to ecologicol 

sustainability, they need to include a 

representative sample of all ecosystems os 

well as key ecological processes, in both 

aquatic and terrestrial environments. 

Ideally, seamless integration is required 

between terrestrial, freshwater, estuarine, 

inshore and offshore marine protected 

areas, to maximise the ecological 

sustainability benefits of protected areas. 



Protected areas for climate change 

adaptation 

Healthy natural ecosystems can increase 

resilience to the impacts of climate change, by 

allowing species to adapt as naturally as 

possible to the changes. They also buffer 

human settlements and activities from the 

impacts of extreme climate events. 

A sufficient protected area network supports 

the persistence of biodiversity within the 

broader landscape and safeguards the long­

term provision of ecosystem goods and 

services (such as sufficient clean water, 

pollination etc.) on which we all depend, 

especially in the face of stresses such as 

climate change. Intact ecosystems (i.e. 

ecosystems which are in a natural or near­

natural state) withstand stresses better than 

highly modified and fragmented landscapes, 

and natural landscapes secured within 

protected areas are the anchor on which 

survival of broader ecological systems will 

depend. This role of protected areas is worthy 

of greater emphasis in the global debate on 

climate change adaptation. South Africa has a 

unique opportunity to take a global lead in 

giving protected areas a central role in our 

climate change response strategy. 

Healthy natural ecosystems can increase 

resilience to the impacts af climate change, j_· 

by allowing ecosystems and species to .I 

adapt as naturally as possible to the 1

1
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changes and by buffering human 

l!
1 settlements and activities from the impacts 

of extreme climate events. South Africa has 

an opportunity to take a global lead in 

giving protected areas a central role in our 

climate change response strategy. 
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An implication of this is that protected area 

expansion should prioritise protection of 

natural connected landscapes. Protected 

areas need to be expanded to incorporate 

altitudinal gradients and topographic range, 

intact river corridors, coastal dunes, and a 

greater range of microhabitats, in order to 

conserve the climatic gradients required to 

give us some leeway for climate change. The 

ability of species and systems to adapt to 

climate change will depend on landscapes 

that are sufficiently connected to allow 

species to move. 

Freshwater ecosystems are likely to be 

particularly hard hit by rising temperatures 

and shifting rainfall patterns, and yet healthy, 

intact freshwater ecosystems are vital for 

maintaining resilience to climate change and 

mitigating its impact on human well-being. In 

the western part of South Africa, which is 

likely to become dryer, intact rivers and 

wetlands will help to maintain a consistent 

supply of water. In portions of the country 

that are likely to become wetter, intact rivers 

and wetlands will be important for reducing 

flood risk and mitigating the impacts of flash 

floods. This reinforces the importance of 

including freshwater ecosystems in land­

based protected areas, and moving towards 

integrated aquatic and terrestrial design of 

the protected area network. 

Protected areas for land reform and 

rural livelihoods 

Historically, local communities have often 

been only minor recipients of benefits 

generated by protected areas, as in most 

cases they have not been owners of either the 

protected area land or the tourist facilities on 

that land. The opportunity now exists for local 

communities, as potentially major landholders 

through the land reform process, to have full 

access to the economic opportunities 
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associated with ecotourism. Two good 

examples of this are Nambiti Private Game 

Reserve in KwaZulu-Natal and the !Ae!Hai 

Kalahari Heritage Park together with the !Xaus 

Lodge within the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park. 

Scope exists for protected area expansion to 

work in partnership with land reform for 

mutual benefit, actively supporting the land 

reform agenda and the diversification of rural 

livelihoods. 

Scope exists for protected area expansion 11.

1 
1: 

to work in part;nership with land reform for l,•.i 

mutual benefit, actively supporting the 

land reform agenda and the diversification 

of rural livelihoods. 

Contract agreements are used increasingly in 

expansion of the protected area network, and 

represent opportunities for mutual benefit 

between landowners, who receive incentives 

and assistance with management, and 

protected area agencies. It is important to 

note that biodiversity stewardship 

programmes allow for considerable flexibility 

in the nature of agreements concluded. For 

example, it is possible for part of the land 
' involved to be formally proclaimed a 

protected area, and part not. The Richtersveld 

National Park, the Makuleke section of Kruger 

National Park and iSimangaliso Wetland Park 

provide good examples of community 

ownership of formal protected areas through 

contract agreements. 

As discussed in the next section on socio­

economic development, protected areas 

often represent the most promising option for 

economic development in rural regions, 

providing more jobs than commercial 

agriculture would. 

Biodiversity stewardship programmes have 

now been developed, and are under 
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implementation, in all nine provinces of the 

country, with the potential to contribute to 

land reform. 

Protected areas for socio-economic 

development 

Protected areas are important for socio­

economic development in several ways. They 

can contribute to rural development and local 

economic development with immediate 

benefits to surrounding communities. 

Protected areas also contribute to the 

attractiveness of South Africa as a key 

destination for foreign and national tourists. 

By providing essential ecosystem services, 

protected areas safeguard the wellbeing of 

future generations. 

Protected areas can be a cornerstone for local 

economic development, providing immediate 

socio-economic benefits to surrounding 

communities, especially if this is an explicit 

aspect of the management goals of the 

protected area. Increasingly, there is 

sensitivity in the design and management of 

protected areas to the needs of local and 

regional communities, with protected areas 

seen not as isolated islands but as part of the 

socio-economic, as well as the ecological, 

environment. The DEA's People and Parks 

programme is significant in this regard. 

Protected areas con be a cornerstone for 

local economic development, providing 

immediate socio-economic benefits to 

surrounding communities 

In many rural regions, ecotourism based on 

protected areas provides a more viable option 

for economic development and livelihoods 

than agriculture, even though agriculture is 

currently often the main focus for rural socio­

economic development. As mentioned in the 

previous section, land reform provides the 
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opportunity for communities to become 

landholders in protected areas and to benefit 

directly from ownership of ecotourism 

ventures. 

Especially in marginal agricultural areas, 

evidence suggests that conservation-related 

industries (protected areas, ecotourism on 

private reserves, game farming etc.) may have 

higher economic potential than agricultural 

activities such as stock farming. Further 

research and support for pilot initiatives is 

required to test this evidence formally and to 

determine whether these economic trends 

can be generalised across South Africa. 

The protected area network forms part of 

South Africa's competitive advantage as a 

nation, creating destinations for nature-based 

tourism, providing a draw card for 

international interest and attention, and 

acting as a unique selling point for Brand 

South Africa. Our national identity includes 

the spectacular varied natural environment 

that is secured through our protected area 

network. 

The protected area network forms part of 

South Africa's competitive advantage, 

creating destinations for nature-based 

tourism, providing a draw card for 

international interest and attention, and 

acting as a unique selling point for Brand 

South Africa. 

Through the protection and management 

they provide for priority ecosystems and 

catchments, protected areas help to secure 

the ecological infrastructure which supports 
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the provision of important ecosystem 

services, such as production of clean water, 

flood moderation, prevention of erosion, 

carbon storage, and the aesthetic value of the 

landscape. Mountain catchment areas, in 

particular, play an important role in 

safeguarding water supplies. 

Marine protected areas are vital in sustaining 

commercial, recreational and subsistence 

fisheries resources. There is Increasing 

evidence globally that the vast majority of fish 

stocks are fully exploited or overexploited. 

Fishing pressure continues to threaten marine 

ecosystems and the cultures and economies 

that depend on them. Marine protected areas 

can help to address this by protecting 

spawning (breeding) stocks offish species and 

allowing recovery of overexploited fish 

species. This results in improved fishing yields 

outside of marine protected areas through a 

spillover effect. Often marine protected areas 

are the only areas in which viable numbers of 

reproductive fish are found. It is worth noting 

that no-take marine protected areas or no­

take zones within marine protected areas, of 

which there are few in South Africa, play this 

role most effectively. 

Finally, by contributing to climate change 

adaptation and protecting aquatic and 

terrestrial ecosystems and the services they 

provide, the protected area network 

safeguards the socio-economic well-being of 

future generations. The costs to future 

generations of not building and maintaining 

an effective protected area network are 

complex to quantify, but we can be sure they 

are substantial. 
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.3. Progress in implementing the NPAES 

l\tleasure<Jqteprogre~s across a rang~ ofindJcafors• was made Jn implem~ntingtne)fir~t phase ofth.e.·' 
JIIPAES; This chapter highlights the new prot!lctecl areas .that were declared Jn both the marine .a.n.d 

theterr~strial.e))~irCJnmen1:s; whi.ch ·increased the spai:i~I extent()f a range.of protected area.types. 

ParticUlor1xnotable w~re the.<,xpaf]siorieffortsintbe ~arineerivirontnerit,.as wellas.e~pansibn .. · 
achieved as.part ofttiebi.od.iversitv stewardship programme.Progress towar.ds achie.ving specific 

~cosysten, targets is presented. This chapter also prov(desa sumniary ,of improvem~rits in 

administering the NPAES and the.resources used to do so. · 

This review covers the progress in 

implementing phase 1 (2008 -2014) of the 

NPAES. Area values are reported in hectares 

in this chapter to correspond with the targets 

set in NPAES 2008. 

New protected areas declared 

Between 2008 and 2014, a total area of 

18 943 336ha was added to South Africa's 

protected area system through 460 

declarations of individual properties (see 

Table 1 and Figure 3). 

The largest proportion (>95%) of the area 

added to the protected area estate was 

achieved through the declaration of three 

marine protected areas (MPAs), of which the 

Prince Edward Island MPA was by far the 

largest (18 085 137ha). 

Of the 830 322ha of terrestrial protected 

areas declared in the first phase, 270 284ha 

was declared as National Parks, 348 515ha as 

Nature Reserves, 14 850ha as Forest Nature 

Reserves and 196 673ha as Protected 

Environments. Over 561 000ha (67%) of the 

properties declared as terrestrial protected 

areas were either privately owned 

(502 692ha) or under some form of communal 

tenure (59 175ha). This suggests that the 

negotiation of formal contractual agreements 

with landowners and communal rights holders 

has become the primary tool for protected 

area expansion efforts in the terrestrial 

environment. 

Table 1: The number and extent of protected areas declared in phase 1, by protected area type. 
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196 673 
14 850 
83.0322 
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Prote~ted Area Progress 
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Prince Edward.Islands 

Figure 3: Protected Area status in South Africa and the Prince Edward Islands at the end of Phase 1
9

• 

Progress towards achieving 

protected area targets 

The progress in achieving phase 1 

representation targets' for terrestrial 

ecosystem types in the protected area system 

is summarised in Table 2. When individual 

ecosystems are considered, the area 

contributing to meeting ecosystem targets 

improved from 3.6% to 3.9% of the total 

terrestrial area. This represents 18% of the 

phase 1 target. Biozones where good progress 

was made towards meeting underlying 

ecosystem representation targets in phase 1 

include Forests (129% of the phase 1 target), 

water bodies (91%) and Albany Thicket (69%). 

No progress was made however in the Desert 

8 This target achievement is measured against the 
NPAES 2008. These targets are changed in the 

current NPAES revision. 
9 As in NPAES 2008, de facto protected areas are 
included. These are functioning as protected areas 
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biozone and Indian Ocean Coastal Belt, while 

limited progress was made in the Nama-Karoo 

(9%), Savanna (14%) and Grassland (16%). 

In the marine environment, the declaration of 

a single MPA in the Prince Edward Island 

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) resulted in this 

area substantially exceeding the phase 1 

target. In fact, the long-term target was 

exceeded by a factor of almost two and the 

no-take target nearly met (Table 3). In 

mainland marine systems, two inshore MPAs 

(278km2) were declared. As a result, the 5-

year NPAES inshore target measured in terms 

of coast length for no-take areas was almost 

met, with 89% of the phase 1 target being 

achieved, while 163% of the phase 1 target for 

but are not formally declared. Formalising their 
status is critical to ensuring that they continue to 
contribute to the protected area network. 



overall inshore protection was met. This 

placed South Africa in a good position to 

achieve the full 20-year Marine Inshore 

targets. Little progress was made towards 

achieving the marine offshore area targets 

with the 278km2 being under 1% of the 

phase 1 target of 52 182 km'. 

Table 2: Current status (2014), and progress in phase 1, of representation of terrestrial ecosystem types in 
the protected area network. All targets are stated as a percentage of the total area. 

Albany Thicket 2 912 754 10.3 6.2 6 8.7 6.7 69 

Azonal vegetation 2 894 983 13.8 7.4 4.9 8.3 5.3 16 

Desert 716 565 18.0 22.2 4.7 22.2 4.7 0 

Forest 444 371 17.2 30.1 15.9 37.8 16,3 129 

Fynbos 8 394 437 14.8 15.1 6.5 20.2 7,3 40 

Grassland 31987116 13.2 2.8 2.3 3.2 2.7 16 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 1428197 13.5 6.4 5,7 6.4 5.7 0 

Nama-Karoo 24 827 996 11.0 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.0 9 

Polar desert 10825 10.8 100 10,8 100 10.8 N.A. 

Savanna 39 966 563 10.1 11.4 5.2 11.9 5.4 14 

Sub-Antarctic tundra 23 240 10,8 100 10.8 100 10.8 N.A. 

Succulent Karoo 8 328 395 12.1 5.2 3.5 6.5 4.5 49 

Water bodies 67 322 13.0 80.2 12.6 80.3 12.7 91 

Table 3: Current status (2014} }, and progress in phase 1, of representation of marine areas in the protected 
area network. All targets are stated as a percentage of the total extent. 

Marine inshore (coastline) 3592km 

Marine offshore (mainland 
1065 660km2 

EEZ) 

Marine offshore {Prince 
473 375km' 

Edward Islands EEZ) 

10 Effective area refers to the area that is 
contributing to meeting representation targets. 
This does not imply that these areas don't have 
value as there are valid reasons to have areas 
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No-take 15 7.9 9.5 89 

Total 25 20.6 22.4 163 

No-take 15 0.16 0.19 0.7 

Total 20 0.4 0.44 0.5 

No-take 15 0 14.4 385 

Total 20 0 38.2 764 

declared in excess of the minimum representation 
target. It merely indicates that these areas are in 
excess of the representation target, 
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The negotiations ond conclusion of 

contractual agreements with landowners 

was the predominant mechanism for 

protected area expansion in phase 1. 

Mechanisms of expansion 

All three available protected area expansion 

mechanisms for terrestrial protected areas 

(contractual agreement, land acquisition and 

declaration of state owned land) were 

successfully implemented in phase 1. The 

breakdown of the extent of the area declared, 

by implementing agency, using each of the 

different expansion mechanisms is 

summarised in Table 4 below. The negotiation 

and conclusion of contractual agreements 

with landowners was the predominant 

protected area expansion mechanism 

adopted by most of the protected area 

agencies. During the phase 1 review, 

protected area institutions reported that a 

further 1100 000ha was still under some form 

of contractual negotiation with landowners 

for future declaration as protected areas. 

Implementation, resourcing and 

administration of the NP AES 

The implementation of the NPAES is primarily 

the responsibility of the 12 protected area 

agencies11• By the end of phase 1, eight (up 

from only one in 2008) of the 12 protected 

area agencies had developed, adopted and 

were implementing an institutionally-based 

Protected Area Expansion Strategy (PAES) that 

is closely aligned to the strategic objectives of 

the NPAES. The remaining agencies-with the 

exception of DAFF, which has no plans to 

develop an institutionally-based PAES -were 

well advanced in preparing these strategies. 

Expansion plans for the marine environment 

are well developed, and were recently 

published as part of Operation Phakisa12
• 

Table 4: Terrestrial protected area declared (ha) in phase 1, per implementing institution and mechanism of 

expansion. 

SAN Parks 74012 106 663 89 608 

DAFF 14 850 

Eastern Cape 98119 

Free State 

Gauteng 2 280 1 768 20638 

KwaZulu-Natal 61068 

Limpopo 

Mpumalanga 102 066 

Northern Cape 92 486 

North West 200 32 647 

Western 133 916 

11 The nine provincial agencies, SAN Parks, DAFF and DEA (Oceans and Coast Branch). 
12 DEA, 2014a. 
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270 283 
14850 

98119 

24 686 

61068 

102 066 
92 486 

32 847 

133 916 
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The institutional capacity to implement the 

protected area expansion programme is 

limited, with an estimated total of 28 staff 

(that are unevenly distributed between 

institutions) contributing more than 60% of 

their time to protected area expansion. 

The reported annual operational budgets for 

protected area expansion are also highly 

variable across institutions. It is estimated 

that a total of R61.75 million was available for 

protected area expansion efforts during the 

2014/2015 financial year. Of this total 

amount, R34.5 million forms part of the South 

African National Parks (SANParks) budget and 

R12 million is set aside for marine protected 

area expansion, leaving approximately R15 

million distributed across the remaining ten 

protected area institutions. 

Phase 1 of the NPAES saw a number of legal 

and administrative developments that 

advanced protected area expansion. In this 

regard it is noted that: 

• The Protected Areas Act was amended to 

include marine protected areas. 

13 DEA., 2009 
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• The process of developing standardised 

Biodiversity Stewardship Guidelines13 and 

a national Biodiversity Stewardship Policy 

was significantly advanced. 

• Incentives for declaring privately owned 

and managed protected areas through tax 

rebates were piloted and further refined 

• Levels of legislative compliance were 

improved through the development of the 

Protected Area Register. 

• The development of a robust, spatial 

protected area database, linked to the 

Protected Area Register. 

• Guidelines for the declaration of different 

types of protected areas were published. 

Phase 1 of the NPAES saw a number of 

legal and administrative developments that 

have advanced protected area expansion. 

More information on the review of progress 

made in phase 1 of the NPAES is given in 

Appendix 3. 
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4. Protected area targets 

Protected area targets are action targets that indicate how much of each ecosystem should be 

inducle.d i~ /'rotectecl area;,They •. help.tofocus· prCJte~ted area expansion9~ the leastprotectedi 
ecosystems, and provide .the bosisfor assessments. The NP AES uses the established biodiversity 

tafg<'!tsf9r eathecosystet11 ffom the National Biodiver'sityAsseJsment(NBA) as thelong-f~rm 

protect~d area targets/This· ensures thattargets•are scientifically.robust and have an ecological 

basis,wliile•also ensu.ri hg that~ CJ·furthi'!r ecosystems·bec?me<Critically Endangere.d, ill'ldthat the 
NBA and the NPAES are aligned,.The 20-year targets.are designed to .achieve.overall CBD Aichi 

biodiversitytar~ets, While optimally shifting 1:heemphas.is onto highhiodiversityvalueecosystems. 

Clear principl.es and.a repeatablemethod.are.estalllishedfortargetsetting, which.will e.nable easy 

updates and allow provinces and agencies to calculate con,patibletargets. 
,. ' ' ' '' ' > ' __ --, •,:"' _; ::_,, __ ' ", • 

This.chapt~/presents several major improvements th;t have been mlde to the protected area 

targets in this revision of the .NP AES. These indude comprehensive targetsforwetlarids, rivers, 

estuaries ancl specifi~ marine e2osystems, as well asterrestrialecosystem types. A new integrated 

ecosystem map has been c.reated and ecological conditionhas be.eninduded fn the assessment. 
"'. 

•,• ·. . . 

S.out.h Africa's currentprotectedareanetworkstiH falls far shQrt of sustainingl:Jiodiyersity a.nd 

ecological •processes. The current achie:vement of targets• hasbeen.eval uated,.protection .levels are 

mapped and the extent to which the current protected area networkfalls short of the targets Is 

presented, 

Protected area targets are action targets that 

indicate how much of each ecosystem should 

be included in protected areas, thus guiding 

protected area expansion to focus on 

ecosystems that are least protected." 

Protected area targets are action targets ,. 

that indicate how much of each ecosystem Ii 

should be included in protected areas, this I 

ll 
guiding protected area expansion to focus 

on ecosystems that are least protected. 

targets". Target 11 states that "by 2020, at 

least 17% of terrestrial and inland water 

areas, and 10% of coastal and marine areas, 

especially areas of particular importance for 

biodiversity and ecosystem services, are 

conserved through effectively and equitably 

managed, ecologically representative and well 

connected systems of protected areas and 

other effective area-based conservation 

measures, and integrated into the wider 

landscape and seascape". 

Internationally, the Convention on Biological 

Diversity (CBD) to which South Africa is a 

signatory, commits governments to a range of 

targets generally known as Aichi biodiversity 

14 More information about protected area targets 
can be found in Technical Note 1 of Appendix 2. 
15 CBD, 2010. 
16 Biodiversity targets are sometimes called 
biodiversity thresholds. See Driver et al., 2012 for 
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South Africa has a well-established system of 

systematic biodiversity planning which uses 

biodiversity targets16 to determine which 

areas of the landscape and seascape are most 

explanations the systematic conservation planning 
approach used in South Africa and details on how 
biodiversity targets are determined and used ln 
the evaluations of ecosystem protection level. 
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important for conserving a representative 

sample of biodiversity pattern (ecosystems 

and species) and for keeping key ecological 

processes intact. These targets are used as the 

basis for national monitoring of Protection 

Level in the NBA. 

The system and target values set out in the 

NBA 2011 are widely used and well-accepted 

across South Africa, including in the National 

Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas 

Assessment (NFEPA) project17, prioritisation 

for marine protected areas in projects such as 

the Offshore Marine Protected Area (OMPA) 

project", and the National Estuary 

Biodiversity Plan for South Africa 201219
• The 

same ecosystem targets are used in provincial 

conservation plans. Biodiversity targets for 

terrestrial ecosystems in South Africa range 

from 16% to 36% of the original extent of 

each ecosystem, with higher targets for more 

variable and species-rich ecosystems. In the 

absence of better data, a 20% biodiversity 

target is used for marine, river, wetland and 

estuarine systems. 

The NPAES 2016 retains many core principles 

established for the NPAES 2008, including: 

• Long-term protected area targets should 

align with established biodiversity targets. 

This means that, in principle, enough of 

each ecosystem will be protected to 

ensure that no further ecosystems can 

become Critically Endangered. It also 

allows for consistent reporting by the NBA 

and NPAES. 

• Targets should be specifically set for each 

ecosystem. Although for convenience 

they can be reported for broader units 

17 Nel et al., 2011. 
18 Sink et al., 2011. 
19 Turpie et al., 2012. 
20 The CBD targets have changed since NPAES 2008 

(from 12%) to 17% for terrestrial areas and 10% 

for marine systems. 
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such as a biozone, the actual target is set 

at the ecosystem level. 

• Over a 20-year period, South Africa should 

aim to achieve its commitments under the 

CBD20 even if the convention's timelines 

are not adhered to. 

• The allocation of targets is optimised 

across ecosystems to reflect differing 

levels of biodiversity, i.e. increased targets 

for diverse ecosystems, but reduced 

targets in those with relatively low 

diversity, so that overall South Africa will 

achieve its CBD commitment. 

Some additional elements have been added in 

the NPAES 2016. Firstly, and most 

importantly, targets have now been set for 

marine, wetland, river and estuarine features 

at the ecosystem level, in addition to the 

terrestrial targets. To do this, a new fully 

integrated ecosystem map was prepared, 

covering terrestrial, river, wetland, estuarine, 

coastal and marine ecosystems (Figure 4)21• 

Separate maps for each of these ecosystems 

were available, but overlaps between 

ecosystems (for example a terrestrial and 

river ecosystem) could result in double 

counting and inaccurate targets. A single 

A new, fully integrated ecosystem map was 

prepared, covering terrestrial, river, 

wetland, estuarine, coastal and marine 
ecosystems. 

integrated map was therefore developed that 

identified 969 distinct ecosystems in 26 

biozones22. 

21 More information about the integrated 

ecosystem map can be found in Technical Note 3 

of Appendix 2. 
n Biozones are major habitat units. ln the 

terrestrial environment, they are the same as 

biomes, but the term biozone is used so that 
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Targets can be met in protected areas and 

lhtegrated Ecosystem-Type Map 

1,~l : 
tands ! , , 

•~I" !0.'-1: 

+ 
Figure 4: An integrated ecosystem map was created for South Africa. Inserts show the Prince Edward 

Islands and offshore pelagic ecosystems. 

The second addition in the NPAES 2016 is that 

targets can only be met in intact habitat. This 

principle was established in the NPAES 2008 

but was only partially implemented as only 

artificial waterbodies were excluded at that 

time. The underlying principle is that areas 

that are no longer intact (e.g. large dams, 

roads, rest camps, canalised sections of rivers 

and plantations of exotic trees) should not 

contribute to targets even if they are in 

protected areas. Hence, the preparation of a 

fully integrated ecosystem condition map was 

a key activity for the NPAES. This process 

produced the first ever integrated map of 

ecosystem condition for South Africa, which 

identified good, fair and poor condition areas 

of each ecosystem (Figure 5)23
. 

equivalent river, wetland and marine habitat units 

can be included. 
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Targets can only be met in intact habitat. 

Hence, the first ever integrated map of 

ecosystem condition was produced for 

South Africa. 

other areas with effective area-based 

conservation measures. Currently, we only 

evaluate protected areas, as these are the 

only areas where biodiversity is currently 

legally secured. In the future, once other area­

based conservation mechanisms have been 

secured effectively (e.g. through having intact 

natural areas of biospheres strictly zoned for 

conservation), subject to robust and effective 

land use controls, and have we\1-capacitated 

management authorities, it is anticipated that 

23 More information about the integrated 
condition map can be found in Technical Note 4 of 
Appendix 2. 
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the intact and secure areas zoned for 

conservation under these other measures will 

also contribute to meeting targets. 

Ecosystem Condition 

0Gooit -F~; 
IIIPor>r 

term target is required over the next 20 years. 

Based on current values, the 20-year 

protected area targets for marine ecosystems 

t.=1 : 
: Islands 1 ' , , 

•*E Je 

- - Pela le: Eco stems 

Figure 5: An integrated ecosystem condition map was created for South Africa. Inserts show the 

condition of the Prince Edward Islands and offshore pelagic ecosystems. 

Calculating protected area targets 

The NP AES has established a system that sets 

robust targets, but which can be quickly and 

easily updated when changes in any of the 

input elements occur24 • In brief, the 

biodiversity targets for each ecosystem are 

identified from the NBA, and these are used 

as the long-term protected area targets. To 

calculate the 20-year targets, the ratio 

between the total area required to meet 

South Africa's CBD commitments and the total 

area needed to meet the long-term protected 

area target is then calculated25
. This ratio is 

used to identify what proportion of the long-

24 More information on how targets are calculated 

can be found in Technical Note 2 of Appendix 2. 
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are 50% of the long-term biodiversity targets, 

while those for terrestrial ecosystems are 

78.63%. Shorter term protected area targets 

(e.g. 5-year target) are calculated as a portion 

of the 20-year target. 

The target setting approach outlined here was 

applied using the integrated ecosystem map 

specially created for this strategy, which 

produced the values reflected in the tables, 

analyses and appendices of this report, but 

the same approach can be applied to any 

other ecosystem map. This allows provinces 

to use finer scale local ecosystem maps for 

their target setting and planning processes, 

15 This was calculated separately for terrestrial and 

marine systems. Coastal ecosystems, which have a 

land component, were treated as terrestrial. 
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while remaining fully compatible with the 

NPAES approach and required overall target. 

26 78.63% of the biodiversity target for terrestrial 

ecosystems and 50% for marine ecosystems 
27 At least 75% of the Marine Protected Area 

network should be designated no-take areas. 
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Summary of protected area targets 

The final target percentages for the NP AES 

2016 are summarized in Table 5. Importantly, 

the underlying targets are set at the 

ecosystem level, which are given in detail in 

Appendix 1. The long-term protected area 

targets, which are the same as the 

biodiversity targets, range from 16% to 36% of 

original extent. The 20-year protected area 

targets range from 10% to 28.3%, with many 

systems such as coastal types, wetlands, 

estuaries and rivers having a target of 15.7%. 

Table 6 summarizes the total areas required 

to meet the targets. A total of 574 735km', of 

which 363 392km' is the 20-year target, is 

required to meet long-term protected area 

targets for all ecosystems except marine 

pelagic ecosystems. The long-term target for 

marine pelagic ecosystems is 214 719 km', 

107 359km' of which should be protected in 

the next 20-years. In many cases, targets for 

pelagic ecosystems and offshore benthic 

ecosystems could be met by the same 

protected area as these ecosystems overlap. 

Fortunately, large areas required to meet 

many of these targets are already included in 

existing protected areas. The next section 

describes the current level of achievement of 

targets within the current protected area 

network. 

28 The target for marine pelagic systems is not in 

addition to offshore benthic targets, as these can 

be achieved in overlapping areas 
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Table 5: Summary of the percentages required for the long-term protected area targets, Aichi biodiversity 

targets, 20-year protected area targets and 5-year targets. Full targets for individual ecosystems are given in 

Appendix l . 

. ,, >• • 11ong,term , " •• , • .· : ,· · I 
" . . ' 

' 
. 

, · · , ,- 20-year 5-year 
GategoJil1 - • Bfowne 

" 
protectei.l Aicl\l target , "• 

' ' ' - " ~ ' ' "' ' ""target r taritet 
~ ~ ~ ,:; ';_:;,,;,/\, ' · ':' 'areatarget ,-,,: 0,, . · · . :r 

' " '-" ~,'°' "'~ ~-~ i"X)~ ~~ 1/~ $; '7- ,;;:'" ~ ~"' ~ .. 

Inner shelf, inshore, 20% 10% 10% 2.5% 

offshore benthic 

Marine27 
Marine pelagic28 20% 10% 10% 2.5% 

Southern Oceans 20% 10% 10% 2.5% 

Coast types, island1 20% 17% 15.7% 3.92% 

lagoon 

Terrestrial All 16-36% 17% 12.6-28.3% 3.15-7.1% 

Estuaries All 20% 17% 15.7% 3.92% 

Rivers N.A. 20% 17% 15.7% 3.92% 

Wetlands N.A. 20% 17% 15,7% 3.92% 

Table 6: Summary of the target areas for ecosystems. Full targets for each ecosystem are given in 

Appendix l. 

Coast types 322 253 63 

Inner Shelf 573 286 286 72 

Inshore 856 428 428 107 

Island 441 375 347 87 

Lagoon 11 9 9 2 

Offshore Benthic 213 080 106 540 106 540 26 635 

Ma_rine SOuthCrn- OCeans 0
_ 94.675 47338 47338 11834 

Rivers 2670 2270 . 2100 525 

Sub'Antarctlc 69 58 54 13 

Sub-Antarctic Polar Desert 22 19 17 4 

Sub-Antarctic Tundra · 47 40 37 9 

Terrestrial 257 671 202102 202604 50651 

Albany Thicket 5 386 4 819 4 235 1059 

Azonal Vegetation 5149 3 380 4049 1012 

Desert 2 399 1225 1886 472 

Forests 1007 774 792 198 

Fynbos 22 213 13 865 17 466 4366 

Grassland 78 270 54 586 61543 15 386 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 2 747 1868 2160 540 

Nama-Karoo 50069 41811 39 369 9 842 

Savanna 71632 65 575 56 324 14081 
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18 800 

4()39 

214719 

Current achievement of targets 

With protected area targets determined for 

each ecosystem type, the next step is to 

evaluate how much of each ecosystem type is 

already effectively conserved in the protected 

area network. To do this, we need to 

combine the ecosystem map (Figure 4), 

ecosystem condition map (Figure 5) and 

29The targets for the marine pelagic systems 

cannot be added to the offshore benthic targets, 

as they will often be achieved in overlapping areas. 
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protected area targets. The ecosystem 

condition map is required to ensure that only 

intact areas are counted. Table 7 gives a 

summary of the protected area targets for all 

ecosystems and evaluates the current 

protected area network in terms of its 

achievement of these targets. 
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Table 7: Summary of the calculated shortfall between the current protected area (PA) extent and the long­

term biodiversity target and the 20-year target. 30 

J:stuary 

Mari~• (Benthic ~rid <;oastai) 

Coast types 322 253 282 273 91 47 

Inner Shelf 573 286 239 173 400 114 

Inshore 856 428 848 678 323 24 

Island 441 347 178 117 323 229 

Lagoon 11 9 6 6 5 3 

Offshore Benthic 213 080 106 540 3112 2 755 210 753 104 545 

Marii,e Sql.ltherl"! Oc'ec1nS 94675 47 338 180 862 180 862 0 0 

Rivets 2670 2100 1490 

Sub0Antarctic 69 54 0 

Sub-Antarctic Polar Desert 22 17 0 

Sub-Antarctic Tundra 47 37 0 

Terrestrial 257 671 202604 

Albany Thicket 5 386 4 235 2 533 2 446 2 939 1971 

Azonal Vegetation 5149 4 049 2 054 1699 3 720 2 735 

Desert 2 399 1886 1601 1596 1818 1419 

Forests 1007 792 1692 1622 100 50 

Fynbos 22 213 17 466 17 031 16 776 12 843 9 658 

Grassland 78 270 61543 11585 10015 69 308 52 852 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 2 747 2160 619 605 2141 1554 

Nama-Karoo 50 069 39 369 2 674 2 483 47 618 36 946 

Savanna 71632 56 324 48123 47105 41147 29 248 

Succulent Karoo 18 800 14 782 5 467 5 451 14158 10 380 

4039 2.352 

214719 104780 

The shortfall in terms of achieving the long- protected area target we need to add 

term protected area targets shows that South 413 163km' to the protected area network, of 

Africa's current protected area network is still which 211 896km' should be in protected 

inadequate to sustain biodiversity and areas securing marine benthic and coastal 

ecological processes. To meet the long-term ecosystems. An additional amount of 

30 Importantly, the actual 20-year shortfall is larger than initial inspection of the targets and current protected 

areas would suggest because only the intact areas can meet targets and the current protected area extent 

includes areas which may be in excess of the minimum area required to meet targets for an individual 

ecosystem. See Appendix 2 for more detail. 
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212 140km' is needed to secure marine 

pelagic ecosystems. 

To meet the 20-year targets, we need to add 

255 877km' to the protected area network. 

This is made up of 104 962km'. required for 

marine benthic and coastal ecosystems, 

146 814km' for terrestrial ecosystems, 

2 352km' for wetlands, 1490km' for rivers 

and 259km' for estuaries. As discussed 

previously, pelagic ecosystems are dealt with 

separately and require 104 780km' to meet 

the 20-year targets. 

It is important to remember that the 

aggregated protected area targets in Table 7 

are built up from more detailed ecosystem 

level targets, which are discussed in the 

sections that follow. These specific targets are 

crucial for ensuring that protected area 

expansion doesn't just provide more 

protection for already well-protected 

ecosystems. 

The 'protection level' of an ecosystem 

provides a simple way to visualise and 

understand how well ecosystems are 

represented in the protected area network. 

The ecosystem protection level is evaluated 

using the same methods and categories as the 

NBA (Table 8). These categories range from 

'Not Protected', through intermediate 

categories to 'Well Protected'. The number of 

ecosystems in each of these categories are 

reported per biozone in Table 9 and mapped 

in Figure 6. 

Of the 969 distinct ecosystem types, 201 

(21%) are Well Protected, 122 (13%) types are 

Moderately Protected, 286 {30%) ecosystem 

types are Poorly Protected, while 360 (37%) 

ecosystem types are Not Protected. The 

following sections explore the ecosystem 

protection levels of marine, inland aquatic 

and terrestrial ecosystem groups in more 

detail. 

Table 8: categories used for evaluation of ecosystem protection levels. The categories are the same as those 

applied in the National Biodiversity Assessment. 

Not Protected 

Poorly Protected 

Moderately Protected 

Well Protected 

An ecosystem type of which no intact area, or only a very small area (less than 

5% of the target), is located within the protected area network. 

An ecosystem type in which less than half (but more than 5%) of the target is 

located within the protected area network. 

An ecosystem type in which more than half of the target for an ecosystem type is 

located within the protected area network. 

An ecosystem type in which the full target area falls within the protected area 

network. 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 22 

~ 



Table 9: Summary of the current number of individual ecosystems within each protection level category, per 

biozone. 

Coast types 12 14 3 3 32 

Inner Shelf 1 2 1 4 

Inshore 3 5 1 1 10 

Island 2 2 

Lagoon 1 1 

Offshore Benthic 8 5 6 41 60 

Marine pelagic 2 14 16 

1 1 

37 26 79 69 211 

5 5 

Sub-Antarctic Polar Desert 1 1 

Sub-Antarctic Tundra 4 

Terrestrial 111 51 148 135 

Albany Thicket 5 7 2 14 

Azonal Vegetation 8 5 11 12 36 

Desert 6 1 8 15 

Forests 9 3 12 

Fynbos 43 8 41 30 122 

Grassland 9 2 37 24 72 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 2 1 3 6 

Nama-Karoo 1 5 8 14 

Savanna 25 30 18 90 

Succulent Karoo 10 15 30 

Wetlands 24 40 53 
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Figure 6: Current protection levels of South African terrestrial (including Sub-Antarctic 

ecosystems), river, wetland, estuarine, coastal and marine (including pelagic) ecosystems. 

Achievement of marine targets 

There are very distinct patterns of 

achievement of protected area targets for 

marine ecosystems (Figure 7), Coastal 

ecosystems are generally the best protected 

of the marine biozones. 273km2 of coastal 

ecosystems, out of a target of 322km', has 

already been protected, with 91km2 still being 

required to meet the full long-term target and 

47km2 to meet the 20-year target (Table 7). 

Figure 7 shows that 12 coastal ecosystem 

types (38%) are Well Protected, 14 are 

Moderately Protected (44%), 3 are Poorly 

Protected (9%) and 3 are Not Protected (9%). 

Despite this relatively healthy situation, some 

important gaps remain. Firstly, the West Coast 

is very under-protected, with 5 of the Poorly 

Protected and Not Protected ecosystem types 

being found here. Secondly, to properly 

secure marine ecosystems, at least 75% of 
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each ecosystem's targets should be included 

into no-take zones. 'Controlled' or 'take' 

zones in marine protected areas can actually 

become nodes for increased exploitation by 

facilitating fishing access, rather than 

providing protection. Urgent attention should 

be given to reducing the impact of 

recreational fishing activities in the controlled 

zones within marine protected areas. The 

current pressure to downgrade some long­

standing marine protected areas from no-take 

to 'controlled' could undermine recent 

progress in marine protected area 

declaration. 
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The remaining shallow water systems (i.e. 

inner shelf, inshore, island, and lagoon) show 

variation in terms of current inclusion in the 

protected area network. Overall, 2 ecosystem 

types (12%) are Not Protected, 5 types (29%) 

are Poorly Protected, 7 types (41%) are 

Moderately Protected and 3 types (18%) are 

Well Protected (Figure 7). The largest gaps are 

in the inner shelf and island biozones, where 

significant additional areas are required, in 

particular along the West Coast where very 

few systems have any effective protection. A 

number of inshore types along the East and 

Marine (Benthic and Coastal) 

■ Wetl Protected ■ Moderately Protected l!'IPoorlyl'rote~ted "-' Not Protected 

Inner Shelf, Inshore, Islands & Lagoon 

■Well Protected ■ Moderately Protected !!I Poorly Protected :'iNot P1otected 

Marine Pelagic 

■Well Protected II Moderately Protected lll1PoorlyP1otected f-\Not Protected 

South-East Coast have some level of 

protection, with most of the 3 Well Protected 

and 5 Moderately Protected Inshore types 

being found along this coast. The single 

lagoon ecosystem (Langebaan) is Moderately 

Protected. For all these ecosystems, a key 

issue is that even where there is some 

protection, few of these areas are declared 

no-take reserves. 

CoastTypes 

■ Well Protected II Moderately Protected ml Poorly Protected ,.1 Not Protected 

Offshore Benthic 

■ Well Proteited Ill Moderatelyl'r<1tected 1lil PoorlyP1olected ::l Not Protected 

Marine Southern Oceans 

■ Well Protected II Moderately Protected Jill Poorly Protected o"l Nol Prot<:cted 

Figure 7: Current protection levels of marine ecosystems, divided according to biozone. The top left 
graph shows a summary of the marine (benthic and coastal) ecosystems. 
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The full target is met for the Southern Oceans, , 

since declaration of the recent marine 

protected area. In contrast, mainland offshore 

benthic marine ecosystems currently have 

almost no protection, with 41 types (68%) 

categorised as Not Protected (Figure 7). 

Protection levels of marine pelagic 

ecosystems are even worse, with protected 

areas securing only 2% of the 20-year target. 

This is reflected by the fact that 14 types 

{88%) are Not Protected with the remaining 2 

types (12%) being Poorly Protected. 

Fortunately, this situation is currently 

changing with the declaration of marine 

protected areas through Operation Phakisa. 

To summarise, the focus for marine protected 

area expansion in the next five years should 

be securing the improved protection of 

marine ecosystems through Operation 

Phakisa. In addition, significant progress is 

needed in inshore regions and some coastal 

regions, particularly along the West Coast. A 

key issue is declaring sufficient no-take areas 

to ensure that marine ecosystems are 

effectively secured against fishing pressure. 

Otherwise, the benefits of declaring marine 

protected areas will be undermined. 

Wetlands 

■Well P1otect<ld II ModerotelyProtected filf'oorlyProtected n Not Protected 

Estuary 

The focus for marine protected area 

expansion should be· on improved 

areas ore needed to effectively secure 

marine ecosystems. 

Achievement of targets for inland 

aquatic ecosystems 

Unlike in the NPAES 2008, specific targets 

have now been set for inland aquatic 

ecosystems (rivers, wetlands and estuaries). 

All three inland aquatic biozones are very 

poorly represented in the protected area 

network (Figure 8), which has a traditional 

bias towards terrestrial ecosystems. Further, 

many of the aquatic ecosystems that do occur 

within protected area boundaries are often in 

poor condition and are, therefore, not 

effectively secured. 

Rivers 

■ Well Protected II Mode/atelyProtected l!!I Poorly Protected -'1Not Protected 

■ Well Protected ■ ModeratelyProtected !l'IPoor!yPro1ected 3NotProtected tic ecosystems (rivers, wetlands and estuaries}. 
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This is most obvious in estuaries, where even 

though the current protected area network of 

724km' exceeds the total required to meet 

targets, there is still a shortfall in actual target 

achievement (Table 7). This results from two 

issues. Firstly, although some large estuaries 

are conserved and targets are exceeded for 

those types, many ecosystems remain 

unprotected. Secondly, much of the estuary 

area within protected areas is in fact in a poor 

condition due to catchment related impacts 

and hence does not contribute to meeting 

targets. 

Currently, 93% of the 43 estuary types are 

effectively Not Protected (Figure 8). Overall, 

259km' of additional estuary protection is 

necessary over the next 20 years. Securing 

estuaries effectively in the protected area 

network is going to require both expansion 

into under-protected types and improved 

management of estuaries and their 

catchments. 

Rivers are very poorly represented within the 

protected area network, with 69 ecosystem 

types (33%) being classified as Not Protected, 

and 79 (37%) as Poorly Protected. The 

remaining 63 types are fairly evenly spread 

between Moderately Protected (12%) and 

Well Protected types (18%). Currently, river 

ecosystems are well below targets, with only 

871km' both protected and in acceptable 

condition. In order to secure full 

representation of rivers, an additional 

2 009km' of river ecosystems is required in 

the long-term, of which 1 490km' is needed 

within 20 years (Table 7). 

Protection of rivers is particularly important 

as they represent vital ecological 

infrastructure for the country, i.e. they are 

responsible for delivering important 

ecosystem services to people. As was the case 

31 Nel et al., 2011. 
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for estuaries, protection of rivers is not 

ensured merely by including the river within a 

protected area, though this is a good starting 

point. Full protection requires that 

catchments are effectively managed, that 

important areas for generating runoff are 

secured (i.e. South Africa's Strategic Water 

Source Areas31
), that abstraction is carefully 

controlled, and that riparian areas and 

floodplains are maintained. 

Wetlands are even more poorly represented 

in the protected area network than river 

ecosystems. As many as 53 wetland 

ecosystem types (39%) are Not Protected, 

with an additional 40 types (29%) being Poorly 

Protected. Long-term targets are only met for 

the 24 types (18%) which are Well Protected, 

with another 19 types (14%) categorised as 

Moderately Protected. The very poor 

protection of wetlands is illustrated by the 

fact that of the 4 039km' long-term and 

3 176km' 20-year targets required, only 

1139km' is met by wetlands that are both 

included acceptable condition and in a 

protected area (Table 7). Consequently, a 

significant shortfall of 3 135km' exists in the 

long-term and 2 352km' is required over the 

next 20-years. It is clear that a far more 

targeted protection effort is required in order 

that South Africa sufficiently secures its 

wetlands. As was the case for rivers, wetlands 

represent key ecological infrastructure, and 

securing them can maintain important 

benefits in terms of the delivery of ecosystem 

services to people. 
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In summary, inland aquatic ecosystems 

(rivers, wetlands and estuaries) are very 

poorly represented in protected areas, and 

many of the areas that are included are in 

poor condition. There is a dual challenge to 

substantially improve the protected area 

coverage of inland aquatic systems and at the 

same time secure their functioning. This 

requires careful management of catchments, 

securing effective management of key areas 

such as water source areas, floodplains and 

riparian areas, as well as improved 

management of wetlands within current 

protected areas. Although the challenge is 

great, the benefits are potentially far greater, 

as inland aquatic ecosystems are amongst 

South Africa's most important ecological 

infrastructure. 

Inland aquatic ecosystems are important 

ecological infrastructure, but are very 

m 

I poorly represented in protected areas, and ii 
many of the areas that are included are in li,_i,' 

poor condition. There is a dual challenge to !I 

substantially improve the protected area 

coverage of inland aquatic systems and at 

the same time secure their functioning. 

Terrestrial (Mainland) 

■ Well Protected BI Moderately Protected l!lPoorlyProtected ::l Not Protected 

r 
Ii, 

Achievement of terrestrial targets 

(mainland and Sub-Antarctic) 

Overall, of the 445 mainland terrestrial 

ecosystem types, 25% are Well Protected, 

12% are Moderately Protected, 33% are 

Poorly Protected and 30% are Not Protected 

(Figure 9). The overall low levels of protection 

are emphasised when one examines the 

actual targets (Table 7). Of the long-term 

target of 257 671km' and the 20-year target 

of 202 604km2
, only 93 381km' is currently 

included in the protected area network in 

acceptable condition. This leaves a long-term 

requirement for 195 793km2
, of which 

146 814km2 is required over 20-years. This 

equates to 36 703km' in 5-years or 7 340km2 

per year (i.e. 734 000ha a year). It is clear that 

South Africa is a long way from having a fully a 

protected area network that is fully 

representative of all mainland terrestrial 

ecosystems In a welcome contrast to the 

mainland systems, all five Sub-Antarctic 

terrestrial ecosystem types are fully included 

in the protected area network. 

If we examine the individual biozones, it is 

clear that there is much variation in 

protection (Figure 10). Forests are by far the 

best protected, with 9 ecosystem types (75%) 

being Well Protected and the remaining 3 

types (25%) being Moderately Protected. 

Sub-Antarctic 

■ Well Protected II Moderately Protected :ii Poorly Protected q Not Protected 

Figure 9: Current protection levels for all mainland terrestrial ecosystems and Sub-Antarctic ecosystems. 
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Albany Thicket Azonal Vegetation 

■Well Protected ■ ModeratelyProtected MPoorlyProtected :-1NotProtected ■ Well Protected BI Moderately Protected il!I Poorly Protected s Not Protected 

Desert Forests 

■Well Protected IIIModerijtely Protected a Poorly Protected ?.JNot Protected ■ Well Protected Iii Moderately Protected la Poorly Protected \.l Not Protected 

Fynbos Grassland 

■ Well Protected IIModeratelyProtected HPoor~/Protected ciNotProlected ■ Well Protected ■ ModeratelyProtectc>d M Poorly Protected~• Not Protected 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt Nama-Karoo 

■ Well Protected ■ Moderately Protected !!IPoorlyProtected "JNotProtected ■ Well Protected II Moderately Protected Ill Poorly Protected Ii Not Protected 

Savanna Succulent Karoo 

■Well Protected IIM11deratelyProtected SIPoorlyProt"cted :s_JNotProtected ■ Well Protected Ill Moderately Protected El Poorly Protected rn Not Protected 

Figure 10: Current protection levels for terrestrial ecosystems, divided according to biozones. 
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None of the other terrestrial biozones have 

similar levels of protection. The Desert 

bi ozone has 6 types (40%) categorised as Well 

Protected, but 8 types (53%) are Not 

Protected. Effectively, Desert ecosystems in 

the west and east are well represented, but 

central types are not. There is a similar 

situation for Fynbos ecosystems, with 43 

types (35%) being Well Protected, but 41 

types (34%) remain Poorly Protected and 31 

types (25%) are Not Protected. Many 

mountain and some coastal Fynbos 

ecosystems are well represented by the 

protected area network, but lowland and 

midland types remain very poorly conserved. 

Savanna has a similar contrast, with 28% Well 

Protected ecosystem types, but 33% that 

remain Poorly Protected and 20% are Not 

Protected. Large Savanna focused protected 

areas secure the Lowveld and the arid 

Savannas, but much of the remaining mesic 

Savanna is very poorly protected. Hence, even 

in biozones that initially appear relatively well 

conserved there significant gaps in protection. 

These poorly represented ecosystems are just 

as deserving of protection as any other under­

protected type, and the need to protect them 

is not reduced by good protection of other 

ecosystems in their biozone. 

Overall, the Nama-Karoo is South Africa's least 

protected biozone, with 8 types (57%) 

categorised as Not Protected, and an 

additional 5 types (36%) remain Poorly 

Protected. In the past, protection of the 

Nama-Karoo was not seen as urgent because 

there were no imminent threats and it 

appeared that opportunities for protection 

would be available for the foreseeable future. 

However, shale gas exploration and 

production could now potentially foreclose 

protected area expansion opportunities 

across much of the Nama-Karoo. This 

illustrates how protected area expansion 

efforts should be balanced between securing 
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remaining fragments of already pressured 

ecosystems, with strategically securing areas 

before they become fragmented. It is clear 

that protected area expansion in the Nama­

Karoo has suddenly become urgent and that 

opportunities for significant protection at low 

cost may have already been lost. 

Grasslands are the second most under­

represented terrestrial biozone, with 24 types 

(33%) being classified as Not Protected and 37 

types (51%) as Poorly Protected. Few choices 

exist for meeting protected area targets in 

Grasslands because of many competing land 

and resource uses, and there is a need to act 

quickly to secure remaining options. The 

Succulent Karoo is in a very similar position to 

the Grasslands, 30 types (47%) are Not 

Protected and 15 types (23%) are Poorly 

Protected. Expansion of protected areas in the 

remaining under-represented types in the 

Succulent Karoo is also a priority. 

In summary, terrestrial biozones show 

variable levels of protection. Sub-Antarctic 

ecosystem types are fully protected. Some 

ecosystems within Forests, Deserts and 

Savannas have good protection, but other 

ecosystems in these biozones remain under­

protected. The most under-protected 

biozones are the Nama-Karoo, Grasslands and 

Succulent Karoo. In these biozones it is 

important to take all opportunities for further 

protection, as competing land and resource 

uses continue to expand. 

Sub-Antarctic ecosystems are fully 

protected, but the Nama-Karoo, Grassland 

and Succulent Karoo biozones remain 

significantly under-represented. Protected 

area expansion in these biozones is urgent, 

as competing land and resource uses 

continue to reduce opportunities for 

protection. 

30 



5. Briority areas for protected area expansion 

Havingsetprotected area targets, .the n.ext stepJs to 4etermine '(Vhicfrgeographicareasare the 

higliesj: priorities for. protected;irea •expansion. to meet those.targets. 

The NP AES takes the approach that the. national role i~ notto undertake the spatial planning, but 
rather lo set t~rgets> iclentifykev underlying planning piinci pies, col late theJirovinciarand sector 

priorities, and identify a nyrem~i.ning ga ps.·The ·strategyrecognizesthat·deta.iled.plannlng, 

scheduling and operational issues are all best dealt with at the provincial andage'ncy leve'l. lnthe 

NPAES 2008, spatial prioritie~.hadtobe establishe'cl nation~lly asJeWprovinces·or age'ncies had 

cbnferv~tion.plan?aodeveqfewer·h.iclspedficsets.ot protected area.expansion .priorities; This has 
changed sufficiently for. a set of priority areas to .bfcl .collat.ed. directly from provincial and agency 

plans. The NPAES 20I6 bringsfogether theie pr\orities, arid highlightsecgsyst,jms where, if fully 
irnplementec!, the currenfset ofpriorities will not achieve targets. 

The identifi~d priority areas cover8total .area of 190 109krn2
, 1(1addition toareas currently under . 

negotiation covering 73 .610km2 of mostly marine areas. The priority areas for each. province, as well 

as for marine systems, are summarized .. overall, the set of priorities is Well aligned with 

requirements for improving therepfesentation of most ecosystems overtheriext 20 y<,ars.•The 
- •"' ·. . . """ .-- . -· 

:number of WelLProtected ecosystems is anticipated to .more.than double, while N.ot Protecte.d 

ecosystems will reduce by .around 70%. Assuming effective implementation the priority areas, 

gri:,atest progress is8nticipated in.theGrasslands,Succuler\tKaroo, Savanna,wetlands, rivers and 

offshore benthic and pelagic ecosystems. 

Chapter 4 addressed how much intact and 

functional area of each ecosystem type should 

be included in the protected area network if it 

is to be fully representative and play its role in 

ensuring that no further ecosystems become 

Critically Endangered. Once targets have been 

set, the next step is to determine which 

geographic areas are the highest priorities for 

protected area expansion to meet those 

targets. 

Although the overall aim should be improving 

the representivity and efficiency of the 

protected area network, planning needs to 

take a far wider set of issues into account. 

These include detailed analysis of important 

areas for ecosystem processes (e.g. to secure 

areas against the impacts of climate change), 

and the identification of key areas of 

ecological infrastructure that will ensure that 
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protected areas contribute to delivering key 

ecosystem services to people. Further, 

implementation prioritisation should reflect 

operational requirements (e.g. consolidation 

of protected areas to aid management) and 

the implementation mechanisms being used 

(e.g. the use of biodiversity stewardship 

programmes). 

When the NPAES 2008 was developed, most 

provinces did not have systematic 

conservation plans and even fewer had 

specified sets of protected area expansion 

priorities. It was therefore necessary to 

prioritise at a national level. Little was known 

about inland aquatic and marine priorities. 

This situation has changed substantially, with 

most provinces, agencies and sectors having 

robust and systematically identified spatial 

priorities. All terrestrial, freshwater and 
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marine areas now have functional protected 

area expansion strategies (PAES). 

The national planning approach is therefore 

no longer necessary or appropriate, and 

instead the role of the NPAES 2016 is to set 

targets, review the collated spatial priorities 

and identify gaps, rather than undertaking its 

own spatial prioritisation. The NPAES 2016 is 

therefore collated from the protected area 

expansion priorities of the individual 

protected area agencies. The strategy 

recognises that detailed protected area 

expansion planning is best dealt with at the 

provincial and agency level. Many planning 

issues (e.g. ecosystem service issues, 

identification of ecological infrastructure, 

protected area management issues/ 

implementation negotiations, and 

practicalities of expansion in particular areas) 

are most effectively dealt with at a sub­

national level. Hence, the NPAES focuses on 

the overall principles which should be applied 

during protected area expansion planning at 

the agency and provincial level. 

In this chapter, the priority areas for each 

province, as well as for marine systems, are 

summarised in terms of how they were 

identified, their location, the key biodiversity 

Detailed planning is best dealt with at 11" 

· · I d I I P t t d ea i: provmc,a an agency eve . ro ec e ar Ii 
priorities are now available at this level for \1 

'I' 
all terrestrial, freshwater and marine areas. I' 
The role of the NPAES 2016 is to collate 

successfully implemented. The ecosystems 

that are not fully addressed by the current set 

of priority areas are identified. Further, we 

evaluate the anticipated rate of 

implementation of priority areas in terms of 

the current implementation rates from the 

provinces and agencies. 

Key principles for planning and 

implementation 

It is anticipated that, over time, provinces and 

agencies will refine, revise and adapt their 

systematic conservation plans and PAES as 

implementation is rolled out, landscapes 

change (e.g. loss of intact habitat), knowledge 

is improved (e.g. revised ecosystem mapping) 

and planning processes are improved. The 

following key principles are intended to guide 

further protected area expansion planning 

and implementation, so that robust 

prioritisation is maintained: 

Systematic approach: Protected area 

expansion planning should be closely linked to 

spatial priorities identified in provincial 

systematic conservation plans. In other cases, 

the planning may take place at a broader scale 

(e.g. for marine systems) or more locally (e.g. 

systematic expansion planning for a particular 

protected area). There should be strong 

alignment with identified Critical Biodiversity 

Areas and Ecological Support Areas (or 

equivalent categories). In most cases the 

identified protected area expansion priorities 

should be a subset of these categories in the 

these priorities and identify gaps, rather 
than undertaking national prioritisation. 

i: applicable systematic conservation plan for an 

111 area. 

features, and the key pressures on these 

priority areas. The anticipated situation in 

terms of protection levels of terrestrial, river, 

wetland, estuarine and marine ecosystems is 

evaluated assuming all the priority areas are 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 

11 

,I 



Target driven: Prioritisation should focus on 

meeting targets for ecosystems. There should 

be a clear link between national targets and 

those used in local level planning. This issue is 

linked to the following two key points on 

representation and efficiency. 

Improve representation of all ecosystems: 

Overall, planning for expansion of a protected 

area network should strive to improve 

representation of all ecosystems. It may not 

be possible, cost-effective or necessary to 

secure the full target for all ecosystem types 

through a protected area mechanism. Other 

, effective conservation mechanisms may be 

more appropriate in some cases (e.g. 

appropriate zoning or development controls 

could be used in urban situations). 

Nevertheless, the starting point should be 

that all ecosystems should be represented in 

the protected area network to some extent, 

and that one should attempt to secure as 

much of the ecosystem targets in protected 

areas as is practically possible. 

Improve efficiency: There are many valid 

reasons to have a greater portion of an 

ecosystem protected than the targets require. 

For example, a protected area may have a 

significant economic, social or tourism role; it 

may be necessary to protect some other 

biodiversity feature (e.g. a key threatened 

species); or it may be necessary to secure a 

larger area to protect ecological infrastructure 

and ensure long-term climate change 

persistence. For ecosystem types with a 

limited extent, it may not be effective to only 

protect a portion of the system. In other 

instances, significant gains in management 

efficiency may override representation 

efficiency. However, the overall aim should be 

to improve the efficiency of meeting targets. 

This implies that where targets for an 

ecosystem have already been met, there 

needs to be a clear and rational reason for 
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including more of that ecosystem before 

under-represented ecosystems are addressed. 

Ecological persistence: Protected areas 

should secure areas critical for maintaining 

ecological process. This will ensure that 

protected areas themselves are able to adapt 

to climate change and that they contribute to 

society as a whole adapting to climate change 

impacts. Key areas include coastal and inland 

corridors, areas important for hydrological 

process (e.g. riparian areas), and areas with 

important altitudinal, climatic and ecological 

gradients. 

Ecological infrastructure: Protected area 

planning should include issues related to the 

protection of natural areas that deliver critical 

ecosystem services to people. Ecological 

infrastructure linked to water-related 

ecosystem services are particularly critical, 

e.g. Strategic Water Source Areas. 

Integrated planning across ecosystem types: 

Ideally planning should take place across 

terrestrial, river, wetland and marine systems 

to ensure that optimal areas are selected that 

will deliver a complete set of priority areas. 

Integrated planning for threatened species: 

Priorities for threatened species should be 

fully incorporated into the analysis. 

Alignment between provinces and agencies: 

Where ecosystems are shared between 

provinces, or where multiple agencies are 

active in a province, it is critical that clear 

communication lines exist and that planning 

processes are linked. This is necessary to 

ensure that priorities are aligned. For 

example, one should ensure that activities are 

not artificially focused in difficult to 

implement areas (e.g. where one province has 

a highly fragmented portion of an ecosystem 

that would be better protected in an adjacent 

province), that shared priority areas are 

consistently dealt with, and that boundary 
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areas between biozones (e.g. coastal areas) 

are sensibly planned. Where a national agency 

is operating in a portion of a province it 

should take provincial priorities into account, 

and conversely, provinces should incorporate 

the national agency's priorities. 

Address receding opportunities: Where 

limited opportunities exist to secure the last 

remaining portions of under-represented 

ecosystems, it is critical that these are 

prioritised. Although it may not be possible or 

cost-effective to secure all these areas 

through protected area expansion, it is 

important that this decision is made on a 

rational basis and that alternative 

mechanisms are used to secure these areas. 

At the other extreme, there may be some 

remaining large unfragmented landscapes 

where opportunities exist to secure protected 

areas where there are currently fewer 

competing land and resource uses. These 

areas should be secured before opportunities 

are lost. 

Incorporate issues of opportunity cost: A key 

issue is that some areas may be very 

expensive for protected area expansion or 

difficult to secure, and can absorb a great deal 

of the protected area expansion effort for not 

much gain in terms of contributing to 

biodiversity targets. The balance between 

securing critical or irreplaceable sites and 

other sites that may contribute more 

effectively to meeting targets should be 

carefully considered. In some cases, it may be 

better to secure these difficult areas through 

other conservation mechanisms such as 

development controls or zoning. 

Other operational and economic issues: 

Protected areas need to be manageable, so 

operational issues need to be taken into 

account. Similarly, protected areas should 

contribute to the national, regional and local 

economy especially through tourism. These 
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are all legitimate reasons for prioritising 

particular areas for expansion. However, care 

must be taken to ensure that these issues do 

not override all the above core principles 

aimed at securing a representative, 

ecologically sustainable and efficient reserve 

network. 

Overall, protected area agencies should aim 

for a balanced portfolio of expansion activities 

which contribute to biodiversity conservation 

and ecological sustainability. They should 

avoid reinforcing existing biases in the 

protected area.network by not protecting 

more of the same. Priorities should be clearly 

defined through a robust systematic planning 

process. 

Protected areas agencies should aim for a 

balanced portfolio of expansion activities, 

which contribute to biodiversity 

conservation and ecological sustainability. 

They should avoid reinforcing existing 

biases by not protecting more of the same. 

Priorities should be clearly defined through 

a robust systematic planning process. 

Priority areas for protected area 

expansion 

The NPAES 2016 has collated protected area 

expansion priorities from the provincial and 

national agencies. These priorities reflect the 

spatial priorities from provincial and other 

PAES, or alternatively show the areas that are 

currently being incorporated.into these 

provincial and agency strategies. Priorities 

were obtained from, and confirmed with, the 

various agencies and provinces. 
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An overall map of current protected areas, 

areas under negotiation and collated priorities 

from provinces and agencies is shown in 

Figure 11. 

The identified priority areas cover a total area 

of 184 190km', in addition to areas currently 

under negotiation covering 72 584km' of 

mostly marine areas. For comparison, the 

current protected area network covers a total 

of approximately 282 479km', the terrestrial 

protected areas are 96 610km' and the Prince 

NPAES .Categories 
- Proteded areas 
RI Negotiated areas - Pending decla_ratioll 

- Priority roi::us area.s 
D RE;imains severely ~nder-protecled 

+ 
llfl 

SOO.Km 

Edward Islands marine protected area is 

180 862km'. 

The following sections detail the priority areas 

for each province and summarise them as 

follows: 

• How were the priority areas identified? 

• Where are the main priority areas? 

• What are the main biodiversity features? 

• What are the key pressures on priority 

areas for protected area expansion? 

{~p. tiO"' Edw,~1,1.•.•:• 

. . 
. ________ ,,_.~, 

i ' 
J ,. ,. --; ~- I - 'Pela lo ECQs sto;ime. 

Figure 11: Current protected areas, areas under negotiation and collated priorities from provinces and 

protected area agencies. Intact areas of ecosystems which are likely to remain severely under­
protected (i.e. Not or Poorly Protected) after implementation of the negotiated and priority areas are 

indicated. 
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Priority areas in the Eastern Cape 

NPAES C.sitegorles 
• Protected areas 
m NegOtf<!teQ areas - pending dec1aq:lliQ,n 

- Priorify' focu$ area$ 
D Remains severely under-protected 

Figure 12: Priority areas for protected area expansion in the Eastern Cape. 
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How were the priority areas identified? The Eastern Cape has a provincial conservation plan", which 

had to be significantly updated when the provincial PAES was prepared". The update included freshwater 

and estuarine priorities, climate change issues and key gaps in the representation of terrestrial ecosystems. 

The priority areas represent a finite set of implementation priorities rather than a comprehensive set of 

areas required to meet all targets. SAN Parks priorities were fully included into the provincial plan and hence 

were not added separately in the NPAES. 

Where are the main priority areas? The main priorities are Pondoland, Qhorha-Manubi, Greater 

Baviaanskloof, Katberg-Amathole, the East London Coast1 the Sunshine Coast, the St Francis region, 

Mountain Zebra to Camdeboo National Parks, around Addo National Park and the North Eastern Cape 

interior grasslands. 

What are the main biodiversity features? Key biodiversity features targeted are the Pondoland Centre 

of Endemism, the high value montane grasslands and forest mosaics of the Katberg-Amathole, the wetland 

complexes of Matatiele, remaining pockets of coastal forest and grassland, corridor areas of the Sneeuberg 

region, and the under-protected and unique grasslands of the Southern Drakensberg. 

What are the key pressures on priority areas? Agriculture (both commercial and subsistence) is an 

issue in many of the priority areas, new forestry programs are an issue in the east, while coastal urban 

32 Berliner and Desmet, 2007. 
33 Skowno et al., 2012. 
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expansion threatens coastal areas. Mining and infrastructure projects are issues in some areas such as the 

Pondoland. 

Priority areas in KwaZulu-Natal 
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Figure 13: Priority areas for protected area expansion in KwaZulu-Natal. 

How were the priority areas identified? Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife has a well-established and up to date 

systematic conservation planning system which identifies a comprehensive set of Critical Biodiversity Areas, 

within which protected area expansion priorities are identified34• Key issues include targeting irreplaceable 

and under-represented biodiversity features and important landscape corridors. 

Where are the main priority areas? Most irreplaceable features are in the midland and coastal regions. 

In addition, there are critical landsc~pe linkages including the Kokstad to Port Edward, Bulwer1 Nottingham 

Road, Glencoe to Umtunzini, and Zululand/Maputaland corridors. 

What are the main biodiversity features? Key features include the remaining areas of irreplaceable, 

highly threatened and under-represented Sub-escarpment Grassland, Sub-escarpment Savanna and Indian 

Ocean Coastal Belt. In addition, key landscape corridors are targeted. The planning process fully 

incorporates aquatic and species priorities. 

What are the key pressures on priority areas? Urban residential and commercial expansion in the 

coastal areas are the key pressures, while commercial and subsistence agriculture are an issue inland. 

34 Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife, 2010. 
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Priority areas in Mpumalanga 

~PAE_S Categories 

- Protected areas 
m_ N_egotiated areas .. penrl_lng declaral!an 

- Priority focus areas 
D Remains_.severeiy under-protected 

N 

+ 

_Swaziland 

., l<m 

Figure 14: Priority areas for protected area expansion in Mpumalanga. 

How were the priority areas identified? Mpumalanga has an up to date and comprehensive systematic 

conservation plan35
1 
from which a subset of areas was prioritised for the provincial PAES36

• The prioritisation 

focused on meeting biodiversity targets for ecosystems1 species and process areas. Key issues were 

landscape connectivity and securing threatened ecosystems. 

Where are the main priority areas? Although a very comprehensive set of areas have been identified, 

the key priority areas are the Loskop-Middelburg region, the Steenkampsberg, Vaalhoek (near Blyde 

Canyon), Kaapsehoop and Schoemanskloof on the escarpment, the Slaaihoek and Badplaas region and 

around Wakkerstroom. 

What are the main biodiversity features? The plan focuses on key corridors, priority intact grasslands, 

unprotected threatened species1 threatened ecosystems and areas with remaining wilderness 

characteristics. Most priorities are in the Mesic Highveld Grasslands. 

What are the key pressures on priority areas? Rapid exp,msion of mining (especially for coal) is the 

primary threat in the priority areas. In addition, significant pressures exist from commercial and subsistence 

arable agriculture, and to a lesser extent plantation forestry, 

35 Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks Agency (MTPA), 2014. 
36 Lotter, 2015. 
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Priority areas in Limpopo 
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Figure 15: Priority areas for protected area expansion in Limpopo 

Moza!Jil;>i_que· 

How were the priority areas identified? The Limpopo Province has a relatively recent provincial 

systematic conservation plan37 from which a spatially specific provincial protected areas expansion strategy 

was developed". The spatial planning already includes SAN Parks priority areas and hence these were not 

separately added by the NPAES. 

Where are the main priority areas? High value sites which are under threat are prioritised, particularly 

the Haenertsburg-Modjadji area, the Blouberg (and adjacent Makgabeng) and the Nyslvlei (and adjacent 

Makapan) areas. Further priority areas include the Makuya region, the area around the Wolkberg and the 

Drakensberg-Strydpoortberge region. In addition, areas with high land-owner willingness (e.g. Waterberg 

and Soutpansberg), and areas with committed champions for protected area expansion {e.g. Kruger to 

Canyons Biosphere and areas in the Waterberg Biosphere) are included. 

What are the main biodiversity features? The priority areas comprehensively target the full range of 

biodiversity features in the province including under-protected terrestrial and freshwater ecosyst_ems, 

landscape corridors·and major areas important for threatened species. 

37 Desmet et al., 2013. 
38 Desmet et a!., 2014. 
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What are the key pressures on priority areas? Cultivation and land degradation (often associated with 

former homeland areas) are consistent issues across many of the priority areas, while plantations and 

mining are locally very significant. 

Priority areas in Gauteng 
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Figure 16: Priority areas for protected area expansion in Gauteng. 

How were the priority areas identified? Gauteng province has a clearly delineated set of spatial 

priorities derived from its provincial systematic conservation plan. The Gauteng Protected Areas Expansion 

Strategy comprehensively includes the Critical Biodiversity Areas from the Gauteng C-Plan Version 3.339 

Where are the main priority areas? Key priority areas include the areas in and around the Cradle of 

Humankind in the West Rand, the Mesic Highveld Grasslands around Bronkhorstspruit, the Central Bushveld 

areas around Hammanskraal in th~ north of the province, and key connection across the south of the 

province linking Suikerbosrand and Sebokeng. Very few options remain in and around the highly urbanised 

City of Johannesburg and Ekurhuleni Metropolitan areas. 

What are the main biodiversity features? The full range of important biodiversity features are targeted, 

including remain areas of threatened ecosystems, irreplaceable and important features. The priorities also 

include wetlands, rivers and their buffers, important ridges, dolomite areas and climate change corridors. 

What are th.e key pressures on priority areas? The key pressure is the expansion of urban areas for a 

range of residential, commercial and industrial reasons. Mining is also an important pressure, though less so 

39 GOARD, 2014. 
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than urban pressures. Arable commercial agriculture and subsistence agriculture are important in particular 

areas such as the far north. 

Priority areas in the North West 
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Figure 17: Priority areas for protected area expansion in the North West. 

How were the priority areas identified? The North West is currently completing an update on its 

provincial conservation plan. Critical Biodiversity Areas from this plan, in particular priority areas (i.e. 

corridors and priority conservation nodes), were selected as the spatial priorities based on discussion with 

the conservation planners and provincial officials. These areas will be formalised into the revised provincial 

PAES, 

Where are the main priority areas? The major spatial priorities areas are the Platinum Heritage Park in 

the north east of the province, the Highveld Park (around Potchefstroom to Boskop Dam Nature Reserve), 

the areas around the lower Vaal near SA Lombaard and Bloemhof Dam, Taung, Molemane to Mariko, and 

the Molopo area. In addition, some important finer scale corridors are prioritised through the few 

remaining intact linkages in the centre of the province. 

What are the main biodiversity features? Under-protected ecosystem types, particularly in the Central 

Bushveld, Arid Highveld Grasslands and Eastern Kalahari Bushveld ecosystems are important biodiversity 

features. There is a strong focus on improving the landscape connectivity between reserves, with a 

particular focus on the major connections in the Bushveld areas of the Platinum Heritage Park and the more 

tenuous remaining river corridors through the Arid Highveld Grasslands. 
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What are the key pressures on priority areas? Commercial dryland agriculture (especially focused on 

maize production} is by far the dominant pressure in the province, though mining pressures and subsistence 

farming are an issue in the north east. 
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Priority areas in the Free State 
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Figure 18: Priority areas for protected area expansion in the Free State. 

How were the priority areas identified? The Free State is about to finalise its provincial conservation 

plan and protected areas expansion strategy. The plans are robust and systematic, with a clear focus on 

improving the representation of under-protected ecosystems. Initial priority areas from the draft provincial 

PAES were combii:ied with SAN Parks expansion areas. 

Where are the main priority areas? Three main geographic themes can be seen. The plan includes a. 

large area of Mesic Highveld Grasslands and Drakensberg Grasslands in the eastern Free State which are 

important for ecosystem service delivery. There is a central and southern band of priority areas targeting 

very under-protected Dry Highveld Grasslands, and then a smaller set of areas in the west targeting the 

upper Nama-Karoo and Eastern Kalahari Bushveld. 

What are the main biodiversity features? The plan strongly targets threatened and under-protected 

terrestrial ecosystems, particularly in the grasslands. The remaining intact areas of Endangered and 

Vulnerable ecosystem types are included in the plan. Freshwater priorities (i.e. FEPA40 rivers and wetlands) 

are less directly targeted but are nevertheless built into the overall spatial planning process. 

What are the key pressures on priority areas? The greatest pressure on Free State priority areas is 

agriculture. Most of this is commercial maize and sunflower production, though in some areas subsistence 

agriculture 1s also an issue. Large dams have also had an impact in the past. 

4° Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas, Nel et a!. 1 2011. 
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Priority areas in the Western Cape 
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Figure 19: Priority areas for protected area expansion in the Western Cape. 

How were the priority areas identified? CapeNature has a well-established and up to date systematic 

conservation planning system, which is used to identify Critical Biodiversity areas at a fine scale. Priorities 

from this planning process were put through a filter based on biodiversity features and operational 

requirements to identify a subset of priority areas for protected area expansion that are included in their 

PAES. SAN Parks priorities around existing national parks were also included. 

Where are the main priority areas? The priority areas are widely distributed across the province. Key 

spatial priorities focus on remaining sites in threatened and under-protected lowland Fynbos systems} 

important climate change adaptation corridors, and consolidating areas around and between key reserves. 

The main geographical gap in the network is that the Nama-Karoo was largely excluded as it was of lower 

priority, but this is now changing with the emergence of shale gas explorat_ion. 

What are the main biodiversity features? The plan targets key gaps in the protected area network. It 

aims to_secure at least one 'best remaining' site in each of the province's most poorly-protected Critically 

Endangered ecosystems, secure key sites for important species, secure special (unique, under-protected & 

threatened) freshwater ecosystems in each region and also targets marine, estuarine and coastal features. 

What are the key pressures on priority areas? Lowland areas are under extreme pressure from urban 

and agricultural expansion. Agricultural expansion issues include expansion of potatoes, olives, rooibos and 

vineyards. Importantly, unmanaged Fynbos areas can be rapidly degraded through invasion by alien 

vegetation and poor fire management. 
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Priority areas in the Northern Cape 
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Figure 20: Priority areas for protected area expansion in the Northern Cape. 

Bloemfontaf1;1 

How were the priority areas identified? The Northern Cape now has a full Protected Area Expansion 

Strategy41 develope_d by the Northern_ Cape Department of Environment and Nature Conservation with 

support from the Department of Environmental Affairs. This is based on an up to date systematic 

conservation plan for the province42• The PAES priorities, which are used directly, are largely a subset of the 

Critical Biodiversity Areas from the systematic conservation plan that were identified on implementation 

priority. SAN Parks priorities were fully included into the provincial PAES. 

Where are the main priority areas? The priority areas are in the Succulent Karoo areas of the Namakwa 

District, Bushmanland, the southern Nama-Karoo as well as in the expansion areas of the existing national 

parks in the province. 

What are the main biodiversity features? Succulent Karoo and southern Nama-Karoo priorities, as well 

as river and wetlands are included. Arid Savanna and some Desert ecosystems are currently not fully 

included in these of priorities, and these will need to be focussed on after existing priorities have been 

implemented. 

41 Balfour and Holness, 2017. 
42 Holness and Oosthuysen, 2016. 
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What are the key pressures on priority areas? Areas of Bushmanland and Namakwa are under 

pressure from mi11ing and rapid expansion of renewable energy facilities. Priorities along the Gariep River 

are under threat from expansion of irrigated agriculture. Climate change impacts are likely to be very 

significant in this region. 

Priority areas in marine ecosystems 
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Figure 21: Priority areas for protected area expansion for marine ecosystems. These currently consist of 
areas under negotiation as part of Operation Phakisa and some other pending MPA declarations. 

How were the priority areas identified? These are current areas under negotiation for Phase 1 of 

Operation Phakisa, which aims to proclaim a representative network of MPAs that protects at least 5% of 

mainland South Africa's EEZ. The systematically identified priorities were based on assessments for the 

Offshore Marine -Protected Area Project 201143, the West Coast of South Africa 44 and assessments 

associated with the NBA 201145 • Further priorities to take the total to 10% will be identified by 2018. 

Where are the main priority areas? These currently consist of the offshore areas under negotiation as 

part of Operation Phakisa, as well as MPAs in Algoa Bay, Namaqua, KwaZulu-Natal, and the Western Cape. 

43 Sink et al., 2011. 
44 Majiedt et al., 2013. 
45 Sink et al. 1 2012. 
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What are the main biodiversity features? Biodiversity features include under-protected ecosystems, 

sensitive habitats, and threatened ecosystems and species, as well as key nursery, spawning and feeding 

areas. 

What are the key pressures on priority areas? The current priorities were deliberately designed to 

avoid major competi!1g activities and pressures. Nev~rtheless, until they are declare~ the priority areas will 

still be vulnerable to fishery pressures as well as oil/gas exploration and potential phosphate mining. 

Looking forward: Achievements if 

the priorities are implemented 

This section looks forward to the 

achievements that could be made in terms of 

representation of ecosystems if all the areas 

currently under negotiation and the priority 

areas are added to the protected area 

network. 

Table 10 provides a summary of how the 

protection levels for all ecosystems could 

change in 20 years, if the current areas under 

negotiation and the identified priority areas 

are implemented. If we assume that these 

areas are secured, the level of representation 

of South Africa's ecosystems will be 

significantly improved. 

Table 10: Summary of the anticipated number of individual ecosystems within each protection level 
category in 20 years, should the identified priorities be implemented. 

109 
Coast types 22 6 3 1 32 

Inner Shelf 2 1 1 4 

Inshore 6 3 1 10 

Island 1 1 2 

Lagoon 1 1 

Offshore Benthic 29 10 15 6 60 

Marine pelagic 3 9 3 16 

1 
Rivers/ 33 36 23 211 

Sub-Antarctic 5 
Subantarctic Polar Desert 1 1 

Subantarctic Tundra 4 4 

Terrestrial 250 88 90 17 445 
Albany Thicket 5 6 3 14 

Azonal Vegetation 17 9 7 3 36 

Desert 14 1 15 

Forests 12 12 

46 More information can be found in Technical Note 5 of Appendix 2. 
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Fynbos 59 

Grassland 37 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 3 

Nama-Karoo 3 

Savanna 59 

Succulent Karoo 41 

Wetlands 

Should the priorities be implemented, of the 

969 distinct ecosystem types, 506 or 52% 

(compared to the current 201 or 21%) will be 

Well Protected, and 169 or 17% (compared to 

the current 122 or 13%) will be Moderately 

Protected. For the lower categories of 

protection level, 184 or 19% (compared to the 

current 286 or 30%) of ecosystem types will 

be Poorly Protected, while only 110 or 11% 

(compared to the current 360 or 37%) of 

ecosystem types will remain Not Protected. 

The significant improvement in protection 

levels that is anticipated is evident in Figure 

22, which can be compared with the current 

situation shown in Figure 6. 

Under this scenario, an additional 305 

ecosystem types would move to the Well 

Protected category, while 232 types improve 

in protection level by at least one category. A 

further 128 types would show some increase 

in protected area coverage but not enough to 

result in a category change. Based on the 

priority areas, greatest progress is anticipated 

in the Grasslands, Succulent Karoo, Savanna, 

wetlands, rivers and offshore benthic and 

pelagic ecosystems. 

It is important to note that the full extent of 

priority areas is unlikely to be implemented, 

as these areas will generally include more of 

an ecosystem than is required to meet 

targets. Some priority areas may include fine 

scale sites not suitable for inclusion into a 

protected area. In addition, when detailed 

planning takes place, the final implementation 
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footprint may extend beyond the priority 

area. This is to be expected, and is an 

inevitable consequence of planning occurring 

at a broader scale than final implementation. 

Priority area boundaries should never be 

literally interpreted as future protected area 

boundaries. 
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Figure 22: Anticipated protection levels for ecosystems in 20 years should all the priority areas be 
successfully implemented. 
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Remaining gaps and revisions of 

spatial plans 

Implementing the current areas under 

negotiation and priority areas would not 

improve the situation for 87 ecosystem types. 

Approximately half of the ecosystems that 

show no improvement are terrestrial, a 

quarter are rivers and the remaining types are 

spread between the other biozones (Figure 

22). 

It is important not to interpret the gap 

between what can be delivered by securing 

the spatial priorities and the requirements for 

fully meeting targets, as reflecting poor or 

incomplete planning. Different provinces and 

agencies have used slightly different, but 

equally valid, planning approaches. This 

results in some agencies placing a smaller 

basket of immediate priorities into the priority 

areas, while others prefer to put a far broader 

set of areas on the table. This is clearly 

illustrated by the contrast between the 

Western Cape, where a very specific set of 

priority sites which are a small subset of their 

Critical Biodiversity Areas has been identified 

and the Free State where the priority areas 

essentially include the entire set of Critical 

Biodiversity Areas from the provincial 

conservation plan. These approaches are 

different, but each have their advantages. 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 

In the case of marine priorities, the gap 

between what is delivered by the current set 

of priorities (which have now moved into the 

'negotiated' category as they have been 

gazetted) and the full area required to meet 

targets reflects an ongoing political process. It 

has been agreed that an additional set of 

priorities will be identified once the first set of 

Operation Phakisa priorities have been 

declared. 

In time, it will be necessary to repeat the 

provincial and agency protected area 

expansion planning processes. This is 

necessary as implementation of protected 

area expansion programmes will result in the 

priority areas needing to be revised. In 

general, it should be sufficient to revise these 

plans every five years, but if significant 

progress is made in a region, then more 

frequent updates may be required. In 

particular, it will be necessary to identify a 

second set of marine priorities once the initial 

Operation Phakisa priorities have been 

implemented. Where a number of agencies 

are active in a province (e.g. a provincial 

conservation agency and SAN Parks), it is 

particularly important that protected area 

plans are well-aligned. 

so 



6. Mechanisms for protectecl area expansion 

There ~re three main r11echanisms for expanding the land-based protected area network: 

Acquisition of lan.d .is··the\ratjitiona 1 • way of est a bJ ish ing •and .expanding Jrotected areas, butirivol~~~ 

larg; upfr6nt costs.• 
. .· . 

Contract agreements are agre~ments jnwhich lanclown~rs maintain 0111nershlp ofth;irland but 

ent.er 1.nto a.contract with a protected area agency. They are facilitated by provisions in the 

Protected Areas Act. They ~re being used inciE1asingly as part of biodiversity stewardship 

programmes.·.contract agreements are attractiv.e· be.causethey•tend to costprofocted·area ·agendes 

lessthalJ acquisitioh, andbecau;e by far the. largestpropoction ofland in the priority areas is)n 

private hands. Biodiversity stewardship programmes are increasingly recognized as an important 

mechanlsni inthe expansion of the protected area network.There ~re significant potentlaJsyn<:rgies' 

between biodiv~rsity ste11Jardship pmgram111es, l;ind reform and.rural dev~lopment. 

Dedaration of public or state land involves reassigning land to a protected area ;igency from 

another organ of state. Ith.as 1.imited applicability because only ;i small proportion of land in the 

priority areas forprotected area expansipn is publlcJand, 
.. . . 

Expansion of the marine protected are;i network is more complex and mE1chanisms for securing 

protected areas specifically focused on inland aquatic ecosystems are poorly understood. 

Once priority areas for protected area 

expansion have been identified, it is necessary 

to look at mechanisms for expanding the 

protected area network in those priority 

areas. There are three main mechanisms for 

expanding existing land-based protected 

areas or establishing new ones: 

• Acquisition of land 

• Contract agreements, including through 

biodiversity stewardship programmes 

• Declaration of state or public land 

Expansion of the marine protected area 

network is more complex. Marine protected 

areas are declared in terms of the Protected 

Areas Act as amended in June 2014. For 

offshore marine protected areas no private 

property rights are involved but there are 

mining rights, medium- and long-term fishing 

rights with annual quotas, and rights of access 

at sea that have to be modified, rescinded or 
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expropriated in order to establish a marine 

protected area. Mechanisms for achieving this 

have been developed and are being 

implemented under Operation Phakisa. 

Mechanisms for securing protected areas 

specifically focused on inland aquatic 

ecosystems are poorly understood. The 

current process of securing rivers, wetlands 

and estuaries using the methods used for 

terrestrial ecosystems has proved largely 

ineffective, as even when the features are 

fully incorporated into protected areas, they 

are still subject to catchment related impacts. 

Much work remains to understand how to 

properly secure inland aquatic ecosystems 

and their associated processes. 

The focus in this chapter is on mechanisms for 

expanding the land-based protected area 

network. Contract agreements are 

increasingly used, and provincial biodiversity 
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stewardship programmes have been 

strengthened and rolled out to all provinces, 

Nevertheless, acquisition of land and 

declaration of public land remain appropriate 

and important mechanisms for protected area 

expansion in some circumstances. Each of the 

three mechanisms is discussed briefly below. 

Acquisition of land 

Acquisition of land through purchase is the 

traditional mechanism for expanding the 

protected area network. Land is bought by 

protected area agencies, either for inclusion 

in existing protected areas or to establish a 

new protected area. Acquisition is the most 

secure option for protected area expansion, 

but also usually the costliest option. 

Because acquisition is the mechanism that has 

been used most in the establishment of the 

land-based protected area network to date, it 

would be easy to continue to rely on it as the 

primary mechanism for expanding the 

protected area network. However, it will not 

be possible to meet protected area targets 

using acquisition alone -the cost would 

simply be too great. 

Acquisition of land through purchase is the II 
traditional mechanism for expanding the Iii 

protected area network. However, it is not !1 

possible to meet protected area targets II 
ii using acquisition alone - the cost would 

simply be too great. 

Contract agreements, including 

biodiversity stewardship 

Contractual arrangements for expanding 

national parks were made possible by the 

National Parks Act (Act 57 of 1976) and have 

been used by SAN Parks especially from the 

late 1980s onwards. The Protected Areas Act 
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has made it possible for contract agreements 

to be used in a wider range of contexts since 

2003, including by provincial protected area 

agencies. In this mechanism, the land 

concerned remains in private hands with a 

formal contract between the landowner and a 

protected area agency. The landowner agrees 

to restrictions on use of the land and the 

protected area agency commits to various 

forms of management assistance. In the most 

secure cases, restrictions on use of the land 

are written into the title deed and thus 

remain in place if the land changes hands. The 

landowner of such a contractual protected 

area is eligible for exclusion from property 

rates in terms of the Municipal Property Rates 

Act (Act 6 of 2004). 

Contract agreements in terms of the 

Protected Areas Act are the most secure of a 

series of options for agreements with 

landowners that form part of biodiversity 

stewardship programmes. The less secure 

options require fewer restrictions on the part 

of landowners and come with less ongoing 

management assistance from the protected 

area agency. They are also not recognised in 

terms of the Protected Areas Act and thus do 

not constitute formal protected areas. These 

informal conservation areas can be useful as 

'entry-level' biodiversity stewardship 

agreements, and may lead over time to more 

secure contract agreements. Existing 

conservation areas can also provide a useful 

starting point for pursuing contract 

agreements, as long as they fall within 

important areas for protected area expansion. 

Following on from the pioneering work of 

CapeNature, all provincial protected area 

agencies now have a functional biodiversity 

stewardship programme. The national 

biodiversity stewardship policy document is in 

an advanced stage of development and is 

intended for publication during this phase of 

implementation (see Chapter 8). More detail 
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on biodiversity stewardship is available in the 

Biodiversity Stewardship Guideline 

Document''. 

Contract agreements involve formal 

contracts between landowners and 

protected area agencies, in which the II 

landowner agrees to restrictions on the use ii 

of the land and the protected area agency I! 
i commits to various forms of management 

assistance. Contract agreements are often 

much more cost effective than acquisition 

of land and ore used increasingly as part of 

biodiversity stewardship programmes. 

It is important to note that contract 

agreements can be used where land is under 

communal ownership. As discussed in 

Chapter 2, the Richtersveld National Park, the 

Makuleke section of Kruger National Park and 

iSimangaliso Wetland Park provide good 

examples of community ownership of formal 

protected areas through contract agreements. 

Several biodiversity stewardship agreements 

are in negotiation with communities in other 

parts of the country. There are significant 

potential synergies between land reform, 

contract agreements for protected areas, and 

biodiversity stewardship programmes. 

Contractual protected areas can involve 

substantial costs in the process of negotiating 

the contract, and require ongoing resources 

from the protected area agency to support 

the landowner in managing and auditing the 

management of the property concerned. 

Nevertheless, the overall cost of contractual 

protected areas tends to be substantially less 

than the cost of acquisition. Thus, so long as 

there is adequate budget to cover the actual 

costs of contractual protected areas, they 

remain an attractive mechanism for protected 

47 DEA, 2009. 
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1: 

i 

area expansion in many circumstances, 

especially where land prices are prohibitive. 

Protected area agencies should develop a 

basket of incentives that can be offered to 

landowners in return for entering into 

contract agreements, over and above the 

existing exclusion from municipal property 

rates and the income tax incentives that 

support the establishment of contractual 

protected areas (see Chapter 7). Additional 

incentives that can be combined to suit 

landowner preferences include, for example, 

technical and professional planning and 

operations support, fire management 

services, assistance with clearing invasive 

alien plants, advice on sustainable harvesting 

of natural resources, partnerships in nature­

based commercial ventures, access to 

marketing resources, access to expensive 

game, fencing supply, and enforcement 

support. 

Declaration of public or state land 

Declaration of public or state land involves 

reassigning the management of public or state 

land from a national or provincial government 

department to a protected area agency. 

Where land in priority areas for protected 

area expansion is held by the state (for 

example, the Department of Public Works, 

DAFF, South African National Defence Force) 

or by parastatal agencies (for example, 

ESKOM), this should be identified and where 

possible management of the land should be 

assigned to a protected area agency. 

It is worth noting that this mechanism has 

limited usefulness as a very small proportion 

(approximately 4%) of land in the protected 

area expansion priority areas is held by the 

state. However, where it is possible to use this 

mechanism it may be very cost effective 
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?l. Financing protected area expansion 

Protected area institutions.can draw. on severals6urce$ offu11ding for, and adopt more cost"• 

eff~ctive~p/J[~;che~ to, the. expansion of protected·. areas. Al I.funding sourqas.\VUI .. h~ve an 
important role to play, given the size of the task of achieving the ambitious protected area targets. 

Tfrefollowing.cornplemeniaryfinancing·mechanismsandlmplementatjon approac~esshouldbe 

considered: funding frornthe national trea;ury; income from tfreu5e of protected areas; priv,ite. 

voluntary donations; official clonoiassisfance; biodiversity stewardship arid biodiversity offsets. 
··~. \t .. . . . 

Jhe business case. for a national coris~rvation tru.st fund, With protected area institutions as the 

prfhdpal benefjciari.es, needsto be investlgated.This·conservatio~trust fund coufd,thr.oughthe 

investment of its.capital, gener~te more stable and predictable income flows to finance protected · 

area expansion and rnanagemehtefforts. 
. . 

The Biodivefsity\:inance Initiative (BIOFIN), currently b~ing pilo~ed in South Africa, is intend.edto 

develop a more comprehensive national r!'!s<lyrce mobilisation strategyfo{biodlversity conservation 

and mainstreamirig efforts across the country,and to improve cost-effectiveness. The outcomes 
from the BIOFIN project willtherefore be extremely relevant to the <lngoing pursuit of sustainab.le 

tinancing strategiesfor protected area expansion. 

The Sustainable Financing Framework for 

Management Authorities of State Managed 

Protected Areas" highlights that all protected 

area institutions cite inadequate funding as a 

significant constraint to their ability to meet 

their targets for management effectiveness 

and protected area expansion. With slowing 

economic growth, and the rising costs of 

servicing debt, the current levels of national 

and provincial budget allocations to protected 

area institutions from the national fiscus are 

not likely to increase significantly. There is a 

need to further develop and diversify the 

sources of income to finance the ongoing 

costs of protected area expansion, and to 

continually improve the ability of protected 

area institutions to more cost-effectively 

administer the growing protected area estate. 

48 DEA, 2015b. 
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Funding is a significant constraint to the 

ability of protected area agencies to meet 

I their targets for management effectiveness 
\g and protected area expansion. There is a 

need to develop and diversify the sources 

of funding to finance the ongoing casts of 

protected area expansion. 

Protected area institutions can draw on 

several sources of funding for, and adopt 

more cost-effective approaches to, the 

expansion of protected areas- all of which 

will have an important role to play, given the 

size of the task of achieving the ambitious 

protected area targets. 
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The following complementary financing 

mechanisms and implementation approaches 

should be considered: 

Funding from the National Treasury: Core 

public sector funding mechanisms for 

protected area expansion may include budget 

allocations, conditional grants, Expanded 

Public Works Programme (EPWP) funds49
, and 

grants from the Green Fund50
• In order to 

maintain and expand on current levels of 

funding from the national treasury, protected 

area institutions will need to demonstrate 

more effectively the social and economic 

benefits of public investments in protected 

area expansion. 

Income from the use of protected areas: 

Increasing the income from direct access to, 

and use of resources in, protected areas -

including tourism charges, resource use fees, 

payment for ecosystem services, and bio­

prospecting charges - may better enable 

protected area institutions to cross-subsidise 

the activities associated with the ongoing 

expansion of the protected area estate. 

Private voluntary donations: Private sources 

of funding - including business and 

philanthropic foundations, non-governmental 

organisations (NGOs), conservation trust 

funds and private individuals - are an 

increasingly important source of financing for 

protected area expansion. There is a growing 

trend of close collaboration and pooling of 

resources between protected area agencies, 

the private sector and NGOs. Notably, this 

often occurs when linked to the socio-

49 Through the Natural Resource Management 
programmes and Environmental Protection and 

Infrastructure Programme. Some of this funding ls 
likely to be restricted to initial implementation 
casts associated with protected area expansion 
(e.g. fencing and management infrastructure) 

rather than land costs. 
so Funding from EPWP and the Green'Fund may be 

used as an incentive for the negotiation of 
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economic development of rural communities 

living in and around protected areas. 

Official donor assistance: While donor 

investments are typically short- to medium­

term and catalytic in nature, bilateral and 

multilateral donor agencies may provide 

financial and technical support to land 

acquisition and contractual negotiations with 

private and communal landowners. The 

Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the 

Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) 

are particularly important sources of funding 

that can be mobilised for supporting 

protected area expansion efforts. 

Biodiversity stewardship (contractual 

agreements): Biodiversity stewardship 

programmes represent a cost-effective 

strategy for expanding the protected area 

estate while avoiding the need for land 

purchases. 

In order to make biodiversity stewardship 

more effective, a number of incentives can be 

used to support landowners and communities 

entering into contractual agreements. These 

include: 

• Fiscal incentives - economic incentives 

based on government revenue or 

expenditure51 

• Technical and professional advice and 

support 

• Management assistance and support 

• Partnerships in nature-based commercial 

ventures 

• Acces,; to marketing resources 

contractual agreements or as a source of 
government co-financing for donor funds. 
51 For example, recent amendments to the 
Taxation Laws (March 2015) specifically deal with 
tax incentives for landowners who have entered 
into a contractual agreement to declare their land 
as a protected area. 

55 



• Public recognition 

Biodiversity offsets": South Africa has 

already implemented a number of biodiversity 

offsets projects and the DEA, along with some 

provinces, are in the process of developing 

guidelines for environmental offsets. 

Biodiversity offsets hold the potential to shift 

some of the burden for financing the 

expansion of protected areas from the 

national fiscus to the private sector. 

Biodiversity offsets provide a mechanism to 

compensate for residual negative impacts on 

biodiversity after all feasible and reasonable 

alternatives have been considered during the 

planning of a proposed development. The 

biodiversity offset mechanism enables land 

· that was not previously designated as a 

protected area to be declared and for the 

management costs to be secured. 

Priority areas for protected area expansion 

should be the major receiving sites for offsets, 

rather than ad hoe and individually identified 

sites. Careful planning will be necessary to 

ensure that offsets are efficiently 

implemented, that they contribute optimally 

to protected area expansion and 

management, and do not place an undue 

burden on protected area agencies. A key 

issue is securing ongoing management costs. 

National conservation trust fund: The 

business case for a national conservation trust 

fund, with protected area institutions as the 

principal beneficiaries, needs to be 

investigated as a means of centralising the 

function of attracting grants and donations 

from bilateral and multilateral development 

agencies and private donors. This 

conservation trust fund could generate, 

52 Biodiversity offsets are Intended to address the 
residua! environmental impacts of development 
that cannot be avoided or effectively mitigated, 
with the intention of ensuring that the net impact 
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through the investment of its capital, stable 

and predictable income flows to finance 

protected area expansion and management 

programmes. 

The Biodiversity Finance Initiative . 

The Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN), 

managed by the United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP), in partnership with the 

European Commission and the Governments 

of Germany and Switzerland, is in the process 

of being piloted in South Africa (amongst 29 

other countries) under the auspices of the 

DEA. BIOFIN is intended to provide a 

comprehensive analysis of the funding gap for 

the local implementation of the CBD's Aichi 

biodiversity targets~ including the expansion 

of protected areas - and should provide much 

needed perspective on this issue. BIOFIN also 

aims to develop a comprehensive national 

resource mobilisation strategy, and improve 

cost effectiveness through the mainstreaming 

of biodiversity into national development and 

sector planning. The outcomes from the 

BIOFIN project will therefore be extremely 

pertinent to the ongoing pursuit of 

sustainable financing strategies by protected 

area institutions. 

of a project on the environment is an 
environmental benefit, or at least not a net loss. 
DEA,2015a .. 
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8. Implementation of the NPAES 

Prptected area agencies, induding.pfo~i~dal.c.onseryatioh authorit,'es,SANParks,pAFFandpEA, are i 
the prirnaryimplelTlenters of the Nl'AES. Most of these agencies have developed their own PAES andl 

impliimentation plans,whkh 11r~ Increasingly b<!tte~align'ed with the NPAEStargetsandpriority 

areas. 
" ', ;,, ",', ' 

D.EA (through Working Group 1ofMINMEC) will wor.k to ensure~etter aJJgnmen1:ofth'e.effortsof 

themultiple age~cies lnvo.lved Jn· pr()tected area expansion, Will provide aforurnfor c:Hscussing 

challeng<as aridsharfng lessons, and track progressto\1/ards rn~etlngprote6ted area targ~ts. 

Ade1:~iledS-year.action.planwith·annu~l.ir11plernentationtargets,derived from.the provincial·p1ans, 

has been developed and is presented inJhischapter. · 

Who implements the NPAES? 

Protected area agencies are the primary 

implementers of the NPAES. These include the 

provincial conservation authorities (agencies 

and government departments), SAN Parks, 

and the Oceans and Coasts Branch of DEA. 

The Department of Agriculture, Forestry and 

Fisheries (DAFF) manages protected areas 

under the National Forest Act rather than the 

Protected Areas Act. Thus, although forest 

reserves contribute to the national efforts to 

expand protected areas, they do not fall 

under the same reporting and accountability 

regimes. Protected area agencies are 

supported in their implementation of the 

NPAES by a range of organisations including 

DEA, the South African National Biodiversity 

Institute (SANBI), National Treasury, provincial 

environment departments and conservation 

NGOs. 

Protected area agencies are the primary 

implementers of the NPAES. These include 

provincial conservation authorities 

(agencies and government deportments}, 

SAN Porks, DAFF and the Oceans and Coasts 

Branch of DEA. 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 

Many protected area agencies have 

developed, and are implementing, their own 

agency-specific protected area expansion 

strategies (PAES). The NPAES and these 

agency-specific PAESs need to be closely 

aligned to ensure that the national targets are 

met through the collective efforts of the 

individual protected area agencies. 

With multiple agencies implementing 

protected area expansion, it is also necessary 

to ensure a level of co-ordination in 

monitoring and reporting on the 

implementation of the strategy. Working 

Group 1 of MINMEC, is convened by DEA with 

representation from protected area agencies, 

SANBI, and relevant national NGOs, and is 

ideally suited to play a key role in this respect. 

This will ensure that there is alignment of the 

efforts of the multiple agencies involved in 

protected area expansion, will provide a 

forum for discussing challenges and sharing 

lessons, and track annual progress towards 

meeting protected area expansion targets. 
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Phased implementation of the 

NPAES 

The NPAES presents a long-term, 20-year and 

5-year strategy for the expansion of protected 

areas in South Africa. The quantification of the 

spatial targets for individual ecosystems, and 

the identification of the priority areas for 

meeting these long-term, 20-year and 5-year 

targets, are fully described in Chapter 4 and 

Chapter 5 respectively. 

The implementation of the NPAES is guided by 

5-yeartargets. The implementation of the 20-

year strategy for protected area expansion is 

thus structured into four implementation 

phases. 

Phase 1 of the implementation of the NPAES, 

- covering the period 2008 - 2014, has now 

been completed and a brief review of the 

progress made in protected area expansion is 

described in Chapter 3. 

Action plan for phase 2 of the 

NPAES implementation 

The implementation plan presented here 

covers the second phase (2016 - 2020) of the 

20-year strategy of the NPAES53
• At the 

national level, the priority activities and 

targets required to "support and align the 

efforts of protected area agencies in the 

ongoing expansion of protected areas, and 

track progress towards meeting long-term 

protected area system targets" have been 

collated into a 5-year action plan. The action 

plan is presented in Table 11. 

While the NPAES sets national level targets, 

the action plan does not deal with the 

detailed planning and implementation for 

53 This action plan was developed at a workshop 
convened by DEA and to whlch representatives of 
aH protected area agencies were invited. 
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expanding protected areas at the provincial 

and local levels. This level of planning and 

implementation is most appropriately done by 

the responsible protected area agencies, using 

the NPAES as an overarching framework to 

guide local actions. Each protected area 

institution should continue to update, align 

and implement their institution-based PAESs 

to ensure that they will collectively contribute 

to meeting the national short- and medium­

term targets contained in the NPAES. 
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Table 11: Implementation plan for the NPAES 2016, detailing 5-year actions and indicators. 

p·ettOrmance·fri'dica1:or 

1.1.1 Number of approved 

1.1 Facilitate the preparation, revision institution-based protected area I 8 I 11 I 11 I 11 I 11 

and alignment (strategic, spatial and expansion strategies (of 12) 

phasing) of the protected area 1.1.2 Number of institution-

institution-based54 protected area based protected area expansion I 
expansion strategies (PAES) 

1 I 6 
strategies that are fully aligned 

I 10 I 11 I 11 

with the NPAES (of 12) 

54 Comprising 12 protected area agencies: SAN Parks; DAFF, DEA Oceans and Coasts Branch and 9 provindal Departments of Environmental Affairs (including Eastern Cape 

Parks Board, CapeNature, Ezemvelo-KZN Wildlife, North West Parks and Tourism Board and Mpumalanga Parks Board). 
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~doHtv-idia_r,_ 

2.2.1 Extent (ha} of additional 

protected areas (by province} 

declared in the terrestrial 

'spatial priority areas for 

protected area expansion': 

I I 
25 013ha 20 597ha 20 000ha 

Eastern Cape 15 000ha 
(13ha} 55 

10 000ha 
(597ha} (750ha} 

Free State 8 S00ha 8 S00ha 8 S00ha 8 500ha 8 S00ha 

Gauteng 0ha 0ha Sha 0ha 0ha 

2.1 Formally declare new, or extend KwaZulu-Natal 18 870ha 18 870ha 18 870ha 0ha 18 870ha 

existing, protected areas as a means of 25 000ha 25 000ha 
I 25 000ha I I 

improving the representation of 
Limpopo 

(1367ha} (4 ll0ha} 
30 000ha 25 000ha 

terrestrial and marine ecosystem types Mpumalanga 20 000ha 22 000ha 25 000ha 25 000ha 28 000ha 

Northern Cape 
63 415ha 2144lha 27 000ha 20 000ha 

(3 79lha} 
55 807ha 

(4 34lha} (3 000ha} (2 000ha} 

North West 10 000ha 10 000ha 10 000ha 20 000ha 20 000ha 

8 181ha 7 053ha 
Western Cape 8 000ha 7 000ha 

(2 181ha} 
5 000ha 

(2 053ha} 

Annual Total I 168 785ha I 172190ha 126 997ha 138 lSOha 145 370ha 

2.1.2 Extent (ha} of additional 

marine waters declared as I 0ha I 0ha I 0ha I 193 317ha I 5 359 415ha 

marine protected areas56 

55 The portion of the protected areas expansion target within each province that is to be declared by SAN Parks or DAFF is shown in brackets. 
56 For the purposes of the action plan, marine waters means waters that form part of the internal waters~ territorial waters and the exclusive economic zone of the Republic 
of South Africa, respectively {refer to sections 3, 4 and 7 of the Maritime Zones Act). The proclamation and administration of marine protected areas fa!.l under the mandate 

of the Oceans and Coast Branch of DEA. 
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2.2 Maintain a small core national team 

of professional staff to support, and 2.2.1 Number of administrative, 

build capacity in, under-resourced technical and professional staff 
8 8 8 8 8 

protected area institutions (in available to support protected 

implementing the NPAES and area institutions 

institution-based PAES's) 

2.3 Finalise and publish the National 
Final draft of National 

Biodiversity Stewardship Policy in order National Biodiversity 
to provide guidance on its adoption by 2.3.1 Publishing of the National 

Biodiversity Stewardship - - -
protected area institutions as a key Biodiversity Stewardship Policy 

Stewardship Policy 
mechanism for protected area Policy published 
expansion 

Conservation Fund-raising 

Trust concept Registration 
Organisationa 

started 
I structure of Income: R3-

developed of Income: Rl-3 
Conservation 10 million 

2.4 Establish and administer a and agreed Conservation million 
Trust Expenditure: 

Conservation Trust Fund57
, or by Trust: Expenditure: 

established >Rl-5 million 
implement alternative financing stakeholders Income: 0 up to Rl 

Income: 0 
mechanisms, in order to co-ordinate 2.4.1 Annual income and Income: a million 

income from donations, grants and/or expenditure of Conservation Implement 
Implement 

other sources of income {~.g. Trust Fund (or alternative alternative 

biodiversity offsets, mitigation credits, financing mechanism/s) 
Conservation alternative 

Trust concept Review of 
Implement financing 

financing 
etc.) in support of the implementation alternative mechanism/s 

developed, alternative mechanism/s 
of the national and institution-based financing Income: Rl-3 

but not financing Income: R3-5 
protected area expansion strategies. mechanism/s million 

agreed by mechanisms million 
Income: 0 Expenditure: 

stakeholders Expenditure: 
up to Rl 

>Rl-2 million 
million 

57 While the Conservation Trust Fund may, in future, include support for the costs of acquisition of land or land use rights, the priority of the fund would be to supplement 

the operating costs associated with the protected area expansion efforts of protected area institutions. 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 61 



3.1 Facilitate the co-ordination of, and 
3.1.1 Number of Protected Area 

co-operation between, protected area 
Technical Task Team meetings I 2 I 2 I 2 I 2 I 2 

institutions in the implementation of the 
(per annum) 

NPAES and institution-based PAESs. 

l1-:ii:~~rf9fiff~i\:s~Eii/~il1fgtti'i&I~fi~,1~1?'/;!~ig~(,:t'.1''''1
• 

P8rt6r:mance indice!tor: 
c~--'Vear;l' I Year.2 I 

Year.3 

4.1.1 Confidence level in how 

4.1 Maintain and update the integrated 

1 

reliable (number of months 

since complete update) the I 6 months I 3 months I 3 months I 3 months I 3 months 
protected area database 

integrated protected area 

database is 

4.2 Annually review and revise the 4.2.1 Level of alignment of the 

short-term national and provincial annual national and provincial 

I 
Partially 

targets for contributing to meeting the targets with the targets in I Fully aligned I Fully aligned I Fully aligned I Fully aligned 

milestones under Presidential Outcome Priority Action 2.1 of this Action 
aligned 

10, Outputs 4.1.1 and 4.1.258 Plan 

4.3.1 Number of Strategic Plans 

(SPs) and Annual Operational 

4.3 Annually report on the progress in Plans (AOPs) - of the 12 

the implementation of protected area protected area institutions - I 7 I 9 I 12 I 12 I 12 

institution-based PAESs including explicit performance 

targets for protected area 

expansion 

58 Refer to the Delivery Agreement for Presidential Outcome 10 

~~ 
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Performance 

review of 

NPAES 

4.4 Review and update the National 4.4.1 Progress in reviewing and (Phase 2) 
- - - -

Protected Area Expansion Strategy updating the NPAES First draft of 

updated 

NPAES 

(Phase 3) 

~~ 
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9. Information gaps, researcl'i priorities ana legislative reforrn priorities 

Key information gaps for theNPAESincludetheongoinggevelopment of ah accurate spatiailayer 6fl 

exlstingprcitected areas and.·a.t1atio11a.l spatial datalaverqn.Jarid O\Nnershlp and.ten.Ur~. This chapter! 

details a nqmber ofresearch priorities that. wbulCI help to fill. lnformat\ongaps.·Research pridrities 

incllldeJurth~r·exploratjon. ofthero.l~of protected areas in suppcirting eccisystell1-IJ~sec;l·.aclapta1:ioli l 
to.c;limate. change, EccilogicaUy ·rrie;iningfur biodiversity t;irgets for aqll~tic ecosystems. ne~d to be 

cleveloped. Exploratioifof innovative ways tpconsider.Jand price ;,ricl opportunity costs in the 

iclentification of priority areas for protectE,d area expansionare needec;!, as well as investigation .of 

the ·11ke Iv.costs of diff~rent: nied1~·nisms fcir protected a rea.expansibh int6 thef uture: Also useful 

would be additional r~seafch into the rel.ative income· andjob l:reati◊h potential ofregular 

agriculture comparedwith protected areas and ~cotourism: Finally, pilot projects are rieededfo 

evaluate the ways in which biodiversity ste\Nardshipagreements t~n use.d fosupport landFefbrirl 

and rural devs!lopme~f. · ·· · · ·· · ·· · ·· · 

Several information gaps, research needs and 

legislative reform priorities were adequately 

addressed during the implementation of 

phase 1 of the NPAES. 

Outstanding information gaps that need to be 

addressed include: 

• Continual updating and improving spatial 

information on the distribution of 

protected areas in the Protected Area 

Register. This includes verifying protected 

area boundaries, their proclamation 

status and management effectiveness. In 

particular, the privately owned protected 

areas included in the Protected Area 

Register but declared under pre-Protected 

Area Act legislation need to be verified. 

• The potential inclusion of areas protected 

by 'other effective area-based measures' 

should be evaluated and potentially 

included in the assessment of target 

achievement. Robust criteria need to be 

set up to ensure that only intact, well­

managed areas with long-term security of 

biodiversity are included. 

• New biodiversity data is routinely being 

collected but does not always find its way 

into the planning data sets. More 
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streamlined mechanisms for the inclusion 

of new biodiversity distribution data into 

the planning data sets are required. 

• Mapping and classification of specific 

marine ecosystems at a finer scale is 

necessary, especially for vulnerable 

marine habitats e.g. reefs, sponge beds 

and kelp forests. 

• Mapping marine ecological processes, for 

example spawning and nursery grounds 

and foraging areas for marine species. 

• The identification of remaining focus 

areas (after implementation of Phase 1 of 

Operation Phakisa) required to meet 

marine targets is a priority. 

• The specific biodiversity offset receiving 

areas which will optimally contribute to 

protected area expansion need to be 

identified and agreed on. 
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Outstanding research priorities that still need 

to be addressed include: 

• Further exploration of the role of 

protected areas in supporting ecosystem­

based adaptation to climate change, 

• Research on ecologically meaningful 

biodiversity targets for marine, estuarine 

and freshwater ecosystems. 

• Innovative ways to consider land price 

and opportunity costs in the identification 

of priority areas for protected area 

expansion. 

• Strategic use of biodiversity offsets to 

expand the protected area network and 

secure its ongoing management costs 

needs to be investigated. 

Outstanding legislative reform priorities 

include: 

• A need to properly secure the legal status 

and management of mountain catchment 

areas. These were declared in terms of 

the Mountain Catchment Areas Act, which 

was forestry legislation at that stage 

falling under the DEA. There is no 

consensus on the administration of the 

Mountain Catchment Areas Act and the 

responsible regulating authority for 

mountain catchment areas. This is an 

important matter to resolve given the 

significant contribution that mountain 

catchment areas make to protected area 

targets and the vital role they play in 

providing ecosystem services. 

• A need to explore legal and institutional 

mechanisms for implementing freshwater 

conservation areas. This will include 

potential links between the Biodiversity 

Act and mechanisms provided by the 

National Water Act (Act 36 of 1998), the 

National Water Resource Strategy and the 

National Water Resource Classification 

System. 

----------------------;:;:65 'J) 
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Table A 1: All South African ecosystems, showing their biozones, original area, long-term protection targets (% and km2
), current area protected (total area in protected 

areas {PAs) and intact area in protected areas), and current protection levels (based on full area included in protected areas and actual intact area protected). NP=Not 
Protected, PP = Poorly Protected, MP= Moderately Protected, WP;;; Well Protected. See Chapter 4 for category explanations. 
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7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Agulhas Canyon 

Agl.ilhas DlsSipati\fe-lntetmediate Sandy 
Coast·· 
Agu!has Dissipative Sandy Coast 

A_gi.JJhas. Estuarine ·shore 

Agulhas Exposed Rocky Coast 

Agul~as·Gravel Inner Shelf 

Agulhas Gravel Outer Shelf 

AgulhaS Gravel Shelf Edg~ 

Aguthas Hard Inner Shelf 

Agu!has Hard. Outer Shelf 

Agulhas Hard Shelf Edge 

Agulha·s Inner Shelf Reef 

Agulhas Inshore Grave! 

Agulh.is Inshore ·t:1ard ·GrOunds 

Agulhas Inshore Reef 

Agulhas lr,terrrier:;lia_te Saridy Co_ast 

Agulhas Island 

Agijlhas·Mixed Sediment Inner Shelf 

Agulhas Mixed Sediment Outer Shelf 

A'gulhas ryt_ixed'Shore 

Agulhas Muddy Inner Shelf 

Agulhas JViU_ddy Oute·r Sh,?lf 

Agulhas Muddy Shelf Edge 

Agu/h8s Oute'r Shelf Reef 

Coast types 

OffshOre·Benthic 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore .Beilthic 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore ijerithic 

Inshore 

lnShore 

Inshore 

Coa~_types 

Island 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore Benthic 

Co'ast types. 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore BE!nthlc 

Offshore Benthic 

Offshore Benthic 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 

63.2 

16.5 

1323.9 

1483.7 

1787.4 

4309.5 

11581.5 

4177.0 

44.4 

46.5 

171.0 

6.5 

21;8 

9.9 14.6 14.6 

2.6 2.9 2.9 

18.4 32.2 29.4 WP 

20 132.4 58.6 58.6 pp 

20 148.4 7.9 7.9 NP NP 

20 178.7 NP 

20 431.0 PP 

20 1158,2 NP 

20 835.4 417.7 NP 

20 8.9 4.4 NP 

20 9.3 4.6 MP 

20 151;4 ·. :7~') MP 

20 8.6 4.3 MP 

20 7.5 5:9 

20 174.0 136.8 

20 125.7 62.9 

20 261.7 130.8 

20 53.0 41.6 

20 539.7 269.9 

20 '357.0, 178.5 

20 34.2 17.1 

20 1.3 0.7 
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Agulhas Reflective Sandy Coast 

27. . •·· Agu!haS:San,dY Inner-Shelf: ··.·· .. Offshore seiithic · 26280.9 __ . -·- 20 . ·.: · 5256.2 . _.. "2628-.1 . ;fi57,3"· .55U·· .. • . PP ··.•·•· ---- -· pp ... 
28 Agulhas Sandy Inshore Inshore 1714.8 20 343.0 171.5 308.5 205.7 MP MP 

-
29 Agl.lihasSandY-Outer.ShE!lf -··:: :·: --. OffshOie_ Be11thlc.:_-.: : ... 32998.5 20 ·. ~ _659_~_.7.·_ : . _. 3299;8_ -.- . · 0,0 .••• 0.0 ·····• 

··>:_.)J:P. :-_ _ .. _ :NP_ 

30 Agulhas Sandy Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 4073.5 20 814.7 407.4 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

31 . · : : Agufhas Shelf Edge Reef __ ...... 
. Offshore Bent~k:·: ... --· · . 4.0 . :_ 20 - o:s-_--- -. -·:0-4_.--_ 0.0 • --- _ .0.0 .. ''.· > NP I.-: .. NP 

32 Agulhas Sheltered Rocky Coast Coast types 16.5 20 3.3 2.6 2.1 2.1 MP MP 

3,3.·-_._:· ·: Agulhas Very Exposed _ROcky _<:oast Coast types_ _.-___ -_-. ... · 
· .. 18.S .: 20-~ . 3.1 . . ·.·. 2.9 ··.'. - _ .:. 2'.3_ ;. ,_:._- . 2,2 .·· .. ·:·_·,. _MP . MP 

34 Delagoa Sandy Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 646.0 20 129.2 64.6 189.8 189.8 WP WP 

35 •. · · .••.. Delagoa Canycin ·• .· .. _:· -,:: : ·: -_ Offsh·ore:Benthic .. ·. . 93.1 I 20 : :-.·-. . :_..-. _18.6:-.--- -_-. :: 9,3 .:·· . • 50.s , I· .... 50,5 __ : . --WP"" ··' ·· WP 

36 Delagoa Inshore Reef Inshore 71.5 20 14.3 7.2 71.5 71.5 WP WP 

$7 . Oe_lagoa Mixed Shore ·· •• · ... ···.·.·•. · .. c_oa·~ttypeS .;·-:: · . _-: 22.5 ~ 20 .. 4.5 I •. -3.5- · 1·- ::: _22,5 . -·-_: :22.5 ·:_· -_ WP ·-:'. 1_. _ _-;_·wP._-. 

38 Delagoa Sandy Inshore Inshore 105.1 20 21.0 10.5 105.1 105.1 WP WP 

39 •·· D_elagoa SandY_ Shelf_ :- -·.:: · ..... : -· .··• O_ffshore·BenJhic ._-: :,: _-: 293.0 .. 20-_-.·.:l- 58.6 -,.29.3_·:: .: .. 281.":t.:-·-;- 281.1. ; . WP .··.• 1.• .WP 

40 Delagoa Shelf Edge Reef Offshore Benthic 2.6 20 0.5 0.3 1.1 1.1 WP WP 

41_: <::_-·: '.>: Delagoa s_~e!fRE!ef.-_:~-~ > OffshOre-·senthic . •' 75.5 •.··. 20 . . ... 15.1 · .'-.. · .-1.6 ·. 75.5 .. · 7_5;5 . WP. . . WP .. 

42 Delagoa Very Exposed Rocky Coast Coast types 0.1 20 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 WP WP 

43 Harbour _: · · . :·:: .. __ ;- Harbour. --_: _: -: _. _- _ · . 14.7_ 0 . ·. _-, 0.0 . o:o. _- _:-, . 9:2-_·: .. I--_- ·.:o_.2: 
. · · . . 

44 Natal-Delagoa Dissipative-Intermediate Coast types 86.7 20 17.3 13.6 21.7 21.7 I WP I WP 

Sandy Coast 
45 '. ,_._7 ·N_atal-Delag:oa ·ois.sip-ativ_e sa·ndy Coast .·• 

Coi;ist _types ·::,.: .· .· . 1.2 • 20 1·:.: -_:_ 0.2 0:2 0.4-_·:_ .. • 0.4 WP ·.·.• I WP .. . . .·· 

46 Natal-De!agoa Estuarine Shore Coast types 13.1 20 2.6 2.1 2.3 2.3 MP MP 

47 '_. ___ . Natal-Delag6;i" lntermediate ·sandv:coast ... Coast typ_¥"::, :;:.-: _.--- -_.- 111.9: ... --_ .·_ .. 20 _ , _- 22,4· . 17;6 .· · .. 
15.S --- JS,S•<• • MP. ... ••• .MP 

48 Natal-Delagoa Reflective Sandy Coast Coast types 26.0 20 5.2 4.1 1.7 1.7 

49 • ••• )fatal Boulder Shore:- _.-. : ... . · ____ . _ _-_ .c·:::, ·. coast types _ . . 

•• 
0.9 20 · ..• 0.2 .• 0.1 · .. ·:·:-'.- o,,o:-- ,-.· ·. · 0.0 . .. .· 

50 Natal Canyon Offshore Benthic 484.6 20 96.9 48.5 66.3 66.3 

. .51_.: ·: :-;-_ _._ . N;,ita_l Estuarine Shor.e _, .. •• .. ·.• .......... Co"ast types· .. ·• .· . 0.2 •• • .20 .· ·.·· > . 0.0 . o.b: _ · __ _,_._·::, 0.2 . 0.2 .··• ·. WP.-.--.-.1.. WP 

52 Natal Exposed Rocky Coast Coast types 29.S 20 5.9 4.6 9.8 9.5 WP WP 

53 • Natal Gravel .Shelf . . 
. . 

·.·••· 
_-_Offshore Benthi:. -· --. : _ 1099.0 · :20_----;- '. 219.8 . .. , -109:9 19.if.7 (-'" I·; 194.7 .. MP >.·. MP . 

54 Natal Gravel Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 774.6 20 154.9 77.5 127.0 127.0 MP MP 

SS .· .... NatallnShoreGravel. _: .. · . . Inshore .. ··. 0.2· · _: ·. - 20 ·. · · · 0.0_.·;·., . 0.0 ·: --· 0.0 · .. •< .o.o : ·-, NP . .• NP 

~~ 
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57 ... _Na_tal MfXed_ Se_diment Shelf, ·. ·:,- . - . _ · Offshore Benthic . . .. 1.8' ·. _ ...,- 20 ' 0.4 •. · ·. - . ·.0.2. -- · 1;8 ._ ·. 1.8 -. -WP ·.-. .-_ WP_ . . . . . 
58 Natal Mixed Sediment Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 29.2 20 5.8 2.9 29.2 29.2 WP WP 

59 · ·. <>: Natal Mixed shOre .. ··•· .·. :. ___ ·> .· Coast types _·. ···: _.:_:, I. 67.5 · '::: 2.0 . : 1:t_S;_ '_-:.· 10.6 11:9.: , -·. 10.9 • · . MP . .·- MP .. 
60 Natal Muddy Inshore Inshore 53.2 20 10.6 5.3 14.5 14.S WP WP 

61 ·.· · · __ .~ata_l Muddy Shelf_·. . ,:·::.:: ,' ·-,--- Offshore-Benthic: ·' · 503.6 . _- · .. 20 ' 100.7. ·_·- ."· -_ ·so:4 "' .· .• 90.9 , .·. 90.9 ·/ ··_._,MP 7 ·•·•·· .. MP. 

62 Natal Muddy Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 61.8 20 12.4 6.2 40.2 40.2 WP WP 

63 Nat.ii Sandy 1n·Sh6i-e . .. . •• Inshore ·• .··• .. 1241;1 
. 20.. . · ·248.2· · , 124.J.; ·. ,' 136~1. .. 

_ 100.s· -:· .. M~< . pp 

64 Natal Sandy Shelf Offshore Benthic 6370.7 20 1274.1 637.1 408.4 398.7 pp pp 

. 65 . •·····. Natal Sandy,Shelf Edge , :.' .·:: 
·•· 

Offshore s_enthic" :,,< :. 2422.7, .', _----: 20 " 484.S · i 242.3 ·•. • 33.4 • 33.4 ... pp ~pp 

66 Natal Shelf Edge Reef Offshore Benthic 17.6 20 3.5 1.8 0.0 

67 . ·: .. ; .\ N·ati:il Shelf-Reef· ____ .\ . · · 
''' ',' 

. OffShore Benthic. -·. · 524,5 _ · . ·20 . -_ 104:9 · .. I.· ·. ·52.5 ·' .79.9 

68 Natal Very Exposed Rocky Coast Coast types 2.0 20 0.4 0.3 0.3 

69 ·. ·:- __ : _So~_Atlaritic_A,bys_s· .. _ ,,- _ :-~ __ :· ·· ,-.-. :_.·, Offsh6re:Benthic_ ;·. '-'.-< . 67817,6 . 20--:-::'_ 13563.5 : Ei78~.8 · · 0.0 . 7 .. ·• 0.0 

70 South Atlantic Abyss With Ferro~Manganese Offshore Benthic 77810.4 20 15562.1 7781.0 0.0 I o.o 
Deposits 

7:1." . SoUth' At!antlc Lower Bat~ya! .· . ··· .. ·. Offsh_ore·Behthic: .. · .. ·-.:· 90341.7· --- 20 . I ---;-; 180_6~3 , 90~f2_. I •· 0.0 __ --o.o - · NP • ' _NP·: I 

72 South Atlantic Upper Bathyal Offshore Benthic 38065.8 20 7613.2 3806.6 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

73·, ... :· South east Atla'ntic Seamounts .. Offs_h_6re Berithic :-;._.:; : .. 1602.3 ... 20 320,5 .··. ·.·· 160.2 . 0.0 __ ::_-·:,-o:o .. NP . , :-- - -·-NP 
: ---, ' __ , 

74 Southern Benguela Boulder Shore Coast types 11.4 20 2.3 1.8 4.1 2.9 WP WP 

75 . .. Southern:Benguela Cariyon ,',,' ,:_: .- Qffsh_ore BenthJC: :. - ___ ' 799.7.:, '' 20:: _ l: ~ _ -15_9,9 ,-80.0 ·o.o . -
1 

_ 0,0 ,'.,. · ... NP····.• NP 

76 Southern Benguela Carbonate Mound Offshore Benthic 1489.1 20 297.8 148.9 0.0 0.0 NP 

11 . -·- SoiJthern .Bengue!a· DiSsipa'tive-lnterrt'lediate Coast types .· 69.S 20· ·: . 13.9 .·_ 10,9 15.9 . · .. · 15.9 

i :.sandy:co"ast ,_ · .. · .. · ..... • -.-'-·.:. .·· 

78 Southern Benguela Dissipative Sandy Coast Coast types 40.8 20 8.2 6.4 11.5 11.5 

79 · .... ·. Southern_ se_nguela Estua"rine Sh9re · _ . CoaSt:t'{Pes ............. · .. .·.· 3.0 < . · . 20 ''. ·_._ p.6 ',' : _- ·: 0.5 . . 0A . __ : -::: _ ·0.4 _ _- . -·.:--MP, -, 1-;·-.._-. :-:MP 

80 Southern Benguela Exposed Rocky Coast Coast types 110.0 20 22.0 17.3 13.2 12.3 MP MP 

81>:·:-.::· '' SO~them BengUela Gravel:Outer.Shelf > Offshore ~ertthic .. 436.4 _- ', 20 _.-. 7 87.3 
• . 43.6 ·•·• . o.o·.:_-' '- _. o;o_ --.--:-. - ·- __ NP NP 

.. 

82 Southern Benguela Gravel Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 30.1 20 6.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 NP 

.83 •·· .. SoUth-e_rh Be1Jguela Hard lnne~ Shelf ' ''' 
: lnner'Shelf:, --: .·.· . -.-_ ·670.6 20 134.1 ... 67.1 , ... 59.0 .••. k .. _ 45.0, .. '. · PP· 

84 Southern Benguela Hard Middle Shelf Offshore Benthic 3667.5 20 733.5 366.8 133.7 4.1 PP T NP 

I 85 ·.··• . • Southern Bengu'e[a Hard _Oute~ Shelf . ·Offshore Berithic .. · 10813,4: · .·• .... 20 2162'7 ·. 1081.3 ., : 48.T ·. ·o.o- · · NP I NP 
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Southern Benguela Hard Shelf Edge 

Southern: Be'nguela ln_ner.She!f Reef · 1nner-She!f 10.2 20 2.0 :. 1.0 1.1 WP 
Southern Bengue!a Intermediate Sandy Coast Coast types 68.8 20 13.8 10.8 0.5 NP 

89 SOufhern ·sengUela _lsla'nd Island 1333.8 20 266.8 209.8 ·44_4·· pp 

90 Southern Benguela Lagoon Lagoon 54.4 20 10.9 8.6 5.9 MP 

91 -~outhe~n Benguela Mixed Coast Coast types 164;7 20 32.9 25.9 12.5 PP 
92 Southern Benguela Muddy Inner Shelf 291.0 20 58.2 29.1 2.2 NP 
93 Sot.ithern-Benguela MU_dd\l Organically 10332.7 20 2066.5 1033.3 0.0 NP 

Enriched Middle Shelf 
Southern Benguela Muddy Outer Shelf 6134.6 20 1226.9 613.S 0.0 0.0 NP NP 
Southern-senguela Muddy Rlverine~ OffShore Benthic 932.4 20 186;5 93'2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 
infhienced.Middfe Shelf . 

96 Southern Benguela Muddy Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 579.6 20 115.9 58.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 
97 ... South em Benguela ou.1;er Shelf Reef · .. .. Offshore Ben"thic · · _ 1.6 _ · -- 20 .· 0.3 -- 0:2 .· o.·o _ o.o' . ·.· NP .· NP .. 

98 Southern Benguela Reflective Sandy Coast Coast types 29.6 20 5.9 4.7 0.1 0.1 NP NP 
99 .· .. Southern Benguela Sandy lnne~ Shelf . ·. lnnE:!r_Shelf ·,_ ·· .. 1891.1 .· _ 20 378.2 189._1 · •. 17_2,? '_, 124.3 pp I. ·pp 

. . . .. .. . . . ·.· 

100 Southern Benguela Sandy Middle Shelf Offshore Benthic 6318.0 20 1263.6 631.8 222.9 166.3 pp PP 

101 . Southern Bengu_ela Sandy _Outer Shelf . Offshore.Benthic .· 57443.4 · .. ·--- -20 11488.7 I 5744.3.; 15.2 . ·.··• 15,2 •·· · I NP '.,.-NP,_ 

102 Southern Benguela Sandy Shelf Edge Offshore Benthic 13542.2 20 2708.4 1354.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

103 ·. · ... Sollthem Benguerc!_ ?h~l_te~ed Rocky Coast Co<!st-typ_es: :;_ : __ . ··.· . .... 6.0 : •:, __ 20;-:-.. · 1.2 ... ; 0.9 : .. .:_:.0._2-, --- 1>· it2"; / • . PP./ <; pp 

104 Southern Bengue!a Very exposed Rocky Coast types 8.7 20 1.7 1.4 1.1 1.1 MP MP 
Coast 

105 1:Solithwe!,t Indian Abyss:. 
. Offshore Benthic 1 _. 24311_s.9 .l __ .20_ f" 49743.S -. 1 ._ -2~87.1-.9 1 -.. o;o ,7 . _o,o . T NP 7·- .. NP .· .· 

106 I Southwest Indian Abyss With Ferro- Offshore Benthlc I 3416.5 I 20 I 683.3 I 341.7 I 0.0 I 0.0 I NP I NP 
Manganese Deposits 

107 Southwest l_ndlan LOwer Bathyal OffshOre Benthic 21800L3 20 _43600.3 21800.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

108 Southwest Indian Lower Bathyal With Ferro- Offshore Benthic 6902.1 20 1380.4 690.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 
Manganese Deposits 

109 s6uthwest lridia·n s"eiimoun·ts Offshore Benthlc 3724,9 20 '745.0 0.0 o:o NP NP 
110 Southwest Indian Upper Bathya! Offshore Benthic 82678.1 20 16535.6 176.3 176.3 NP NP 

112 Aggeneys Grayer _Vygie"veld Succu_len_t Kar:~o 62,1 18 11.2 0.0 0.0_ NP 

113 Agter-Sederberg Shrubland Succulent Karoo 932.3 19 177.1 22.8 22.8 pp 

114 Ag'ulhas _LirriestOhe Fynbos Fynbos 269.9 32 86.4 67:9 27.8 27.4 PP 
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116 ,'\lb"any AUuVial VegetatiOri ·_----.· Az6n~l,Vegetation : ," 488.2: _. 31 . •, 1SL4, .:- ;119'.0 __ . .• 35.5 

117 Albany Broken Veld Nama-Karoo 1599.8 16 256.0 201.3 114.1 

il8•· •· AlbaOy:Coastal Belt:· _ = .. -_- AlbariyT_h!cket _ ._ ·_-,-.··_, _3202.9 ·:.: ,' ', 19 I 6085 • .. 478.5 ·. ·•· 50.3 40.7 

119 Albany Dune Strandve!d Azonal Vegetation 165.2 20 33.0 26.0 55.3 54.1 

J,20 Albertinia ,S8nd.Fyribos .. · ·,,: :-:- .. . •· Fynbos, . · ·. ··.·· .· .. 698,9 ·. 32 ··•·•·· ·.· 223.6 175.9 '.. · 37;4 "'. 35.3 
·. .· 

121 Alexander Bay Coastal Duneveld Desert 16.1 28 4.5 3.5 0.0 0.0 

,_122 > Algoa,'D~ne·strandveld __ -· _ ••• ·_AzonalVegetat_ion· - : ._ 276.9 ', . •• 20 --'-55.4 ,>43.5./ .19.4./ . ,-__ 18._8. ,": l- · })P. i., PP 

123 Algoa Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 335.1 23 77.1 60.6 5.8 5.0 I pp 1 pp 

124 _Allwal Ncirt;h D_ry Gra~sland :i. ·. .· .. ··· <;r.i'sslarid'-< .·· 6980.2 _24·- : 1675;2 1317,2 __ -_·: 77.'5 ·:-· 1.\/ 58.D 

125 Amathole Mistbelt Grassland Grassland 156.6 27 42.3 33.2 0.0 0.0 

li6. ),,;:· Ami3thole_Monta11e Gr,asslahd -'-: _.; . ·· .. : .Grassland •··. •• · .. •• 4344.0 > 27 • . · 1172.9 --> , .:-· 922.2 116.6 113.3 • pp / PP: .. 

127 Arnersfoort Highveld Clay Grassland Grassland 3794.9 27 1024.6 805.7 72.7 54.1 pp PP 

1-·128 . ·· Andesite MOuntain e·ushveld -·• < . Savanna .. · .. 1965.1 I .. 24 . ·. > 471.6 .•... •. 370.8 . • . 311.:S, . 29s·.o_-, I r,IP .·· MP 

129 Anenous Plateau Shrubland Succulent Karoo 237.0 28 66.4 52.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

130 .·• •· Arid Estc.ta'rlne Salt Marshes .. . . · . Azonal Vegetation .· -:. · .. ·· 4.3,. ,, . 24. • • \. 1.0 .• · 0.8 • o:5 c: -_.o,:s PP .. ~p. 

131 Atlantis Sand Fynbos Fynbos 691.9 30 207.6 163.2 15.4 15.4 . pp pp 

132 · .. · .. ·Auob ~uneveld , -,:· _ ---:- . · ... ,·: --· ... • savan_na_ >:- .: .· 2907.0 _ . 16 .... - .-:. 465)1·-:::: _ 365.7 . . -1695.2 I 1695.2 
··•· 

WP ---:::_:.wp 
1.- .. -. ·• 

133 Barberton Montane Grassland Grassland 1103.9 27 298.1 234.4 416.4 405.3 WP WP 

1_3,4 ____ ... !3arberton Serpentine ~oul'veld ._ -.. · ::.'- Savanna -:·::·------:: . 1-._. 108.2 . 24 .. · 26.0 
... 

20.ii .-' . ·:,-26.7_ ·: . 26.1·_. - . WP • , .. WP 

135 Basotho Montane Shrubland Grassland 1763.3 28 493.7 388.2 166.5 162.3 PP pp 

136 ··•-· 
Bav_laarjsklOofS_h-.il_e-Re_Tlosterv~ld _ 

. ·-•·•·· 1._Fynbos.-· ... •• 118.8 0 · • _29 .••• 34,5 .. .· 27;1 75·,1 ·:.:-)5.1 ·• ._WP-. . .-_----,-_ ·WP 

137 Bedford Dry Grassland Grassland 2025.2 23 465.8 366.3 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

138_• .. s,ese_mhree. Koppie5 ·s_hnib_land ·. · :-----":-,·-:, - Grassland . 9557.9 . •• 28 2676.Y _o· . · f104.3 _ :·s12,9· __ 1.;:.:566.5 - ·.· ..••. pp . ---pp" 
··. ... 

139 Bhisho Thornveld Savanna 7865.7 25 1966.4 1546.2 10.8 10.7 NP NP 

140. ·. :·:· B!oem_fontein Dry Grassli3nd , . - _. ·· .. Grassland -:., · ·.- ·. _.- ":4J349.7 . 24 -_ =1163.9 ·.• 915.2_. :- -·-_ 149.3. . •• _80.3 .. pp_--. ; 
I ------- pp 

141 Bloemfontein Karroid Shrubland Grassland 94.2 28 26.4 20.7 13.5 13.1 MP PP 

142 : • ·. BIOrnbos Strandveld, · ••• . 
. Fynbos • :• .· ·. , . 58.8 36 ·,· _- 2:1,.2-· -·- . 16;6 _-_ . 12,8 --_-,-1,2;1- fv1P_-'. 1 i., •MP 

. . . 
143 Blouputs Karroid Thornveld Narna-Karoo 611.6 21 128.4 101.0 160.8 160.8 WP WP 

144 .. E3o~k_eveld-Sa_ndston·e Fynbos· _-·-- __ . ·. Fynbos->:<;:·. ___ " . 957.5. 1.-._- · 29 277.7 , • 218.3_::·.-. . 76.4 ,:_75.8 · . ._ PP . :- ... ·.• PP 

145 Boland Granite Fynbos Fynbos 516.5 30 155.0 121.8 186.6 172.9 WP WP 
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147 Breede Alluvium Renosterveld Fynbos 421.6 27 113.8 

148 '·;> -._, Breede·Quartzite Fynbos ·. 
. . . fY,n_bos .· .: ... · 97,2 ·. 30 29.2 ;22.9 . ,,_.-._ ·0.1 _.,, ___ -·9.1 

· .. · • NP • 1. ,·.· ... 'NP 
.. · . 

' 
. 

149 Breede Sand Fynbos Fynbos 93.3 30 28.0 22.0 2.2 1.6 pp pp 

150 / .. .. Breede"Shale FynbOs ·.· .. : < . .Fynbos·-_ · -'--_ //'..:,_ . :- 305.7 . ,' I-- :',,30,,. ' -· ,, ,"91.7 . 72,1 .93.2 .· ; I• .... 925 1:,; 'wp_---- I• WP 

151 Breede Shale Renosterveld Fynbos 1032.0 27 278.6 219.1 61.S 60.4 pp PP 

152 Buffeli;'ThJcke~ __ -·-. _ _ . . 
. . 

Albci_nyThlcket <" -_ .. _ 1064.0 --· I • 19 202.2 · ; 159 .. 0 .·'·.· ·, > _11.1: ·. "' -. -7:J, . . " ', pp ·_. NP 
. .. .. · .. 

153 Bushmanland Arid Grassland Nama~Karoo 45450.7 21 9544.7 7504.9 190.3 190.3 NP NP 

154 '> B(Jshmanland Basin_Shrubland ._, : _ _, . Nama~Karoo ._ ·. _,/ 34169;4 21. . 7175:6 ,._ . I·. _,-, 5642.1 ,' _ 0.0 .· , . o.o · ,, NP . NP ... · 
155 Bushman!and Jnselberg Shrub!and Succulent Karoo 645.5 34 219.5 172.6 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

156 ,aushman!_af'ld Sandy Grassland ; :·,: . _.· Nami-Karoo_ . .-- ,·· _ 2301.7 · . 21.-.· 483.4 .. . ,380.1 - . ·. 0.0 -·: . _._. ._0.0- --· _NP. -_ .· NP 
.. . 

157 Bushmanland Vloere Azonal Vegetation 1132.1 24 271.7 213.6 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

158 ._ Carhdebo_ EscarpinentThicket . . i_:. . : ·AlbanyThicket . ·:: 1961._8 ;. ___ 19 ··• . 
-

372.7 _ - · 2_93,1-__ ,- · · :125.5 ,. 120,4 ..•.. _ P_P_. _ _-._- ~ pp 
. . 

159 Canca Limestone Fynbos Fynbos 1113.6 32 356.3 280.2 1.4 1.3 NP NP 

160 ... I ' Cap"e coastal Lagoo·ns -._ .· ' Wetlands: · · · · .. 0.4 .. 24 . 0.1 ,• --.. · __ 0.1 .. o.o. 0.0 ·•· pp . -1"- :_ .;_pp 
·. •• 

161 Cape Estuarine Salt Marshes Azona! Vegetation 6.9 24 1.7 1.3 0.6 0.5 pp PP 

162_:, · _ :-- ·Cape Flats Dune _Strandveld- ;:, -. :· fynbos 
••• 

· . · .• 385.7 . · .. 7- 24 .. __ .92.6 ·•• : 72.8., ·•· ._-- 32.6 25.3 .. ··• i · ::. PP r:-;-_:7-_PP 

163 Cape Flats Sand Fynbos Fynbos 554.9 30 166.5 130.9 1.2 0.8 NP NP 

164 '·:: .-· Cape lntandS"a!t Pans·_:.·: ::-·-- -_ . . ·. ,A.zonal VegetatiOn _ :_ .. _ 24.S ·. ,· .. 24 5.9 ·. 4.6 _ ·: - 0,2 · .. ·:·.0.2 ·. ": I ·-:,_>.NP _ -. NP 

165 Cape Lowland Alluvial Vegetation Azona! Vegetation 221.1 31 68.6 53.9 3.4 2.1 NP NP 

166 _ _ .: .Cape Lowland Freshwater Wetlands:-_- -.:,- .. -. · Azo_nal Vegetation . , ,_ 48.2-.- _.-· 24 • .. .· 11.6 • 9:1 . I •• ·; 0.6 0.4••,·· . pp 

167 Cape Seashore Vegetation Azonal Vegetation 226.0 20 45.2 35.5 128.3 126.7 WP 

168 __ ,.- I, cape Vernal Pciols _ _ - . -. _. .... Azona_lVegetation _ ._ .· 0.0 · ..•. 24, _::·- _ o.o_-.- ._ --- .,o;o·_,\ , ___ o.o -__ · .. 0,0 · . NP._ 

169 Cape Winelands Shale Fynbos Fynbos 84.4 30 25.3 19.9 35.4 30.9 WP 

170 __ :-:-· :: .-_ car'letonville·Do!o~lte-·Grassland: .- ___ :: _ . Grassland . ··• .... · .. 9011.0 __ .:,24 •· -;2162:6 _ ,-_ 1700.5_ ,- 1 · .. 575.9 , 539.8 ; PP 

171 Cathedral Mopane Bushveld Savanna 273.6 19 52.0 40.9 273.6 273.5 WP WP 

172 ·•· 
Cederberg Sandstone Fynb6s .. · . _. Fy_nbos . 2515.4 · __ ·29 ·' _ 729.5" · 573.6 , , ._-1:4:11.7 1410:1_: .--WP WP 

· .. ,·· ·. 

173 Central Coastal Shale Band Vegetation Fynbos 64.3 27 17.4 13.6 42.9 42.6 WP WP 

174 .•... Central Fre"E!·state Grassland 

•·· 
, .Gra_ssland ·.- _.-:.' . 15566.5 . 24 .•• 3736.0 2937.5 . .• 463,6 , ,-355.7 .. _- pp . ; . p~:_ 

. . .. 

175 Central Inland Shale Band Vegetation Fynbos 97.7 27 26.4 20.7 88.7 88.7 WP WP 

176 •···. centra_l Knersvlakte VYgieve!d: :: .... Succulent Karoo - · · 1---. -277.6 - 28 77.7 > ··• 61'1 ' •.• 82$ . _Si.a,-.;::;. WP . ; WP 
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.178 .. c;entral Ri_chtEirsve!d_ Mountain __ Shrubland ,. :.,: Succulen't Karoo 

--
I 1211.3 · .. · 28 .• •·· .. ,._ 339.2 , _,,. 266.7_ .·--: 8_6_5;4 __ _ :.. _, 865.3" --· ;"NP WP 

179 Central Ruens Shale Renosterveld Fynbos 1864.7 27 503.5 395.9 3.1 1.4 NP NP 

180 < , Ce"ntfal_ Sandy BuSh\leld < . -- -·._ Savanna : -·. , _- .. ·_ . ,-'_16927.4 · 19 ·. 32.16.2 2528.9 :. 1138;9: .. : __ 1046.1"· · · - ·. -- pp . ·:· PP_ 

181 Ceres Shale Renosterveld Fynbos 484.6 27 130.8 102.9 4.4 4.0 NP NP 

1s2-- _ ,_ .. Citrusda! Sha!_e_ Renos,terveld_ . · .. Fynbos·· -_ . __ ·, ~ .. 36.6 ·. : 28_, --: 10.2 , 8.1 .. ·0:0,,_;"-" • 0.0 •• ·· .. NP .. NP 

183 Citrusdal Vygieveld Succulent Karoo 146.6 28 41.1 32.3 4.4 4.3 PP PP 

184 --. ,• -- Coega_ B0ritveld .. · · .... . . ··• A!ba!'lytfiicket _,. ... ·· I .. 245.5 ' 19 I · .. 
. ·. 46.7 .. _; '36.7 ::·._ · · · 41.0 33.6 - _-._-MP:. -- 1::, _.MP 

185 Crocodile Gorge Mountain Bushveld Savanna 540.4 24 129.7 102.0 104.1 95.6 MP MP 

186 .. De ·Hoop Llmesto·ne Fynbos . . .. Fynbos - ·•. i-- ·. 663.1 I 32 _ : ---_ ,_·21~.2 · .. -166.9 -_-; 193.2 · .. ::'·. 193:2_ . .-::· MP_; MP 

187 Delagoa Lowveld Savanna 773.2 19 146.9 115.5 479.2 478.9 WP WP 

.-188 .. ·• D_ie Plate Succulent Shrubl_a-nd. ·-. · SLici:u!ent Kar6o _· _- I • .. 128.1 .· 28 , •. 36.0 28.3 ... ·.; I· o.o .--· .· Q.O ·- •NP ,. , ..• NP 

189 Doringrivier Quartzite Karoo Succulent Karoo 529.0 19 100.5 79.0 0.3 0.3 NP NP 

190, ::'·- DrakeOsberg~Art1:athole AfromOiitane F\lnb"o·s Gfasstand __ 7~ . 
17_.3. ---- . . 17 .:-- .· 4:7 . 3,7. , > . 13.3 ; 13.3·_. - · .. · WP ,·• WP 

191 Drakensberg Afroalpine Heathland Grassland 78.3 27 21.1 16.6 54.7 54.7 WP WP 

192 .. Drak_enS!)erg Foot~i_ll -~olst Grassland_ ., ; _:_- Grasslc:i"rid · •:::. __ . _ ·., .• 10638.3 •• .· ·. 23 . :: ·. · 2446:8 . : -· 1923.~. ·- 1, ·305.2 _:·- -.·:·_28~.4 '·.- ~p : . ·• pp 

193 Drakensberg Wetlands Azonal Vegetation 16.8 24 4.0 3.2 8.0 7.6 WP WP 

194 ·.·. .·, .. Dry:G9ast Hinterland Grassland . -.--_:- GraSs!arid :. :: -.. ~ _ .. - ,-- 2934.6- , . 25·._ 733.6 -· ::·:576.9 -_- :;1.9_.6 :: . _ 1~.6. : .; NP ·.·•• .. ·.- NP 

195 Dwaalboom Thornve!d Savanna 9501.4 19 1805.3 1419.5 1488.7 1397.7 MP MP 

196' > :Dwarsberg-:Swartrugger:i"s rv,01.i"nfalri BushvE!td Savanna.::. 
··•· 

2617.4 24 ·• .· _.- 6_28._2 .· -__ 493.9 ··. 34.2 ... · .. 32,7:,:-,_. · .. PP• pp 

197 East Griqua!and Grassland Grassland 8246.2 23 1896.6 1491.3 63.0 61.1 NP NP 

198 _,-:- -· ~aS,terr,. Gape ESCc!rpmeot,T_hlcket.:.·\:·- . Albany ttllcket ..... 1277,6 --,- 19_-_ :- : 242.7 .. :19_0.9 : :. I 51.3 <t., 50.6 - ·, I-·- . pp- .. -_-:· . .:. P,P 

199 Eastern Coastal Shale Band Vegetation Fynbos 75.9 27 20.5 16.1 10.0 7.9 pp pp 

200 - -:- : __ . Ea"stern-Free ·state,Clay Grassland -- ____ :_· . , Grassland . . · · _ :- 13663;4 ,-._ · -_- 24_ .. _ ___ 3279;2" : I-·: 2578.4 > : _255;9 ·: 1-. ;1.48.3 · . ·-- pp:;: . .·•• •.· NP 

201 Eastern Free State Sandy Grassland Grassland 11012.3 24 2643.0 2078.1 455.6 336.6 pp PP 

202. ·. ";astern_Gariep Plains Desert ,·-:· .. ·-:- ·- ,_· __ Desert'-_.-.. _ _ ' .. ·.15_86.8 1:.:·· : 34; ; ·. 5~9;5: 424.2 I • o.o · .. 0:,0. __ ' I ··:- NP .·· NP 
·. 

203 Eastern Gariep Rocky Desert Desert 2584.2 34 878.6 690.9 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

204'_. •, ·<,. _. ~astern Hlghv~ld _Grassla_nd_ __ .: __ •• , .. ·Grassland . • .... I . 12483.4 · .. _--_::i,4_::: I ;?996.0 - ·- ~ 2355.7 -- ---:. _674".4- ... ; 481.8_ . pp . 
205 Eastern Inland Shale Band Vegetation Fynbos 107.6 27 29.1 22.8 46.2 46.2 WP 

206 · ::·_:.-_ Eastern Little Karoo _ -_._ _ _-· . · .. succulent Karoo : . _: :· '1526.2 _ - •· .. · 16 .. · __ 244,2 ·.- · 192.0 :·:' 12-3> '·, ·2.3 _-.: .. NP 

207 Eastern Lower Karoo Nama-Karoo 8239.9 16 1318.4 1036.6 14.8 14.6 NP I NP 
'---
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209 Eastern Temperate Freshwater Wetlands Azona! Vegetation 295.8 24 

210- :-·:-· __ Jasterr,_Upper,Karoo:, . ___ .· .. · ·.··•·· -"Narria-Karoo .· · __ 49164,9 __ . 
21 > •· 10324,6 • · ·811~.i:·:-··, 757.9 , • 589.9 < pp pp 

. ' . ... ' 

211 Eastern Valley Bushveld Savanna 9468.8 25 2367.2 1861.3 15.2 13.1 NP NP 

212 . :Eenr!et _Plains Succulent Sh_ri.J_b1ahd ,:-_ : _ -_ _ ~utculent Karoo ' " 264.8·_ - 28 • 74.1 '<-:----;- _ .58.3 · .• _ 0.0 ·.· ·. o.o NP ·. , NP· 
·- · .. -._ 

.. 

213 Egoli Granite Grassland Grassland 1069.7 24 256.7 201.9 47.9 38.6 PP pp 

214 . ·· .. · Elgin Shale Fynbos .. · ,··• '' 
.· Fynbos · ... · ... 259.1 30 · ·. 77.7 ' 61.1.- ·- · ,, 59.7 · _ 22.9_· .· MP·· ___ pp 

.· ,•. 

215 Elim Ferricrete Fynbos Fynbos 585.5 30 175.6 138.1 20.4 15.9 pp pp 

216.•.··• .... Frankfort Highve!d Grasslaf'ld . .:-· _:, __ : . -: _ Grassl_and _; -· ·_ ., 9594:S 24 ·.· 2302.7 :,.18_10'.6 : _- 44:7_-: · . 26.l _··:- -NP .- _._ ' NP 

2_17 Freshwater Lakes Wetlands 14.6 24 3.5 2.8 13.7 0.6 WP pp 

218_:. __ . -.- - FVnbos _RiParian Vegetatlo~. -·.o:._-- .... · Azol'lalVeget~tion •,. 14.3 .· _ _ 31 __ . :. ·. 4.4 .· .. -_ '. . 3_.s::.. _- ·14.1_ -·-. 14.1·_,·:_·_- WP ·- - _li/P . 

219 Gabbro Grassy Bushveld Savanna 753.3 19 143.1 112.5 753.3 752.6 WP WP 

220 :-. Gamka Karoo .. . . Nama:Karbci ~ .. ·:- 20194.5 I 16 . · .... ·- . ·_ .. 
·· ··· 323Ll • · 2540.6 ·. -:. _440.7. --. 440,2 · ' PP I pp 

221 Gamka Thicket Albany Thicket 1456.7 19 276.8 217.6 179.9 179.0 MP MP 

.222 · ... Gamtoos Thicket .·' . 
.... ·· AlbanYThicket: ·· .... · 836.1 19 ·. · 158.9_.- :-: . 124."9 57A ..... 56,.2 • ' pp · ... · . PP' 

' 
. ·. ' 

223 Garden Route Granite Fynbos Fynbos 408.5 23 94.0 73.9 0.4 0.4 NP NP 
-

224 _ ·. -·- , (:jarden Route Shale _fynboS -- ·., -·_._ .· .. ••· Fynbos -_- ---;-
'' 

.. -515.2 I 23 ·.· .. -118".5 .. 93.2 ' '• ··• 17,9 .15.6 .... · ••• pp ·.·.• pp 

225 Gauteng Shale Mountain Bushveld Savanna 1015.6 24 243.7 191.7 53.0 49.6 pp pp 

226 . _Ghciap Plateauvaa!bosveld ' 

. ··· Savanna : __ . __ - .. : 15057.9 , 
· . 

16 '·. _ , -2409.3 . 1894.4 24.7 '.· ·. _23_.~ > . NP. --- NP 

227 Goariep Mountain Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 173.6 28 48.6 38.2 173.6 173.6 WP WP 

228 i Gol_d Reef Mou,·ntain Bushveld __ ·. _. Savanna ,_ . "' '. '. · 1.-------·~007.4" . .- .24 
' 

. 481.8 • .. • 378.8 ... 4:>3.2 ··• . 413,9 .i MP_·· <_-MP 

229 Gordonia Duneve!d Savanna 36652.0 16 5864.3 4611.1 5493.0 5492.9 MP MP 

230 _/ ... Gardenia Kameeldorii-ig Bushveld . ·,···• ... Savanna .:· _ -: .-.:. -.. -: 2220.0 .. '. · .· 16 ·.• ."'. -355_2_ .. ";'. 279.3 . ,844.4_._ I • 844.4 ·· • 
. WPi. WP 

231 Gardenia Plains Shrubland Savanna 7889.1 16 1262.3 992.5 1105.3 1105.3 MP MP 

•232 < Graafwater.san·dstone Fynbos .::-_::. FynboS 
• '. __ 1308.7 -:;; 29_·-, 379S_ .. 29_8.4" · .. · 66,2 · .... 65,3_. ,: pp _ _-. ·' .'• PP 

233 Granite Lowveld Savanna 1S545.1 19 2953.6 2322.4 4971.8 4945.7 WP WP 

234 ;· ·. Gi"ave!o-he RockyBUshVe!d ·. -- · __ ':: . . Savanna_--_..- .· ' .... 323.5 ·. I 19 
. . 

61.5 
. 

. 48_3 :-:-·- . _.-µ.s I >22.3, • PP •• 
pp . · . 

235 Great Fish Noorsveld Albany Thicket 624.4 19 118.6 93.3 26.8 26.6 pp pp 

236 .• ·••. Great Fish Thicket 
·• 

· .. , . -_ ... Albany Thicket 
. 

..··. i 6553.7 ·- .· 19 :- 1245".2 : .· .. .-979_1 __ .• -.· 399.3 _ ":"_. 398.7 ,-:. ... PP_-''· • pp 

237 Greyton Shale Fynbos Fynbos 251.7 30 75.5 59.4 15.5 14.1 pp pp 

_238", : .- - G_root sr_ak Dune-Straridveld _:. _ •. _Fynbos 
-

. ·· 170.0 36 ·.· . 6Li-~7 --,_-4&.i · .. o.o o.o . . NP-::::_.- ~.NP 
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240 · .. ~rOotrivier Quartiite FynboS ', ,: ; ; 
c- Fynbos · .... · ,,,.,·:563.8: < . . _13· 129.7 • • 

102.0 I o.o 

241 Hangklip Sand Fynbos Fynbos 62.2 30 18.7 14.7 

242 . Hantam Karoci · .· .< .· .· Succi.Jlent Karoo ·· .. •· 7666.3 , .. 18 1,319;9·. <·.· -- 1085.0 ·: ,_,-,-20,8 

243 Hantam Plateau Dolerite Renosterveld Fynbos 552.1 27 149.1 117.2 2.4 

244 ... ~a\_"ecruas Sandstone Fynbos· ·.. · .. - ·<::-· - Fynb_os ----.---- _ 1037.1 ', : 30 _ -' · 311'.1 •.. 244.6_< · .922.7 ·,; 919.5,-<_ : -WP 
. 

245 He!sk!oof Canyon Desert Desert 7.8 34 2.7 2.1 5.9 5.9 WP 

246 .. 1-!ighveld AlluvTal Vegetat!Oll .... ,· Azonal Vegetation ·- · ·. 1·: · 4062.4 31 · ._. 125_9.4 · ;-.,_990:2 -:-. 421.8 . ,- 183,4 pp . pp ... ' 
247 Highveld Salt Pans Azonal Vegetation 4.9 24 1.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

248 .. ·· .... HoPefield Satid-Fynbos . .. .. ·· .. Fynbos . . I:-·. '985.8_ . _.", -30 ·.-' 295.7 232.5 •·· . · 41.2 ,-'. ':-,-· 40.9-. -- ,. __ -pp-.--- ,,, ',' :.··_pp 
.. .. . . .. 

249 Humansdorp Shale Renosterveld Fynbos 345.0 29 100.1 78.7 0.1 0.1 NP NP 

zso·• .. · •. lrlc0r'ne San'dy G_rassland :: ... · o • · · .·.··. Grassland . ·: >· ·.. · ' 4271.1 · 23 ., ':' 
1··:: : 982:4 . : 772.4 c: . 0.0. • 

.: .a.a:·.' .. ·: NP . • NP 

251 lronwood Dry Forest Forests 45.7 36 16.4 12.9 45.5 45.5 WP WP 

252 • •••·· 
lthala Quartzite Sou.rve!d ·.·: '. Grassland ·• .. .;. ... 1045.0 ·. ":'_,27 : : I 282;1 .: 221.9 122.0 · • 121,7 ··.· : . PP 

. :"''< .P_P 
. 

253 Kaalrug Mountain Bushveld Savanna 474.0 24 113.8 89.5 107.3 105.9 MP MP 

_254,,.,:·:: Ka hams Mountain Desert ... .· .· 1 :Desert . ,.· .· '.· __ -;; .. : 593.3 . . 34· : -,,; 201.7 :· . ', ,158_.6 . : 571.,9, , .... 5_7~,9 . : WP _ .. , ..... WP 
· ... ' ,' 

255 Kalahari Karroid Shrub!and Nama-Karoo 80S8.0 21 1692.2 1330.6 11.8 11.8 · NP NP 

256 ... , Kamiesberg·eran1te Fynbos , ... · .. .. . F_ynbos .. ··_ '._. ' ."'., 35.2 ·.· .·. 27 · .. ,".9.5 7.5 ... · 0.0 ,' ,;' · ,0.0 ';, .. NP ••• _:· ._ NP 

257 Kamiesberg Mountains Shrubland Succulent Karoo 281.5 28 78.8 62.0 1.3 1.3 NP NP 

258 ·. ::. · Kango-~ongl0merate Fynbos .. · .. _Fynbo·s· · . ··.··. . 403.1/ ': ,' ·27 .:,108.8 . . ·85.6 •· . 48.~ .. 47.9 ·, •• pp pp 
•, 

259 Kango limestone Renosterve!d Fynbos 497.9 29 144.4 113.S 15.5 15.S pp pp 

260 •.·.· KaN·~ne Montane Gra'55land · .. ·. . Grassland ':,, / ... ; ' '·: I 59ou •· 24 .. 1417.0 1114.2 , 127,1 •.. ·• ·,-:.·. 87,_.0 · · .. • pp .. "· . PP 

261 Karoo Escarpment Grassland Grassland 8303.6 24 1992.9 1567.0 320.5 320.2 pp pp 

262 .. Kathi.i·Bushveld .·. ·. < .. :· .:· .'' ''. '', ~avanna ... ·.--;- ·.:: I: ·· 7397.3 ,. • 16 > .··. 1183.6 . ·. · ','. 930.6 - ', .. 178.4 "; , ;1.78.0. '. > ·•. PP .· ... pp 
i 

263 Kimberley Thornveld Savanna 19256.3 16 3081.0 2422.6 898.2 752.3 pp pp 

264 '. ,' ', Klawer Saf!dyShrublan·d . . : . . _ .: : Succulent Karci0 ·. 1fl4.1 
••••• 

29_ ;,'- :, ,_,' 56.3 .. , 44.2· . 0.1_ · 0;1,' _:· ' '. ~p .:·, '' · •• Np·" 

265 Klerksdorp Thornve!d Grassland 3868.1 24 928.3 729.9 107.3 106.0 pp pp 

266 . I :.Kiieirsvlakte Dolom_lte Vyg[eveld_ . ..::. :: '' Succulent K.ii-oo ... : : .. 50.5 .: 1

"·. ': 28 ':, ( 14.1/ .' 11,1 . o:o I-:·:''.· ·.o.o .· : NP:·.,:.: C-C-• .NP 

267 Knersvlakte Quartz Vygieveld Succulent Karoo 1194.4 28 334.4 263.0 335.9 334.7 WP WP 

268 · .. · Knei"SVlakte Shal_eyyg1evel_d ,· .. ·:,· .. ·. Succulent Karo_o · . ... -,' 954,0 28 .·· 267,1 ·.· .. 210.0 . :, 60.9 ','. :., \50~9: ;'· •. PP ii .. : PP. 

269 Knysna Sand Fynbos Fynbos 148.9 23 34.2 26.9 3.8 3.5 pp pp 

77 

~~ 
,._/ 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 



271 Koedoesberge-Moordenaars Karoo Succulent Karoo 4691.2 19 891.3 700.8 13.7 

272,/: :, : :,KOge!beirg_Sandstone FYnbos > · ... -<, Fynbos-· · _-': __ .- -:-::- 890.9 ,, ,' 30 . _267.3 ---- _ -210.1 680;4 • 671.5 ·• .. · •• wp_ .•. WP 

273 Koranna-Langeberg Mountain Bushveld Savanna 1626.4 16 260.2 204.6 60.2 60.1 PP pp 

274 •.·•• · . Kosi~sber~·sucCu!erit'Shrublaiid · ..... SUcculent Karoo --__ ,, ._ ,' -620.3 28 •· · 173,7 c-:- · 136:6 , : ,,, -0.1-.·_: :- -_- 0~1- . . NP ,· -· -_·N~--
I ··.· 

275 Kouebokkeveld Alluvium Fynbos Fynbos 167.6 29 . 48.6 38.2 2.0 1.5 NP NP 

'276. · · .. ··. Ko_LJebokkeveld·Shale Fynbo~ ·,:·· __ Fyn·bos_ > ·.· ·• 1-- _; 423.2 · ..•. ·.·. 29 ; ••. 122.7 96.5 75.5 ·• 75.2 ·. · MP . MP 
. 

277 Kouga Grassy Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 4095.4 23 942.0 740.6 

278 ... Kouga Sandstohe Fynbos '' .-· ·. 
• 

,Fynbos----:: · ... ·· -_ '.."2384.7 · .. ·.· 23 .. -, __ 548.·s - ---- ,: ·-'431:3, __ -: 1069.2 

279 Kowie Thicket Albany Thicket 2137.0 19 406.0 319.3 106.4 102.5 

280 .. · .. ·· Kururn_an Moun_tain Bushve!d _. . 
• 

Savanna . __ ---: :. _: 4356.2" . 16 · .· · .. 69_7.0"- · : _ ;: 548'.0 o.o ••· 0.0 • NP r::-___ ,-:-NP 
.·. .. . 

281 Kuruman Thornveld Savanna 5745.7 16 919.3 722.9 20.1 20.1 NP NP 

282 -- Kur_u-~an Vaalbosveld _ :--. Saliarina · .. : . -: . . : . 3_867.3 _- 16_ ••. .. 618.8 C 486.S ·. 0.0 ·. 
. 0.0 __ NP.-__ . 1.- NP 

. I . 

283 Kwaggarug Mountain Desert Desert 108.8 34 37.0 29.1 108.8 108.6 WP WP 

284 
. KwaZUiu-Natal Coastal: Belt Grassland Indian Ocean Coastal 3988.9 I 25 997.2 784.1 37.1 36.4 . NP I NP 

Belt. " · .... .. 

285 I KwaZulu-Natal Coastal Belt Thornveld I Indian Ocean Coastal 1074.5 I 25 I 268.6 I 211.2 I 5.2 I 5.0 I NP I NP 

Belt 

286 ; .. ::KwaZu!u~NataT Highland Thornveld-. __ . : : Gra·ssl.irld . . .· :. 4920.3 _·_ : _..-23::·:_ .• l.131.7 889.8 84.7_. 67.7· .. ·. : PP 
~ pp .. . 

287 KwaZulu-Natal Hinterland Thornveld Savanna 1476.4 25 369.1 290.2 8.2 6.3 NP NP 

288 ·.•·.·· l(wBZulu•J\latalSandstone_Sourve!d:- _ _. -·: _ Savanna .. _ :_-_ .-. ··. .· 1788:3 • 25 .••• 447;1 _-· : . 351.5 •. ·. _2.0 ·.• . 1.9 .. NP.•·-.. .-·-_ - NP 

289 lambert's Bay Strandveld Fynbos 712.7 24 171.1 134.5 0.2 0.2 NP NP 

290 . _ l.angebaa·n Dune Straridveld · _ · .'- -: . ·. Fy_nbos .:-
~ 

305.8 I• 24 ··.· · . .- -73.4. ·: : --- :.57.7 175;2 ·_172.8 .. ·••-•· WP. • WP 
. .· 

291 Langkloof Shale Renosterveld Fynbos 196.2 29 56.9 44.7 1.2 0.9 NP NP 

292 .- .. Lebombo·Summit Sourveld --. : .. _- Savanna ,_- · ... · . ·:· 127.1 ·.- 24 -; ·- ·, "-30.5 _ I.-. _ ·_24.0 --- _._1.7- -.. 1·- . _1.2 ::: .. ' __ ;-pp-: --_.- .,, . .- NP 
. .. 
293 Legogote Sour Bushveld Savanna 3460.7 19 657.5 517.0 189.1 120.1 PP pp 

294 .·. 1 
• Lefpo_ldtvl!le Sand· Fynbos . .. ~ynbos _:- .--

-

.• ·. 1999.8 • • 29 ... .. 579:9, : .. 456.0. ·. 9.6 . 8.4 ·.· .. NP R NP 

295 lekkersing Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 820.3 28 229.7 180.6 88.S 88.S pp pp 

296 
·••· 

Leo!d Summit Sourve!d _-_ . .. _-·_ -·-_..- ·-_. G_rassland :_: _: .. .· : 20.4" _- ... 24 _ . .. _4.9 . 3.8 . .-:-:· 0.0 _: · .. 0.0 . ·-:NP . · · . NP . 

297 Lesotho Highland Basalt Grassland Grassland 3992.3 27 1077.9 847.5 188.9 188.9 PP pp 

298 Les·oth6-Mires . · .· ..... ·•· . Az6na1 Vegeta!iqn • . 0.7 :,--·;. .· _.24 ·. •• • 0.2. · _\_: __ 0.1--',;.-

···°'° 
. 0:0 :. : _Plf _.: ;° ·.: PP 

299 Limpopo Ridge Bushveld Savanna 2727.6 19 518.2 407.S 705.0 703.4 WP WP 
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301 Little Karoo Quartz Vygieveld Succulent Karoo 238.5 16 38.2 30.0 9.8 

302 . ·. loerie Conglomerate Fynb,os .. _._ ,,,-- '. FYribc.is . ·. • 217 .. 1 ... 23 . 49.9 . • .. 39,3. • 31.8 -- _. 31.7. _,-- 7 _MP: 

303 Loskop Mountain Bushve!d Savanna 2024.5 24 485.9 382.0 370.5 357.7 MP MP 

304 . Losk_op Thorr)·ve[d ·.<-:· -.-- •• 
savanna : ... ,.', _ · 728.8· ·- . _-19 .. 138.S --108.9 87,S·.·._····· 86,3 · .... · : . . MP :7MP 

305 Lourensford Alluvium Fynbos Fynbos 34.7 30 10.4 8.2 9.3 4.1 MP pp 

306 ,. i.ow_Escar,pm·en~_MolstGrassland _ ···•· Grassland . __ ,-_:- _; ;'. · · .. 1714.1 ·. 23 __ ._,394.2':•,, ._ · ~10.0 -_ . -. : 53:6-i _ 1, :_ so·,2 .· L ._ pp :, ,;- I •. PP 

307 Lower Gariep Alluvial Vegetation Azonal Vegetation 459.2 31 142.3 111.9 23.7 21.4 pp pp 

:308 · .. Lower Gai"iep .Broken Veld ··. ... ~-arira~KarOo-- -: ·- · _ ,_ 4510.7 ,'-, 21- .-· 1:-- ', .947.2 ... 744.8 _1S4.8 ,, ___ ,' 154.7 •• ·.· pp_·,-,'.' PP . 

309 Lower Karoo Gwarrieveld Nama-Karoo 1556.2 16 249.0 195.8 2.7 2.7 NP NP 

310 :_. , . , .~owveld_.Riverine Forest .· .. ··. :· · .... . Forests 
·.• ·• ·.··• 

. 67.7 36 .. 24.4 < ', 19,2 ;· ,49,2 I 48.9 • · WP ,'Vi/P, 
. 

311 Lowveld Rugged Mopaneveld Savanna 3083.6 19 585.9 460.7 1068.1 1067.5 WP WP 

312.: :'· ·. Lydenburg: _Monta_ne Grasslal'll:f ·,'·.. •.. ,. ,- · Gra~s!a_nd .. -'· .,,- ·_----; ,, 4793.6 I 24 • . . 1150.S _. · 904:_6 _:,: ·,, 523i9 , · -___ - 466.2' _' . . Pf)' . . '> · PP 

313 Lydenburg Thornveld Grassland 1510.5 24 362.5 285.0 147.3 139.1 pp PP 

314 -._:· ;_:_ Mabela_Sandy Grasslari_d •• 
Grassl~nd ,- ,- ,,,,· .. ,, • 276.8 .·· 23. •• - ', 63],' _50.1 ... ·.· 0.7 0.7 ••• NP .· NP 

315 Madikwe Dolomite Bushveld Savanna 969.6 19 184.2 144.9 244.0 243.5 WP WP 

316 , ,: ·-. M_afl~E!ng Bushv~ld ,,_' ·/•·:_ ._ ,, ', ':,_· ,,·' ' Savanna __ ·::_ ~---- .·, 14127,3 . 16 . ,· 2260.4 . 1777.3 __ > ___ ---,_ :,16.5 . '<· . _6.0 __ - N~ ,-' - - _ -.NP 

317 Makatini Clay Thicket Savanna 318.4 19 60.5 47.6 125.9 125.8 WP WP 

'318_ ,':·:- .· Makhado Sweet'Bushve!d ·:. _Sa_vanna :·. -,:.· . 10017.5 .·.• ·. 19 > •• 1903.3 1496.6 _ .:::- ---... 501,f:__--- 414.7. __ Pr ;:· pp 
', .· -·' . · ..... 

319 Makuleke Sandy Bushveld Savanna 2040.3 19 387.7 304.8 731.4 730.7 WP WP 

320_-· ', . Malelane Mountain Bushveld _, ·. < .. · ./ Savanna .• cc • I • 624.2 ·· - : 24, -- 149.8 .-.--,:117.8 499,4 ----
_ _._489;3:·· ___ ·wp WP 

321 Mamabolo Mountain Bushve!d Savanna 679.8 24 163.1 128.3 65.6 65.0 pp pp 

32i-::·.- Mangr_oVe Fcire~1>"_:. _ _- .·. _._ _: "'. .·· .. ··· •. Forests - ·: '. . _ _-:_: 1::- -___ 0:1< .· ' _ --. __ -25_: : _ _ .·. 0.0 0.0 .· _o.o • 0,0 .-'. --. wp.,-:;-_:· I·. __ ··MP 
. 

323 Maputaland Coastal Belt Indian Ocean Coastal 2069.8 25 517.4 406.9 308.8 300.9 MP MP 

Belt 

·324 __ --·-:: ;- 1 _-Map_-ut31a!1d_pallid-San_dy Bushveld, -: : .. -·_ 1._ Savan_na -. . ... 594.5 25 -- -1- -,- . 148_:6 I" .. 115.9 I 91'8 .. 1 91.6 l MP --:-1 .· MP 

325 I Maputaland Wooded Grassland Indian Ocean Coastal 1048.9 I 25 I 262.2 I 206.2 I 165.6 I 161.4 I MP I MP 

Belt 

326 -: _ _.. Marikana ThOmveld 
• .. 

•• 
Savanna:- ___ 

• ••• . '2~~::4- ·- • ·• 19 .... 471:s,·: •• 
311.0: ._. __ -- , 27:7:··._ 22.5 

' 
PP- -.. 1-•- NP 

327 Marine Saline Wetlands Azonal Vegetation 2.4 24 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4 MP MP 

.328 • Matjiesfontein_Qu_artzite Fyn_~o~ · ·- .. F'{nbos .. ·-.. · - _:, }273.6. ·· .. 27 _ ·343.9 · · 270.4. · .. • 74.3 · 74.3 ·-- _ . _.-pp·- ·:. ·. ·pp 

329 Matjiesfontein Shale Fynbos Fynbos 107.1 27 28.9 22.7 31.0 31.0 WP WP 

f-t National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 79 



331 Midlands Mistbe!t Grassland Grassland 6751.6 23 1552.9 1221.0 148.1 82.2 pp pp 

332 . .. Moist.coast Hinterland Grassland · ... . Grassland . . :_ . 6165.1 . 25 . . 15413---:-- < ,:1;211.9:: · . s.4_·_,-•. .. ·· 7.8 · __ --: : 'NP 
·.· . NP . 

333 Molopo Bushveld Savanna 22575.2 16 3612.0 2840.1 227.0 226.9 pp pp 

·334.,-,·· ,- MO'ntagu'Shale Fyhbos / .. 
.. Fynb·os. -<- ·. '· ,,. : ' 185.0' . 

. 30 ... · ,, .s~.s 43.6 ··.. 7,3 .. ..·•. 7.2 ·; , ·; :PP ,,• ,_•._ pp 

335 Montagu Shale Renosterveld Fynbos 1583.3 27 427.5 336.1 55.8 55.2 PP pp 

336 Mobi _River Highland (S'r·assland _. -_.· -· Grassland.----; •• __ 2614.S .. 23·:_:-- 601.3----:- ,, ·•· 472.8 . ;1.06,6 · ·. 84.7 I pp 1- -;c pp 

. 

337 Moot Plains Bushveld Savanna 2842.3 19 540.0 424.6 61.5 54.0 pp pp 

338 . Mopane BaSalt Shrllblilnd .· ........ Savanna 
····•·.· .> 

2779,2 1-:'>:}9 528,l _ .. ·. 415.2 "2779.2_._,, 2776;4 

339 Mopane Gabbro Shrubland Savanna 309.4 19 58.8 46.2 309.4 309.3 

'340 ,',, .: Mossel _Bay Shale Renosterveld .· Fynbos ·. . 747.0 27 201.7 ... --: 158.6 - ·.· .. · 1.1 . Li NP .• NP 
. · .· . 

341 Mthatha Moist Grassland Grassland 5144.4 23 1183.2 930.4 1.7 1.6 NP NP 

342 Muscadel Riviere .··. Azo·na:1 _Vegetation . · · ·, 347:4 -. 16 . . 55.6 43.7 .· 0.6 .· 0.5 
.. _._- NP . 

I NP 
. . . . 

343 Musina Mopane Bushveld Savanna 8717.4 19 1656.3 1302.3 686.3 656.4 pp pp 

344 _ Muzi PallTl veld.and Wooded Grassland ·.· Savanna .- , ·. 492.2 I 25 •. 123:1-.. : , .96.8 . --- ·.· 34.8 · . 34'.8 ,-.- ,:. pp . PP . 
. · 

345 Namaqualand Arid Grassland Succulent Karoo 710.2 26 184.7 145.2 150.8 150.8 MP MP 

346- . . Na_maqualand Sl_omveld· ___ ·.• .. Succulent KaroO _ · :: ·. 3758.1. ·.· .·. -28 · ... · 1052.3 - :· 827.4 ·.- 46,9 . 45.5 .·• ·N_p__ -·- NP 
. - .- .. 

347 Namaqualand Coastal Duneveld Succulent Karoo 991.5 26 257.8 202.7 206.3 206.1 MP MP 

348 .. :·-_-,-. Namatjualand Granite Renosterve!d .- . FynbOs .· .. .-..- · .· -705._4 .. ·.· .· 27 _;· 190.5· --_ 149.8 ·., _b.o -- .:.:o.o . NP ·.· NP . 
349 Namaqualand Heuweltjieveld Succulent Karoo 2541.0 28 711.5 559.4 241.5 241.4 pp pp 

350 •. ,. Namaqualand lnlarid_Duneveld ___ SuCculentKaroo .. . :-316.8 26 .· ·. ,-82.4. ---.- 64.8 :: ··/-·59.6 .-. 1-· 59,6 _ <·MP __ ---· MP 

351 Namaqualand Klipkoppe Shrubland Succulent Karoo 11019.9 28 3085.6 2426.2 445.8 442.0 pp pp 

352 . < Nam~·quatand Riviere __ ' -_ ...... ·· . ·. AzOn~1.veg~ta_tion-- ·- - · - •.· 624.5 :",24 . ... 149.9 _ .· 117.8 -· 05'. .. I 0,5 __ _-NP·,-:_ . NP . ·.· 

353 Namaqualand Salt Pans Azonal Vegetation 83.2 24 20.0 15.7 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

354 ·· ... ·· Narria(lualand Sand Fynbos .. ·•··. Fynbos _ _ :- : ----:-:-.. __ . -- .. : : 1142.1 .- 29·. _ .· ·.· 331.2 . -260.4 23.2 __ . 23.2 .. . ·. PP .- __ pp_ 
·.· . ·-.·· 

355 Namaqualand Seashore Vegetation Azonal Vegetation 64.4 26 16.8 13.2 0.2 0.2 NP NP 

356 .. · .. • Narn~qua!and Shale ShrL!bland i ·. -·_- S_uccute:Ot KaroO .. • •• 674.5 . 24 . .· 161.9 . 127.3 .. . 0;0 ·o.o . ___ , NP _,·.-.. _- . NP 

357 Namaqualand Spinescent Grassland Succulent Karoo 448.5 26 116.6 91.7 17.6 17.4 pp pp 

358 .· 
.. · Namatjualand Strandveld . . -: succulent Karoo·- - _ _ , . ""4228'.6, . 26 .· .. · ... "1099.4 _. -:864.5 ·-. ·•·. 252.6 • _ ·_._252,5 · -- 'pp .. ·.-·. pp 

359 Namib Lichen Fields Desert 0.8 36 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

·360 ( Namib Seashore Vegetation .·.· Azonal Vegetatiori - ·. 11.7 26 3.0 2.4 .· ... 0.0 0.0 .· ... NP . NP 
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362 .. l __ Ngorigonl Veld 
"· :-- -- .. Savanna : _. _-: __ , . . 794.9 .L 25. 7 198:7 1 1563 I • o,o .· I . 0,0 I NP I. NP 

363 \ Nieuwoudtville-Roggeve!d Dolerite Fynbos 214,8 I 27 I 58,0 I 45.6 I 7,0 I 7,0 I pp I pp 

Renosterveld 
364 Nieuwciudtville_shale Ren_osterveld _ -·-. , _ Fyi:ibos ,--, -_ -_ ·-: : 208.~_-:-_ 27 .. . :. 56.3 · ._:44,3 __ ·. ' ,, 02 . ' 

0.2 _ ; · NP.' ' NP 

365 Noms Mountain Desert Desert 341.2 34 116.0 91.2 341.2 341.1 WP WP 

·366 -_ .. :,, No rite Koppies Bushve!d .< --- . i savanna _· 
•• 

.. '·" 256:1 _ > 24 1,, _. ·-s1:5_.,- . 48;3'',, I 9.8 9.7 -._ p~: ,', ·. PP 
... .. 

367 North Hex Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 389.7 29 113.0 88.9 308.4 307.7 WP WP 

36~,-,- .· '", North ~ammanassie Sandstone Fyn_b_os _- - Fyn_bos,, _,_,· ._.----:- _. , -~-7 ,, _330.2 .. 27 · ·-_ .-'89.2_.,-,_~ 70.1 , _. I·-:: 261.8 -_·_. 261.6 __ ·'WP I. WP 

369 North Langeberg Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 1015.3 30 304.6 239.5 561.3 559.7 WP WP 

370 . Northpu_tenlqua San·dstonefynbos . Fynbos. _. · _: ·: ··. ', 874.~ ·:· 23 ,•' . -201_.0, ', 158.1 ; 94.1 93.7 ·. pp ·. ' pp 

371 North Rooiberg Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 318.0 27 8S.9 67.5 188.4 188.4 WP WP 

312.> North Sonderend SandstoneJ'{Tlbos ." .. ,·. Fynbos -: . -:-.- i 529.3 ; . 30 ·• 
., .. 158.8/_ . . 124.9 ' •,'; 370_.8•' ·,, 369'.2 • WP WP 

373 North Swartberg Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 862.1 27 232.8 183.0 693.7 

374•• ·. Northem Afrotemperate Forest · ' Forests- .... 
. · . . ··•• 104.3 .. 22 ·22.9 • 18.0 •. 50.7 

375 Northern Coastal Forest Forests 614.8 18 110.7 87.0 333.3 

376' .. , ._··· 1 
•• Noi-ther,n Drakensberg·Highland·~rassland ... ·_ Grassland ~ .·.·., .. .. ·.. 1204.6 I . 27 ; ·· .32s:2--;-:- -~_--'2ss.1:··· ,.•,477,i::., ... . 474.7 :· - .WP. , WP 

377 Northern Escarpment Afromontane Fynbos Grassland 9.5 27 2.6 2.0 7.1 7.0 WP WP 

318 .· ..•... · No_rthE!rn ~scarpment Dolomite _Grassland .· : Grassland . < . 928.5 · . 27 . ·250.7 197.1 . 24.S. •. 22.2 •. · .. · pp ; .. · · ::PP . 

379 Northern Escarpment Quartzite Sourveld Grassland 1351.7 27 365.0 287.0 309.4 296.1 MP MP 

380 .•. · .·. Nort_he_rn Fre~·.stateSh~bland, . . .. ·•·. Gra_ssl_arid_ .:·:- ....... 29.2 28. / ·· ·_8,2 .. , 6:4 • 0.5 ··•· ·. o.,; . ..·· .... PP • • . pp 
. 

381 Northern Inland Shale Band Vegetation Fynbos 272.8 29 79.1 62.2 209.8 208.7 WP WP 

382,,:·:,::· · Ncirthern Knersv!akte Vygieveld . ; .. Succlllent Karoo ·: 1518-:1 ... ', 28. ·_., 425.1 · . i33_4.2. · ... 304,3 · ·• , 304,2 • . MP MP 

383 Northern KwaZulu-Natal Moist Grassland Grassland 6857.4 24 1645.8 1294.0 80.1 72.9 NP NP 

384 . Northern L.eborribo Bushveld . .. Savanna .· · .... · ... 1312:9 . 24 .. ·-. · _315.L-·· ,:,247.8 :-:· · 1305.7 1305.3 '-.WP •• WP 
.. 

385 Northern Mistbelt Forest Forests 596.2 22 131.2 103.1 232.5 220.6 WP WP 

386 , , :.Northern.Nababiel)sberie Mountain Desert Desert_:--:- . 
. .•· .. 248:0 .. .. i 34 84,3· ; 66.3 .. · ... 1.6 I···; 1.6 · NP;-- .. NP 

·•· . 

387 Northern Richtersveld Scorpionstailveld Succulent Karoo 366.2 28 102.5 80.6 120.8 120.8 WP WP 

,388 '" N·orthern Richtersvefd:Yellow Du·neveld .. .:. . · ·-' S_ucculent Karcio 555.9 · 26 ,', · . .. 144.5 . ;·; 113.6 ·. ,.. _ _.o.o ·'·.: ' .. 0,0< ', NP .. NP 
.·· 

389 Northern Upper Karoo Nama•Karoo 41345.9 21 8682.6 6827.1 228.4 207.S NP NP 

390. N()rthern Zululand Mistbelt.Grassla·nd .. Grasslarid ,-, 528.2 ', 23 . · .. · 121.5 95.5 ·;.· .18.1 18.0 PP · .... PP 

j'~ 
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392. ,,------. NosSob BushVeid -,_ . ·. · . Savanna:, · ... . ·•·· 745.5 ·.· 16 I·.·. 119,3 93.8 .. __ ' :~45.S . .•• 745.5._. . WP . WP 

393 Nwambyia-Pumbe Sandy Bushveld Savanna 167.3 19 31.8 25.0 167.2 167.2 WP WP 

394 .\ :,,,,_- ohrr_gst::id Mou·ntain_,Bushv_eld ___ ·-- _ .. :---: Savanna --::. __ :-,, 1958.2 · 24', , · 470.0 .. · .. 369.5 ·.· · _._274.8 _ .· 268.4 ·.• ,, .. MP· _/·MP . 
395 Olifants Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 494.8 29 143.5 112.8 346.4 343.9 WP WP 

396 • ... ·•· · Olifan:tshoek PlalnsTh0rnVeld > _", _,, ,,' Savanna · .... ••·... . ·. 8475.9 -_ ·. _16 --' ,' 1356.1 _ •• 1066,3 ·. · 99,6 · . . 99.5 . pp .. .~ pp . 

397 Oograbies Plains Sandy Grassland Succulent Karoo 123.3 26 32.1 25.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

398_:-::. overbergDune Strandvefd :--- , . ,,_ '- -·- . · .. FYnboS · ; . _,.--_. ·. -- __ 382.2':, - 36 .. ·· •.. 137,6 .. :·_:ios.2--,,:-.- 143;_1. __ 142.6 • • . WP ..· WP . 
399 Overberg Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 1115.4 30 334.6 263.1 111.8 111·.0 pp pp 

400 _,-_,,_ · ·Paulpletersbui'g Moist Gr~ssland •• > GraSs!and ··:, ....... 4076.9 · · ', 24 978.5 .··• 769.4 . ,:·202:6 ;; '· 166.5 1: .. '.·PP ·.•: ·.··:· PP 

401 Peninsula Granite Fynbos Fynbos 91.7 30 27.S 21.6 44.0 31.1 WP WP 

402 . . .. Peninsula Saridstone ,Fynbos: ·. ·: . Fynbos 3 .· ... 213.6 .•· 30' ,, . 64.1 · .. , ,' .. 50.4 < 202.6 ··.·•· 196.3 •· . . WP ;, ., :. WP 
.· . 

403 Peninsula Shale Fynbos Fynbos 12.5 30 3.8 3.0 7.9 6.5 WP WP 

:404 ,":,.." Peii'insula Shale Renosterveld . ·. ·• ·• .•· . Fynbos .··• . · . •.22.7 .. 26 ·: . 5.9 •• • 4.6 : ,' .2,8 2.4 • . PP .. • •· PP 

405 Phalaborwa-Timbavati Mopaneveld Savanna 2207.6 19 419.S 329.8 1347.4 1345.3 WP WP 

406 ·.· .. Piketberg Quartz Succulent Shrub!and .. · ·Succulent Karoo · ... ·2.8, ' ,.', 26 .. :. · 0,7 .. , .· .. 0,6 · .. ,:" .. c, 0.0 ·.·• • 0.0 .. /:·,.NP.:-:.- \ NP .. 
407 Piketberg Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 418.2 29 121,3 9S.4 0.5 0.5 NP NP 

408 .. ·· Pilanesberg_Mountain-BuShvE!_Jd, _ ·: .... ; Savanna. ·.· :, . . ·, 431.4 '. .. 24 . 103.5 .... : 81.4 / 0,41~-3 . 412.0 W_P ··. ··• WP 
.· 

409 P!atbakkies Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 982.1 28 275.0 216.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

410 ,' .·•·. PolOkwar'le Plateau Bushveld .... ··.· ..... ·. savan~a ' ·,:. •···• 
•.· 4411.3 ';' . 19 , ,', ,' 838,1 -, ', . 659.0 ·. 116,5 .. ··• 110;7, ·, ,' .< pp .·· 

. pp 

411 Pondoland-Ugu Sandstone Coastal Sourveld Indian Ocean Coastal 1271.9 25 318.0 250.0 89.3 88.6 pp pp 

Belt 

,412. ·,, POStinasburg Thor,nveld '' '", ,.: " savanna . 
' ·,,·' I· _:':920.0 .. _ 16 ,·· · 1 .. ,: 147.2 , 115.7 •.· I· 0.0 . ·:· ·o.o ,., .M~> .. T.NP 

413 Potberg Ferricrete Fynbos Fynbos 38.7 30 11.6 9.1 2.2 2.1 pp PP 

414 _, .. Pcitbergsa·ndstone Fynbos .· . · .. •· Fynbos ,' ... '' ··, ,' . 107,6 .. , .. 30 32.3 . · • 25.4 •·. :, ,5,3.i · .. .. s2:1· <. .WP I WP 

415 Poung Dolomite Mountain Bushveld Savanna 870.9 24 209.0 164.3 105.9 105.8 MP MP 

416 .· .. Pretorh,isko))SourBushveld · ...... · ._ · ... Savanna ·. .. ·. 920.S -. . :·. 19 ... . 174,9, ·," ', · •'137.5 ,.,402:1 ·," 395;2 .... ";·.,Vi/P,: 
··• 

WP 

417 Prince Albert Succulent Karoo Succulent Karoo 2545.6 16 407.3 320.2 60.4 55.9 pp pp 

418. · .... QueenstOWh Thornveld _. , , . ·•·· .·.·.··· Gi"aSs!and. . , · .... . .· 351L3. 23 . 807.6 . : ,' ,' 635.0:_: :,-, 28.6 · ..•• ' 28.0 ·•• NP• .. ····• NP 
.· .• .. 

419 Rand Highve!d Grassland Grassland 10088.2 24 2421.2 1903.7 169.4 149.6 pp pp 

421 RlchterSberg Mountain Desert > . Desert :: cc . '· 363,3 
.. 34 . 123.5 . 

--- 97.1 363.3 .• 363.3 WP ~ --- WP 

j~ 
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423 ·• 
Richter_SVe_ld Red Duneveld , _ .·· ... _Succulen_t Kaioo ·< :->'.- 547.1 · • . 26 . ,, 142.2 __ ,- ·- 111.8 . / ·- .8.0,-: - .·. s:o .. •PP . i . . • PP 

424 Richtersveld Sandy Coastal Scorpionstailve!d Succulent Karoo 385.4 26 100.2 78.8 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

_425 ·,- R!Chtetsye_ld SheetW_ash Desert " ; ,.· ... Desert ·.··· · .. 160.2 · .. ·34 .·,, 54.S ·. ··•··· 42.8 ·• •• 160:2:_·· · 159.9 . . WP.,. ·_ .:WP 

426 Riethuis-Wallekraal Quartz Vygieveld Succulent Karoo 131.S 28 36.8 29.0 60.0 60.0 WP WP 

427 • • Robertson_GJ"an1te fynboS • .. ·.·· .... .... · Fynbi;)S --7 - .. ·. _16.7 _ _30 / s:o ·._-, 3.9 > ·,:-,, 1:0- / · ·,::,- 7.0 · ... · < V•IP ·•·· WP 

428 Robertson Granite Renosterveld Fynbos 18.9 27 5.1 4.0 5.6 5.6 WP WP 

429:>,. : Robertson Karoo· · . · 
• 

. Su·ccule·nt KarOo 651;7 ; .. 16 -·-- - 104:3 . I< -_· 82:0 ,' 19.1 ·.· 18.3. •·· 
pp ', ·-: ·:.pp· . • .. 

430 Roggeveld Karoo Succulent Karoo 5315.1 18 956.7 752.3 2.1 2.1 NP NP 

431. •· _ROggeveld _Shale Renostervel~. -- ._. -. ·,.". _ F,jnbos .· .... · .. : 3210.1- 27 . _866.7 . ·. 681.5 --.- · . 55.7 ·- :- ,;·ss.i _ pp ·, PP 

432 Roodeberg Bushveld Savanna 6442.9 19 1224.1 962.5 633.8 612.0 MP PP 

433 ·•.••·.·. RoOlbetg Qua_rtz Vygieveld _ ' :. --- . . SucculentXaroo . .. ····. 130.'.2 _ . ·:_'28 36.4 ; ,:_:28.7 _ ·-:. 61.6 I •· 61.5 
·wp • WP 

434 Rosyntjieberg Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 51.6 28 14.4 11.4 51.6 51.6 WP WP 

·435 .. .•· Ru~ns·sncrete RE!nosterveld ·: __ : -·- -: _. · · .· _ · · Fynbo_s _ -:· __ -_,-, · _ 205.7 27 : '·s5.S __ -- .. 43.7 . ··•. 0,3 · .. > ."0;3 . ·-:.: NP ___ NP 
. 

436 Saldanha Flats Strandve\d Fynbos 1598.1 24 383.5 301.6 82.4 81.7 pp pp 

437 _ ------ SaldanhS Granite Strandve!d · .. _ .. Fyr,bos .. •• 
.•• 280.9 .. 24• . . S7.4 . 53.0 _··-.36.7 .-· _: -. 2~[s· 

438 Saldanha Limestone Strandveld Fynbos 62.7 24 15.0 11.8 9.5 9.4 

"439:: ·San·~ Fo_rest· ____ : --- .·· .. Forests .. . .. 271;4" .· 36 · .. ·. 97.7 •· • •·· 76.8 118.0 · 117,8 .•. ··.·. WP · . WP 
. .. ' . .. 

440 Scarp Forest Forests 744.5 22 163.8 128.8 204.6 203.6 WP WP 

._44~.--· .·. ·: __ sc:hmldtsdrif_ Tho"rnveld •· .. Savanna ___ : , .. · .. · .... 4922.4 . -16 ... · . 787.6"°: 61~.3 ·. ·: 70.2 ·. 53.8 .· , -'. p_P_ ... ._. _:PP 
.· .. 

442 Schweizer-Reneke Bushveld Savanna 1992.3 16 318.8 250.6 42.2 31.7 pp pp 

:443 > ... Sekhukhune .Montane Grassland . ·.· . ··• Grassland -_ ;·-.. -- 1335;1 : .· .· 24 .-· I . 320.4 .· _ . - 251.9 9.6." _7.6 . : NP. ·.·. · NP· . . 

444 Sekhukhune Mountain Bushveld Savanna 2291.4 24 549.9 432.4 45.6 45.1 pp pp 

445 :-- Sekhukh_une Plain_s Bushveld :· . . Savanna "' ---:-::: :. . :· 2456.0" . ... . :19 -_ -· _ 466;6 _ .... · . 366,9 -· ,'- 32:6 .. _.'3_1:8._:·: _-_-.P~~ · .. pp 

446 Senqu Montane Shrubland Grassland 709.6 28 198.7 156.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

447 :·. __ '.-· South Hex Sandstorie.Fynbos _ ... . . : . . Fynb·os· _ i .·· ::.-. 317.2 __ -. - 29 •••·. 92.0 .. ··· ..... 72'3 _. 288.3 _: . .', ·zss.o - --· ·._ WP .. ·.\NP 

448 South Kammanassle Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 304.3 27 82.2 64.6 216.4 214.9 WP WP 

449-: _-:_ ·soi.lth,:Langeberg Sandstone.Fynbos ::" . Fynbos · ,· --· .. . __ 1191.3 I- , :- ·30_ 3?7:4 ·. :_., 281;0_ ·: - · 909.7 · :-·909,3-,_·._: ·-. w_p:: .. ... w_p 

450 South Outeniqua Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 1524.9 23 350.7 275.8 527.4 469.6 WP WP 
-

451_ --- ,:-··: Sout_h:Roolber~Sandsto'ne_Fynbos_ -:·;_: · · _ ._ -.:- Fynbo_s .. . ·.·• 38.8.8 .. · .· 27 · ... ~05.0 
-

82:6 - .· :193;9 . 193.9 .•••... · WP. WP 

I 452 South Sonderend Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 349.2 30 104.8 82.4 270.S 269.7 WP WP 
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Southern Afrotemperate Forest Forests 779.4 22 171.5 134.8 431.5 406.0 WP WP 

s·oUthern Cape.Oline Fynbos .···· ··• Fynbos . ··· .. .. ··. 175.0 : ___ 36 . . _ 63.0 ·.- 49.5 .. 42.6 ,, •· ... 38.3 .· _ MP i MP .. 

Southern Cape Valley Thicket Albany Thicket 141.2 19 26.8 21.1 1.0 1.0 NP NP 

457 . southern ·coastar Forest · . __ . --· . · Forests .?.-· _--. .. 163.0 ·. . · 21 . 34.2. _ :":26.9 87.0 . . 86.7 . ·._._.WP : .>:>_WP 

458 Southern Drakensberg Highland Grassland Grassland 6519.8 27 1760.4 1384.2 606.4 605.9 pp pp 

459 .... SOuthem Kalaha.ri Mekga·cha .·· ·.· .· Ai:onal_Vegl:!tation··:. ·_._-. -- 1824.3 _ :·. 24. -:·:. 437.13 -.- • 344.3 > -:313,8 ·-· I··._ 313.3 _-:·_-MP . ,···.MP 

460 Southern Kalahari Salt Pans Azonal Vegetation 135.6 24 32.5 25.6 52A 52.3 WP WP 

461 :/·" ·. Southern Karoo Riviere . · .. .. ,· Azonal Vegetation 4676;4 _ 24 . 1122.3 _ 1-._ 882.5: -. · _:_ 104.1 · . 1.:.: 77.1. --- . PP~: ~ PP 

462 Southern KwaZulu-Natal Moist Grassland Grassland 2243.9 23 516.1 405.8 95.0 69.3 pp pp 

.463•_· .• .. ·· ·. Sot.ith~m Lebombo BuShveld _ C: -. _ ·. ·. Savanna -:::: .. 
. .··• 1290.1 _·.::- 24_ .· 309.6 :- · 243.5 __ ,-118.7 I 

116:9 .·. P,P . PP 

464 Southern Mistbelt Forest Forests 1163.9 20 232.8 183.0 138.8 132.8 MP MP 

465 : ·.·• _Southern_Nababiepsberge !V1ountain _Desert- _ Desert · .· -
.. 

344.8" - 34 : .- ___ -----: :1_17.2 . 92.2 .-_--- 2.5 · .. 2.5 .· .• ··:' __ NP_ _ . NP 

466 Southern Richtersveld lnselberg-Shrub!and Succulent Karoo 371.6 28 104.0 81.8 0.0 o:o NP NP 

467' ... Sou~ber_ri_Richtersveld Sco~pi6nstailveld .. ·.· ~ucculent'Karoo .. ---- 726.3 . 28 ,_: - _ 203.4 _ : 159.9 . · ... 0.0 , _.- __ o.o 
• 

.. NP . NP 

468 Southern Richtersve!d Yellow Duneveld Succulent Karoo 340.2 26 88.5 69.5 78.7 78.7 MP MP 

469 .. · Soutpa-ri.Sberg Mountairi.BUshveJd · .. : .- Sa"vanna ----~ : 4095.2 ·• 24 .· , . 982.8 • > • 772'8 ·. 151.9 . : 147_.2. · -:_-':..P°P --_-· ·.· ... pp 

470 Soutpansberg Summit Sourve!d Grassland 86.2 24 20.7 16.3 23.2 23.1 WP WP 

471- -:·. _so·weto !'{ighve!d-Grassla~d/. 
··• 

Grassland _ _.: .. __ .--::. 14137.3 ... 24-·_ : .- · -3392.9 .· - __ 2667.8 82.4 • • 53;6 . ·NP ___ NP 

472 Springbokvlakte Thornveld Savanna 8663.8 19 1646.1 1294.3 375.8 339.8 pp pp 

473 Stella Bl!Sh_veld i ·.· _ . ::·. _: . ·.·. . Savann_a·_ _ :.:_ ._.\ - _ -·, ·3150.8 16 -::-- 504.1 . ~96.4 _: -·- . o.o:- .._. 0.0 .. ·-, . NP ·• ·· _NP 

474 Steytlerville Karoo Succulent Karoo 774.9 16 124.0 97.5 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

475 .' .•· .· •. Stjnkfonteinb_erge Ea,st~r'n Apron Shrubla_nd succulent Karoo •. 65.9 1.: __ 28_ _ .'18.4 __ ---.- 14.5 --: 65.6 ----,- 65.6 ·;-- :"Wf.-->· WP 

476 Stinkfonteinberge Quartzite Fynbos Fynbos 49.8 28 13.9 11.0 49.7 49.7 WP WP 

_ _477 ·•·. ·. Storrn_berg PlatE!au Grassland_-_. - ·__ -· -__ _ .: .. --_ _- GrasSland :- --._ -_. •.. 2897.4 . 27 .• 782.3 - _I,· _ 615.1 -· -:,:.-:.·O.O. _- 0.0 ··. -,. _ NP _' , .- ~NP 

478 Strydpoort Summit Sourveld Grassland 267.3 24 64.1 50.4 42.6 42.6 MP MP 

-479· __ . _ - SLJbtr_op)tal"Alluvial_v_egetation -· ·· ____ . AzOnal_Vegetation, .1--' : 591.3 . - 31 I. 183:3 -- -_ 144.1 1-:-.· 32Q.2 __ '300.1 -_.· -._ WP -. •WP 

480 Subtropical Coastal Lagoons Wetlands 0.3 24 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

481 .. ·.• Subtropical.Dune Thicket ..... · .. · . Azonarveg'.etatiori . 17.4-.. · ·20 · - 3,5. > · ,:::· 2,1_. -- 1···.· 10.5 _ _-·.-: :-10.5 __ ._:.-- .- ·wp _-;-. . WP 
·. .· 

482 Subtropical Estuarine Salt Marshes Azonal Vegetation 0.4 24 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

-4~. :,-:,. Subtropical Freshw::iter_wet!ai-ids Azon;il Vegetation 
-

192.4 24 _. 1-. · _.46:2 36.3 29.8 29.1·.-, · .· MP .. --- MP . 
~ 

i -~ 
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485 .. . < Subtr()pical seashore yegetati6'n ·. •· ·. Azonal_Vegetation 29,6 
' 

20 .. 5,9 . : . 4.7 , 16.3 ··' 16,.~,:. .·.,>.·WP . : · .. ,. WP. 
,. . 

486 Sundays Noorsveld Albany Thicket 1251.6 19 237.8 187.0 250.0 230.2 WP MP 

487. -·: .. ·::::- Su'ndi.ysThicket ·: >' ,,_ ·-i_:: .. ,•.·· AlbanyThlcket .•,·. 5168:1 ,- · 19 .... _ 981.9 -: _ _ 7~2;1 ·'.- '' _94~.Q ",'_··· 911.2 :·- --·-rvip:C'" MP 

488 Suurberg Quartzite Fynbos Fynbos 878.4 23 202.0 158.9 140.2 140.2 MP MP 

489 ·:_.' ,-Suurberg Shale 'Fy'nbos · -_,. .·, ' ', ' Fyh_bos .:'" ', '' .·. •,, 509.S · .. · 23 
. 

'117.2 ._ 92.]. . 203,8 •,' 203,8 . :WP WP 

490 Swamp Forest Forests 3,9 35 L4 1.1 1.2 1.2 MP MP 

491 _,. : SwartbergAtt[montane·sandstone-Fyribos : · · Fynbos · .. 7 ·· .. 51.0 29' :: . - t- 14,8 ·.·.· ·. .11;6 ' . .Sl.,O ii 
I _":·st~- · ··\.-WP 

492 Swartberg Shale Fynbos Fynbos 75.1 27 20.3 15.9 8.3 8,2 pp 

493,-, _·-. -: :.·- Swartberg_Shale Renosterveld ___ -:· · '·. Fynbos . ···.··• 
• 

274,6 :·_·-: ·. 29 .·; 
. 79.6 · ', 62.6.· 25.7 ... · . 25,7 ' ',' :·pp 

494 Swartland Alluvium Fynbos Fynbos 452.6 30 135.8 106.8 41.9 40.1 pp 

495 .. -· SwartlandAlluvium Renoste'rveld-· ' ... 1 _ fynbos: 
-

•• • 
53.3_ 26 ·:_ 13,9 _ -: _10.9 ', > 0,0 . I 0,0 .. · ·-_ NP 

496 5wartland Granite Renosterveld Fynbos 952.9 26 247,8 194.8 5,4 5.3 NP 

497. • .. Sw~_rtland Shale Renost~rvel~- _·:i · ·. •' Fynbbs -, -,- -> ·: '4916.4-. . ' 26 .·•· 1278.3 : 1005,1'. ·: _::42...4 I • 37.o ,.•·· NP.-.. -.. -·NP 
·.; . 

498 Swartland Silcrete Renosterveld Fynbos 101.0 26 26.3 20.6 0.2 0.2 NP NP 

499 '.,.' Swartruggens Qui3rtzlt_~ FYnbos: ·. ' Fy~_boS _._:;· ~ -- -. -· 1649,5. _ _-; -29 ,. 478;3 -_ -_ ~,376:1 -·- . 163,7 .. · - . -163;7 . -·- -· PP --:- ~PP --._. ___ -_ . .. ; 

500 Swartruggens Quartzite Karoo Succulent Karoo 547.4 19 104.0 81.8 39.5 39.5 pp pp 

501 / .. Swaziland ,SQui' Bushveld ;:: _: - :_.Savanna , ... . . :.·._ _ .1289.6 -· 19 _.' . >.245,0 ·.•· 192.7"· 405,0 ' 390,6 i .WP ,< 
,, WP 

.... 

502 Swel!endam Silcrete Fynbos Fynbos 816.1 30 244.8 192.S 42.3 40.4 pp pp 

50.3 , Tariqua Escarpment Shrubta:nd _ -· .. .. ·· SuccLi!ent.Karoo ~ 1321,4 : 19 : .· ·: ?Sl;l_--::- .· 
' 

197.4-· :-. 172,3 
' 

172.3 

504 Tanqua Karoo Succulent Karoo 6968.1 19 1323.9 1041.0 779.0 778.6 MP MP 

~OS:., :, ,-_ T.inqua :wash Riviere . "; ·:- -.- .. ·-_,-; ; : .· Azonal vegetation.:·' -· .-_-· -_.2037.3_. • 19 . I 3s1.1 -_ · 30_4.4 ., 365;4·:·: 1-· 353,5 > '· MP / I .• -MP . 

506 Tarkastad Montane Shrubland Grassland 4201.1 28 1176.3 924.9 81.1 80.2 pp PP 

.507_ ::,--- Tatasbefg MOuntaln Suci:.u!entShrubli:irid . - Succulent Karoo • ·. _:---3.3 34 · __ .,--1.1-·:- ·._ . 0;9 .·-' •', 3.3_·-_:: , ..•• 3.3 ·•··· WP. I. • WP 

508 Tembe Sandy Bushveld Savanna 1110.8 19 211.1 165.9 177.7 177.6 MP MP 

509 :;·,' - Temperci_te Alh.ivial,Yegetatton _.- ' _ _ Azona! Vegetation : -. · · 297:2' _ · .. 31 . 92.1 -c 72,4 · • 36,1 ·.·.·,. _. __ -13_.0- _____ ': pp~-. ·pp 

510 Thuke!a Thornveld Savanna 2126.S 25 531.6 418.0 21.5 21.4 NP NP 

511 . Thukela Valley BUshveld · • • 
Salianrla; _:_,- .. '· . · 2567.5 25 • .··. 641.9._. -· ·. 504.7 . ·. I 12,1 · -_; ,.-12.1 ' ,.·· NP .. , , . NP 

. .• 

512 Transkei Coastal Belt Indian Ocean Coastal 1532.6 25 383.1 301.3 13.1 12.8 NP NP 

Belt 

1513 j Tsaka_ne;_clay Grassland I Grassland .· .· .. 1257:6 24 ; ,· .:l.n1 .. R I -. 237.3 I 58.6 ·I · .. 44.4 I PP I pp 
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51$ __ ./ ·,· Tshokwane~Hlane Basalt Lowveld .• .. ·.· 1. Savanna.· <, ·. • . 2807.9, ·., 19 . 533.5 .. ·. 419.5 •···. 2i23.0 . . · ·•··2221.1 ·. WP . 

516 Tsitsikamma Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 2236.7 23 514.4 404.S 803.9 776.7 WP 

517, ......... . '!s0mo·Grassland .. •:; .. · .. ·· 
•·· . .Grassland . . ·. · :· 5925.2 23 . 1362.8, / 1071,6 .• :-. :1.4 ·, ,:·· '. 1.4 ·. ;NP . : . NP 

518 Tzaneen Sour Bushveld . 
Savanna 3384.0 19 643.0 505.6 131.8 106.2 PP PP 

519 ... uKhahlambii Basalt Grass!arid .. Grassland . .. . 1329.5 · . 27 ,359.0 ,'.., . _282:3 . 1056.4 •. 1056.2 ·.·. WP •··•· .. • . .WP 
. 

520 Umdaus Mountains Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 437.8 28 122.6 96,4 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

521 
••• 

Uniondale Shale Renosterve!d .·· ... Fynbos '•:-''.: '. I·•··· .1325.3 29 .. 384.3 302.2 3~.3. '.,,. ," 32.4 '' pp ' .. ---::: ~p 

522 Upper Annisvlakte Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 194.0 28 54.3 42.7 48.3 48.1 MP MP 

523 . . Upper Garlep,Al!uvial vegetation . : .. · . ~zonal Vegetation ... 1495.5 '.

0 31 . 463.6 ', .... · 3~4.5. ,' · ,' 42.3 ',' 34.3 · . . PP ••. PP 

524 Upper Karoo Hardeveld Nama-Karoo 11710.7 21 2459.2 1933.7 583.7 583.0 pp pp 

525' :: Vaal-Vet'Sand'{ Grassla_nd ·. . . ·.· Gra·ssl:iind . 22322.8 ", 24'. . ·:-:·:5357.5'' . "4212.5 .. 343.4 . · .178.0 .•· . PP·'. . .• . . :NP 

526 Vaal Reefs Dolomite Sinkhole Woodland Grassland 334.l 24 80.2 63,1 0.3 0.2 NP NP 

,521 ::· Vaalbos·~ocky.Shf"Ubland: .. ',' ' ;. ' 
SaYanna . - ... · ... ', 143_5.8 . 16 ·'., ,229_.7:.,; 180.6 ', . 81.5'" , ... ·,81.3 ' . pp .... . · :PP 

528 Vanrhynsdorp Gannabosveld Succulent Karoo 930.1 28 260.4 204.8 5.2 4.4 NP NP 

529, _:. . -: Vanrhynsdorp Shale Renosterveld ·. Fynbos 
·.•···.··· 

, .. 202.7 27 ··• 54,7 .·•. 43.0 ·.··• 12;3 .·· .. ''.12.3 . PP,: -· 1 .. --:c_pp 
· .. 

530 VhaVenda Miombo Savanna 0.3 36 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

531;.;· • Vr_edefort Do·me_(ira_n!te Grassland . . , :, : . Grassland. :· .. .. ·· ·.·· 905.2 24_ ·, .. . 217.3 > .. · 170.8 ··•.· 3.3 •• 33 
" 

.'. · N_P -cc •. ,-NP· 

532 Vyftienmy! se Berge Succulent Shrubland Succulent Karoo 18.8 28 5.3 4.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

533 • .. . Wakkerstroom Montane GraSsland ," : ._. Gfass!and ,•' ', '." ,' ' :- . 3575:5 . ,27 .. 965.4 ,". · 759,1 ','',302.4 293.5 :·:·: PP:·. ·,' .. pp. 
.. 

534 Waterberg-Magaliesberg Summit Sourveld Grassland 522.9 24 125.S 98.7 129.9 129.6 WP WP 

535 .:-:< wa,ter'bE!rg.Mountaln Bushveld · .· •....... Savann_a :. .···. c- 1, .. 
0 

8730,9 , ·. 24 . ·: 2095:4°""""'." ,' .. 1647.6_ ,." 1, -1302.6 · . · 1280.,7::' ,' _MP . I~ MP 

536 Western Altimontane Sandstone Fynbos Fynbos 37.8 29 11.0 8.6 37.8 37.8 WP WP 

53_7. · '., · Westen, _Bushma_ri!and K.jlpve!d. : . ·.·•· Succulent Karoo · .. ·. 2300.0 · 18_·::. .· •. 414:0 .··< ,' 325_.5 ,' 0.0 1.: .· ."d.O .. : . .. 'N-P ' · 
1,:·· • NP 

538 Western Coastal Shale Band Vegetation Fynbos 131.9 30 39.6 31.1 96.6 96.5 WP WP 

539 .... We_st_ern Free State Clay·_Grass!and ... · . . Gr.issland · . •.. 6469.3 . • 24 · .. · 1552.6 .•; : 1220.8 167.7 . .155.3 • .· · ... PP .... 1.'. PP . 

540 Western Gariep Hills Desert Desert 417.0 28 116.8 91.8 45.2 41.3 PP pp 

541 0: .. Western Garlep LoW!arid Desert · .. Des·ert :-. ' ,' '. '. ,, 242.5 · · ·28 67,9 •.· .· 53.4 · .. 0.4,.. . ' 0.4 . ·.· NP • 1 ..... _NP 

542 Western Gariep Plains Desert Desert 193.6 28 54.2 42.6 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

543 •.. · Western GWarr1eVeld ' ·, ,'.' . .. Succu,lentKaroo ·.·:. 733.1 "· .·· 16 •.. · · '117.3 .· 92.2 .-·;, 50.1. I • ?0.1 '" .. pp''' PP 
... 

544 Western Highveld Sandy Grassland Grassland 8435.2 24 2024.5 1591.8 25.8 12.3 NP NP 
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547 Western Maputaland Clay Bushveld Savanna 1466.8 19 278.7 219.1 294.0 

548 .· .· .. Western Maputaland Sandi(BUshveld .. Savanna .. ·• · .. 151.3' · · · '.19 . 28.8 .. · .• 22.6 28.1 ._,-21.s·· .· '• MP .· ... MP 

549 Western Ruens Shale Renosterve!d Fynbos 1118.9 27 302.1 237.S 0.8 0.8 NP NP 

550 ... · We stem ·sandy Bu.shveld 
. Savanna .·• · .. < 6434:8 19 · . 1222.6 .. 961.3 .·· · : 1312.9 1283:0, . · ··•··_<·wP ..... WP. 

- .. . · .. . 

Western Upper Karoo Nama-Karoo 17030.9 21 3576.5 2812.2 14.0 14.0 NP NP 

,Willowniore·Gwa_rrieveld .. 
· ... Succulent Karoo·_·;-c: >· ,. 2288.4 : ·. . 16 ••• -.366_.~- · . I .. 287.9 .··•·· • 3,5 .· .. 3.5 I--·, :,NP·:-, . __ --- ·- NP 

. . ... . 
Winburg Grassy Shrubland Grassland 1549.7 28 433.9 341.2 67.9 65.9 pp pp 

55_4 Wintert10ek:Sandstone Fynbos ·. ·._. · , fvnbos , . . .. I· . 1134.9 . 29 . ·' 329.1 ', ..... 258.8 .•. 923.1 _ '' -~20.6·:··_ WP --, , 
. . WP 

555 Wolkberg Dolomite Grassland Grassland 260.5 27 70.3 55.3 116.1 115.7 WP WP 

556. <. Woodbu·sh Gri:inite Grassland_,- __ -: -- · ____ ... · Gfass!and • -._ ... ,--- "334.1_-· . -·-- 27 --_._:. ... 90.2 ~ _ 70.9 : 
.. 19.6 .·•. 16.2 PP _.--- :pp 

557 Xhariep Karroid Grassland Grassland 13141.7 24 3154.0 2480.0 473.5 332.6 pp PP 

558 . > -Zastr_on Moist c;rassland.:··:" :- · .. · .... Grassland ·. :" .·. ·. • • 3468.5 24 . 832.4 .··. :-. 554;5_;_;. _ 21.S 
· ..•.• 15.3 .··• 

·.•. NP ..· . NP 

559 Zee rust Thornveld Savanna 4044.3 19 768.4 604.2 131.2 119.5 pp pp 

560 -_ .... -· ZU!uland Coasta!_T_hornve!d :-:: .. ··.· Savanna· ·:----;- ... ,:':"655.8· ·. 19 •. _124.6 . .-. 98.0 ._ , -· o.o . __ o;o _ .. NP . NP 

561 Zululand Lowveld Savanna 6838.0 19 1299.2 1021.6 1071.1 1064.0 MP MP 

562 .-- .. - 1 NJ:, · · -· .. . .. ..... . Rivers . . -:::-- ._··. .· .. :-· .0.2 . -- 20 -·,:- .· 
. 

0:0· . o.o . ·. 0.2 · . 0.-0_ -· WP • NP ..• > .· 

563 l_N_L Rivers 49.2 20 9.8 7.7 11.8 10.5 WP WP 

564 · .. · l~N_M 
--- . . ·. •.. · .. Rivers : .. _: _ 

-~ 
-_ 0.4 ·- : 20 .. · . 0.1 .. 0.1 · .. · ,:.- · .. 0.3 . 

0.3 .WP . WP . 

565 l_N_U Rivers 43.1 20 8.6 6.8 3.6 3.3 pp pp 

566 1_;.P_J -· .. ·: _. .·.·• .· 
>· Rivers .. · · 38.5 ,, .· , ·20 7.7 ..• --- . 6.0 .. '.·9.8 ·•· 9.4 •. __ WP_~ wf I 

567 l_P_L Rivers 114.4 20 22.9 18.0 7.3 7.1 pp pp 

568 ···•·.• 1:....P·,M . __ --: .. ... · .. Rivers .:,,_- . _- ._-.·- I:-·_:-· 0:3 ,._-.. · .. · 20 ... 0.1 . : __ .- o~o. _ · 0.2 .. ·. 0,2 .• I·.-' WP._-·: WP . . . 

569 l_P_U Rivers 6.5 20 1.3 1.0 0.2 0.2 pp pp 

570 .. -:_ . . · 10_N_:_L ..... · .. · .·.·· 
.. Rivers .. ·• . . •; .. ___ 0.1·--- _ :.-20 . I 0.0 . 0.0 ' _. 0.0 • D_,0: .. __ -- ': NP: .7 . NP 

571 10_N_M Rivers 3.0 20 0.6 0.5 1.0 1.0 WP WP 

572 .-:· .:- W~N~U ·• • • . _ .. __ .. ·.- -- .. RiVers.;_-_::---.- ' . _ .... ' 7.7 •. 20 •. .. · ... 1.5 __ . -,. 1;2 _ . . · · ..• OA•.··.•·- _.- -- 0.4" . PP· __ : ·pp 

573 10_P _L Rivers 66.9 20 13.4 10.5 11.4 10.9 MP MP 

574 , _ ' 10 P:.;M _ ' .. - ... :.: . ...... Rivers .. / __ < 
. 

1-: _ -- .9.0 .·. __ 20 .:·----- 1.8---_ .-._ 1.4 :. 2.8 .- : · .... · 2,3 
•• 

WP ~-- ""7 .. WP 
... 

575 l0_P _U Rivers 76.0 20 15.2 12.0 13.5 10.6 MP MP 

576... •. 11:...CN..:.F 
. .. Rivers .· 3.7 · 20 0.7 -· 0.6 · . 2.5 · · .. _ M, •· _-WP 

. ... · pp 
. 

?~ 
National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 87 



578 · .. • ll_N_M •• .. · .. ·· ... ··. RfverS _- -- · .... ,, .. _3.8 ,, . 20 0;8 .· 0.6 0.2 0.0 pp • . ·. pp . 

579 ll_N_U Rivers 194.9 20 39.0 30.7 5.1 3.6 pp pp 

580 11,: _ _P.;..F-·.' ·. ·. . 
" : " ' . ' Rivers '. ·:. :·: ','. :,- __ - ::282:7. ---·: .. · 20 • .••. · . ·.·. 56.5 •. _· .. -. __ :--14:s-. :-- . -: 1,3.5 _ -:··- •. P . pp . . pp . . 

581 ll_P_L Rivers 692.4 20 138.5 108.9 26.3 11.8 pp pp 

582_,, 11 p· M _ . Rivers > ··. ···•· ' 5.5 .. 20 , :_ 1-· 1.1 ·' , __ ,_ -'o;g o:s.' . ; ; 0:3 ··· · MP • • PP .. 

583 ll_P_U Rivers 172.0 20 34.4 27.1 5.3 3.5 pp pp 

sss·-· ____ - 12_N_L ·,· _:· .- __ · :_ , .. ·.:,,, . Rivers . . .·. -·._-_ 10.1: · _ •·· 20 . I .·. 2.1 . -_ ·1.7' ,' ,'_ . . u_. • • 8,3_ • .. / wp-· - : I· . WP · ... 

586 12_N_M Rivers 1.3 20 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 pp PP 

S87 ; . _ 12 N,.:.U . Rlvers ·.··· ..... .. 15.7 < 20 •• I . 3.1 .•·. · ,,· ,, 2.S, ':·-. ·'. :s~4:·- :-:-- I •· _5.3• • ; WP._ • .·••• · WP 

588 12_P _F Rivers 0.1 20 0.0 · 0.0 0.0 0.0 PP pp 

589 ._ 12 .• .P~L:----·-·_. / ,' -:. Rivers-:,- _.;,:_
0 . . • • 8,4 20: . ,- .. t.7 

·. 1.3· .· 4.4 4.3 WP ·. WP .. . . . . . 

590 12_P _M Rivers 0.1 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

591 ', ,' _. 12~,P,:_U -__ .· . : . __ .. ,,, .. Rivers · · . . · <1.7 < i - _ 20 _.•·. ·. 0.3. .; 0.3 _. _ ,- ·:- · 0~1·_-._ . :,- · 0,0- · ___ - • • PP . ·· . PP . .. 

593 13_N_L Rivers 2.2 20 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.6 WP WP 

594 . 13_N_U :· __ . ·.·.· 1: Rlvefs .·• ,, 0.8 .. 20 0.2 , : _0.1·' , . 0.2 0.0 WP · · NP . · .. ·.·. . . . .. . 
595 13_P _F Rivers 0.8 20 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 MP MP 

596 13_P_L . . ",:' '', ' ,,' ' Rlve~s , .· .. . . · .. 14.3 . · .. _ 20 • .. 2.9 • 2:2 ... • •·· 0,7 .. · . . 0.3 • • ·. •· ... ··. pp •• _•-._.PP · .. 

597 13_P _M Rivers 0.3 20 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 · NP NP 

598 , 13_P~U ·. ·. ',·,: ",•' ',' 
.RJVers ·:. :,,•_ ·:.' 3.8 ·':: 20 0.8 .. 0.6 ' 0.0 : 0,0. ,' ·.NP·. . ; NP 

599 14_N_F Rivers 0.3 20 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

fiOO .,- "'·. ·. 14,:_N_L .. · · .. -.:: '' ' ' '' · .. : '' . ' Rivers .. · .. ·:·· ... . < .. · 14,6 ;• , , _20. . ,' . ', 2.9. ·, . ,' _2.3_, . 0.7 0.1 
. pp 1 

•. • NP .. . .. .·. . . 

601 14_N_M Rivers 3.2 20 0.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

60_2 .• .• ·. •14NU• •••··•··.·•<••·••··.··•··· ~Ivers • .. •· / · .· · · · 25.0 20 .. · ,' ,.s.o., .. : _ ,' _3.9:_ :,:·, .- .. ::.tS .·.·. I•' ,·: '.1-·P ,", :· .· pp •..••. .· pp 

603. 14_P_F Rivers 15.9 20 3.2 2.5 2.4 0.1 MP NP 

604 · ·," : 14~P .:_L 
.. 

.· _ .. ··.· Rivers :::, 20_1.9, : . ...: ·-·· . 20 •.·.·•·· ·.·•0:4· ', :-,.31;8 '-:" _7.6 ; .. 2.6 ·.· pp pp ·. -.· ',', 

605 14_P_M Rivers 18.5 20 3.7 2.9 1.0 0.8 pp pp 

6~6 .. • 1 14.:_P~U • •· .· • '·, '.:·. : ',' ' ·, ::. ,:. RJvers . . .. 
-: . 196.8 20 •• •• 39.4 : -., 30,9 : ·,:··: 4.9 · . 1, __ /3;7 : .·: -. PP . ," ', " pp : ': ,'' ' . 

608 15_N_L Rivers 26.8 20 5.4 4.2 0.4 0.0 pp NP 

609 ._ 15_:JLM . ·• Rivers .. ·' .. ', . ,8_.9,,. ', 20 1.8,, 1.4 . 1.4 . · 1.4 . MP · ... ·· · .. , > MP . . . I . 
610 

' 
15_N_U Rivers 50.0 20 10.0 7.9 0.3 0.2 NP NP 
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612 lS_P_L Rivers 177.4 20 35.5 

613 . 15_P ..;M> .· .. ,' '' ·,:' . _·- ·Rivers .. :· ": _: --. ,' 39:6 20,,. · I 7,9 .. · • 6.2 ; .. ,. 14.6 •... 14,1 •-_ 1.-< WP . . . .. 

614 lS_P _U Rivers 145.6 20 29.1 22.9 17.8 16.8 MP 

615 .--· 16 .. :,N.:.:~-'.- ---._ ... .. ---- Rivers~ : ._ , - ---:- ----=--' ,-:· ___ l?:--·.-. 20 _,- 0.3 . - I 0;3 . -' o.o·._ ·_,,,: /·: _0.0. :-, NP_ _ I .- NP 

616 16_N_M Rivers 3.4 20 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

617_ ·-,-_</,;'•. 16~N U _·._• . ___ •• ·. .. -· ; . Rivers ; ....... I . 10.8 20 ,', . 2.2 > ·_. _;_ 1.7 . _. o.o_ . . 0.0 . _ :; __ .NP . 1 ~---: NP 

618 16_P _F Rivers 8.6 20 1.7 1.3 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

619 ·-.·•·-. :16..l.:..L ,' ·•-· --. ·.-· ' '•,' ·.- '" Rivers -'.7 -;: 
'' 379.1 2Q . _._- I· 75.8 59.6 -__ · 3.4 _; · I', · 1.6 -· r·W\·- '> ._ NP 

620 16 P _M Rivers 44.4 20 8.9 7.0 2.0 1.7 pp pp 

621 1_6_P..,,;.U --_-,-_- -·, . 
· .. -. ·- ~ivers · -_ _,_ '--· . 472,6·,: _.I·- 20 ·--•- 94.5 • 74~ •• __, -'.' ·4.7 .. ' I _.·· 4.2_·; -,- PP ·. NP 

. ·. . 

622 17_N_M Rivers 0.1 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

623. · ; 17_N~U .· .. -.... 1 :-Rivers -- - .. 0.1 20 .. 0.0 '._. ' ,--o.o ,,_ -· o·iD-_:· ,_ I • 0.0 _>_NP -<, __ ·,:, NP -·--· . . . ·- •- .. 

624 17_P_F Rivers 0.2 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

625 . 17P_L,,.- ,- .:: . Rivers . ' ·. 157.5 __ - 20 ,, -._ . 31.5 · '. .-24$:_ ·.' 2.0 _: _ '. ,' 1.4 - pp -;: '"C'_NP .·. 

626 17_P _M Rivers 6.8 20 1.4 1.1 0.2 0.1 pp pp 

627 ; ; 17_P_U . · . -_•;._ .. Rivers-_._ .,- 163.4, .. I• ._ 20 • "'. '_ ' . ... 
. 32:7 · . 25.7 ,' . ', . · 3.5 · · 3.L .,,", ·pp . pp 

628 18_N_F Rivers 0.2 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

6290_ .--• 18_N_L ·-.. • 
," ":· .. '·" ,RiVers ·. " ;, ,· ., . 156.7 _ 20 -. 31._3 ,.- . 24.6 • -- ·-•-· 2.0 _ 1..3 -· ,' ', pp ~' re: NP . _-_ . .· 

630 18 N_M Rivers 37.6 20 7.5 5.9 1.3 1.3 pp pp 

631· _--- • - 18 N_U-,. . .::,.;--' ' Rivers·.··, .. -. 382.7 ·, 20 .. ,' . 76.5.. · _ ,,.60:2 .... ·.·, I •9:2. I 7:4 ·:,'pp ·.- ' . pp 
. 

632 18_P_F Rivers 0.6 20 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

633·.,:· ', · 1s.;.P ..:.L .. --_-: . : : . 
.· Rivers::'. · .. : . 

-
414.0 :' · 20 · '; 82,8' '. · 65.1' '., · - _.:, :24,0 . ,' : 20.1,:> 1·: pp .-. pp . · . . . 

634 18_P_M Rivers 5.3 20 1.1 0.8 0.2 0.0 pp NP 

635'- · 18 -P..,;U . . ... · · ... ' ·' '.' 
· .. Rivers .-· __ 101.0 · 20 21.4 .. · 16.8 ,'. .' 2.0 1.7 I PP: I .. PP ·. . · . 

636 19_N_F Rivers 0.2 20 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 WP NP 

637_,, :-> -19_N_L,/·: ··:_': . · ---_;. . Rlvers ~.::-_;:_,_._::~ .... 88.6 · ,' 20 .-.. 17.7 ·•_ I·--.:. 13.9 :, I.·.:_:· '4;7- .': .. 
• 4,4 • I pp' ' pp 

638 19 NM Rivers 27.7 20 5.5 4.4 13.1 11.9 WP WP 

639 . ·•- 19,;.N_U 
. 

. ·. . .... ·•.··- Rivers.-:· ... :·::·-- I:·.·:,- 223.8 I 20 • ·. I-_ .. ·.·..44_3 ·- I •• .,- :3_5.2 ·\ . 24.0' .· ... I< 22,4 _ ·· MP __ .. :,_. ;, .- PP 

640 19_P _F Rivers 7.0 20 1.4 1.1 0.1 0.1 pp pp 

641 . . 19_P_L .. Rivers -.·;_ . 301.3 _-. 20 60.3 ,'-: 47.4 49.4 .. 
· .. 39.2- ;·.•I. MP MP 
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643 
·•··· 

19·. P-'-U . . ·.· ·. . < Rivers ·.· . 136.2 .·.•. 20 .. 27.2 ,·;' ',,. 21.4 .. 21.0. . 21.8, ·, .. MP •. MP 

644 2_N_F Rivers 0.3 20 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

645 .. ·.· ... · 2.:..,N_L ~ ... · ,· '.,, . . Rlvefs , .· .· . . ·.· 4.~". ; . 20. ,. ,', 1.0 '. ,,, '.' 0.8 . . 1.5 · · . ·1.s .. · .WP .· .WP . 

646 2_N M Rivers 2.6 20 0.5 0.4 0.0 0.0 pp pp 

647 ·.. . 2_N U . ,'.· .. '. ,, ,,.··' 
·. · Rivers .... ·• : . 11.6 20 . ··.·i.3 ·•·· 1.8 . ', 1.2 ... 0.9 :·<.'.<MP · ... ·._,.•pp . .· . . •.•. . 

649 2_P_L Rivers 35.6 20 7.1 5,6 7.4 7.3 WP WP 

650 . ',• -.· 2_P_M---::- ' ',, _: .· .... Rlvers · -· ,.' --~- I o.7. . _20.·-· .. __ ;·0.1 . . 0.1 0,0 0.0 , '"I: NP •• L-:- -"'NP 
.. . . 

651 2 P U Rivers 9,8 20 2,0 1.5 0,4 0,4 pp pp 

653 • ··• .• 20_N,.:.,l.' '/ -·,,-' ," _.· '. _"' ' : ,' ' ' '< RfVers- ·. -_ -· . · 21.6 _ .· • . 20 .·· .. ,. _:·4.3'. . 3.4 I .·•-·o.9 . ---·- .D.8 pp -· ·: PP 

654 20_N_M Rivers 2,0 20 0,4 0.3 0,2 0,2 MP pp 

655 . ·. 2D_N_U:----:- .. •• .. ·,· _,·-· .· Rivers -_·._' '-·;··.· ,- ;:16.6 . . 20 ·•· ·7.3 , -,; _ 5.8 _. -· __ . 3.2 , 2,8 1' -. PP._ • pp 
·. 

656 20_P_F Rivers 4.0 20 0.8 0.6 0,0 0,0 NP NP 

657 ,' ,, ·,. 20_.;.P. L- . ·,,- ·._' Rive,rs I• 55.7 20 · 11.1 :.,-_ __ :8.8 . I 6.4 .• : 5.8" 1_:, -·-_MP_ ;_,_ ~ .. MP .. .. · . .. 

658 20_P _M Rivers 7.7 20 1.5 1,2 4,6 3.5 WP WP 

659 .. 20..:_P~U •·· ..... .;i,•.,' ' Rivers.:·._·.-_-"- ._ 57.1 :_ 20· .·.: :· 11.4 . ·.· 9.0 ·: -- 19.4 ._- •. 16 .. 9 WP . WP 
· .. . 

660 21_N_F Rivers 0.0 20 o.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

661' _ ,21N_L .. -.. ,,_'_< ',, ;_·, ··.·· ·. .. Rivers .··. · 386.8 .·- 20 ·. :_ 77.4 _ : 60.8 . 8.6 .· 6.5 •·· pp . pp_ 

662 21_N_M Rivers 28.9 20 5.8 4.5 1.6 1.1 pp pp 

663 :- 2i_N_u __ ._ ._ · . 
··• 

·_._:--_ ._- Rivers _._.._.-_- -· ·:,;··-:.: _ 490.S ·. 20 . ·.•• . 98.1 .. . :_ .. 77,1 .· .21.-1 .·. ; •• 19.6 < . P_[)·-_ -- :·; pp 

664 21_P_F Rivers 0.3 20 0,1 0,1 0,1 0.0 MP NP 

665-. ·-:. 21'P L >'. ·· . · . · . Rivers •• .. · 85.8 1,.---, 20 .. 17,2. 13.5, -:: 8.3._ · .-- 4.7 pp .••. G' .. · PP 

666 21_P_M Rivers 0.3 20 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 MP MP 

667 -· 1'.2LP.:,:u-·o:::, -· .. --.: 
····., 

.. ·.·, ... Rivers·. :--< : -; ._- , ·11.6 I .. ,·. 20·- .·. 2.3 . . ._ -·1.8 __ -:: .-0~2. _ ::· -_. __ o.o·::·- __ pp . . ·"" 
668 22_N_L Rivers 8,2 20 1.6 1.3 0,0 0.0 NP NP 

669 < 22~N_M . 
_.· -.-.-_ .. _ ·,_--- . _- BIVerS .. 1.6 ·.··· 20 , . 0.3 --. 0;2 _.-.' 0.1 __ • ,· 0,0 .· .· . pp ___ · NP 

670 22_N_U Rivers 12.6 20 25 2.0 0,1 0.1 NP NP 

671 .. ·.·. ·22· P.:..F .. .. ·._ •, -.-·.. ·. Rivers - .. ' :-
. 

·.·. 5;9 .· 20 
•· 

_, 1;2 0.9-,-·.:- ... o.o 
. ·' 0,0 ••... NP.~_- ·-·-._NP. . . '· . . . 

672 22_P _L Rivers 43.0 20 8,6 6.8 1.9 1.3 pp pp 

573·_.:·-: •, 22.;;.P_M ___ 
. ·•· . .. ·.·.' .· Rivers ... ·· . · 5.9 -.-- . _?O 1- · .. 1.2 ·.- . 0.9 · ;· 4.1 :: . 3.8 · .. _ . .WP .--.:;, WP 

674 22_P_U Rivers 15.6 20 3,1 2,4 2,7 2.5 MP MP 

~ 

-r 
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6n 23_N_M Ktvers ,.L 20 1.4 1.1 3.3 2.7 WP WP 

6_78_ ·- 23_N U --
' '.· .'· ·: ·.-- ,· ,_' 

Rivers _- . ·. 23.'9 ·· . 20 4.8 -"i--. 3.8 .: : __ ·. 1.6 -·. -.· _ 1.5 -:·._pp .·., :.' ' pp 
._.· ·. ... . ·. . -. . 

679 23_P _F Rivers 0.8 20 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

680 
. i23 p L·,:,:. :. ·>.'. . --._ ,.,_ .-:· : .. Rivers . < / __ · 66.8 ,:-2~---- .. ' 13;4 _·-:- 10.5 ', -3,5 .--. 3.~:--·: ·.- PP -• ,', : pp 

-----681 23_P _M Rivers 19.9 20 4.0 3.1 15.7 15.1 WP WP 

682 -._ -23.P .... 9 --- _ ';._:;. -· . -· --- _-. ·._ 
Rivers.,._--··._:,, _ _ .·-· - , . __ 69.2 ',' ', 20 ,' 13.8 - '.- 10.9 .24.7 _ .· 23.8'.,-.;· : WP_· WP 

684 24_N_L Rivers 25.8 20 5.2 4.1 0.3 0.3 NP NP 

685 • .- 24.:._N--M' - ,-
. ···-· 

Rivers . -. . -.--. • _4.8 _ .- .-·- 20 1.0 .-._ ,' 0.8 .. ·- 0.8 • ,' ., 0.8 _ ', I MP--:,· -·-'._':"iv'!P 
. -- .• 

686 24_N_U Rivers 23.0 20 4.6 3.6 0.5 0.5 pp pp 

687 ·• _._. 24_P·- F 
c 

_ .. -__ ... · ... -... :.-·-- : ,·_Rivers--·- ,,_ _-._ · .. 6.2 20 -·,1.2·: .,,' _ 1.0 ,',. 0.2 .·> · .. 0.0 -- ":' . pp ,', NP 
. 

688 24 P L Rivers 40.3 20 8.1 6.3 0.4 0.4 NP NP 

689 . 24 P.:.,M '.-_·· · . i . Rivers --- ... 4.6 • .• - ·. 20 . ', -0.9 ,,_--;-· · · ·0.1 ' , 1;1 1,s--.---
. W,P -· . :'/ -·.w_P 

-· •• .. . 
690 24_P_U Rivers 23.1 20 4.6 3.6 1.0 0.8 pp pp 

692 . 25_N~L . ·- ----- -· Rlvers 
~ 

," _ 74.4 20 > i4.9 _ 11.7. · · .·- _8.7 -· · .. · 8.7 -. ·._MP -:-.- ~- MP 
•• -· -· 

----·- __ -.- -- . 

693 25 N_M Rivers 3.0 20 0.6 0.5 0.1 0.1 PP PP 

694 _: '25..,.N u-.··: ,, ,'_ .. · ·--. ·-. ··.· .. ·. :RJVers --- ·-._· 75.3· ;' --
20·. ____ 

_. - ·1s.1 : _ _ 11.8 : • :'· 5,3 _-- .. I 
5.3 ·- .... pp •- . ;pp 

·. • 

695 25_P F Rivers 9.5 20 1.9 1.5 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

696 -- 2_5 .. ) L_., ·_, _,_; .·. ·. -- _--. __ . Rivers . .• ·-.- .·-. 30'7 .· 20 --· 6.1 _.• 4.8 .. ----- _2:5 _- _ •·· • 2.4 .· .· . PP · ·. _- Pp 
---

697 26_N_F Rivers 24.9 20 5.0 3.9 5.7 0.0 WP NP 

698 -- _: .... : 26 N_L ---- _-.• ---. ··. __ .- :-- . . Rivers .· ·-. - · .. 941.8 ·, • 20 __ -- :.188.4 -: . . 148.1 --- . 5.1 .; : : 2,6 ·. .NP 

699 26 N_M Rivers 10.7 20 2.1 1.7 0.5 0.3 pp 

700""·_': _--.. 26_N- \J .- . . . Rivers _.-· -:· ·. . ,'. · .. , 571.1 "/ 20· · · • 1_14.2 < •· ss:8 - ~.6- ·-.,. 1-- s:1- .- - .. _·- ·NP 

701 26_P _F Rivers 196.1 20 39.2 30.8 50.6 5.1 WP 

-702 
-•· 

26 P L .. -_-. 
. . 

_- ·-·· . .'·_· .. -_. . _ Rivers_ ·->- _--:-: -~--- ·.: 303.6 _· :.- 20 -. 60.1 :·_:·_ 47.7 . ::--·- 8.6 .: .::: : 4.s· __ -·• w 
703 26 P_M Rivers 0.5 20 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 WP I WP 

704 •--
. 26' -P ·'U .. ·- . RiVers_·:::: _, ·>:: _.,_ -: . __ ··. • 17.5 -.-· ·. _20 . 3-.S- -_ 2.8 . 0.2 > I 0.2 ' 

pp 
• -- .· 

706 27_N_l Rivers 68.4 20 13.7 10.8 2.1 2.1 pp 
-

107 27 N_M ..... . . .· -·._. _Rivers_. .. _: __ -. ... -_ 11.8 - .. ::20 · 2.4 1,9 -- _- _ 2.9.-_.·-,-, ·--- --2,9 --:- .-. WP 

I 708 27_N U Rivers 125.9 20 25.2 19.8 16.6 16.6 MP 

~ I 109 28_N_L .. _ ··• Rivers •• .-· 16.3 . -__ 20 3.3 2.s·- ---.- 2.5 · . 2,5 ·MP 

~ 
> 
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711";<,. ', . 28 N_U . . . .· .· ... · Rivers _._- ' .. - · . · .. 72;7 20 .. 14.5 ·•. '. ,' 11.4 I . 23.7 
. 

712 28 P F Rivers 48.3 20 9.7 7.6 10.0 

713 · · .. 28 P L ·. '' ·,,.- . . Rivers > ·. ·.· .. •·• •. 17.5 ;, . • ••... · 20 ' 3.5 ',, 2.8 1.5 I 1.5; I pp I pp 
. · ·· .. . 

714 28_P_U Rivers 3.0 20 0.6 0.5 1.3 

715 . · .. ·· 29 N ... J ·· _--., ... . 
. . Rivers · .: :, . _': < .• .535; ::,: 20· .. _ ,' _:-10.7: .:.: ... '8,4 0.6 .· .· •· .0.4 

' 
pp .··•·· NP 

716 29_N_L Rivers 249.9 20 50.0 39.3 0.2 0.0 NP NP 

717. __ _ .. 29 N.:.M .· Rivers : .., ... __ .. ·· ..• 0.7 . '. ,· 20 ,,· 1
• 0.1 . ;: 0:1 , 0.0 ', .. . p-,o,.,.:-. ·," NP· ... :·., NP 

718 29 N_U Rivers 80.7 20 16.1 12.7 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

7'19 .. ...-:,:., 29 P.:..F .. '. . .: · ·: _ _ --. -· ·••··. Rivers '' ·.·· 
... 74.4 . _ · 20 .. . 14.9 11.7 . 24.7 .' ',_,· ·0.1 ', .- ',• WP ,. _ .NP . . 

720 29_P _L Rivers 45.9 20 9.2 7.2 1.5 1.5 PP PP 

721 . ; 29_P_U ·. •·.•· 
. Rivers : ." ... •.:--·< .·•· .. 4.3 ... 20 .· ··.· 0.9:·· ,' 0:7 _ ', . 0.0 · .. · ... ,,o.o ':.-· . NP · .. NP 

722 3 N F Rivers 0.8 20 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.0 WP NP 

723. : · _3~N_L . ' ', '··:-"- .. 
.. ·.• .•. Rivers' . · ··· .. · 112,6 _; I· 20 22.5 .•. ·· 17.7 ..• 68.2 .66.;L ••. · . WP I, .:W~ .. 

724 3_N_M Rivers 5.6 20 1.1 0.9 1.9 1.8 WP WP 

71!5 . 3 N_U /---~- • • . ·.· ·.· .· R!Vers . • :·· _ . .- . 7,8•~--
.· 20 .. 15.7 ·• 12.3 32;9' ', _ ·.· 32:2 .· ·:·--.wp .·-. • WP 

726 3 P F Rivers 14.0 20 2.8 2.2 8.7 1.1 WP pp 

727 ,', 3~P_L ... ···· . · . RiVers 
. 390,6 . 20". · .. · .. 78.1 ·· . 61:4 ; 151.7 145.9', WP_ :-. WP. 

. · .. · ,'' ,-· I 

728 3_P_M Rivers 5.0 20 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.9 WP MP 

729 ·.·•·· 3.;;_P-_U 
. 

. · ... · .. . ·.· · . Rivers·-.-.- ', ·, _-· . 95.2 .· ... 20 •• 19.0 ', ·::, 15.0 .; 10,7. .10,.3_ .. MP ',I,••. i MP 
· .. .. . 

731 30 NL Rivers 48.5 20 9.7 7.6 0.4 0.4 NP NP 

,732 .· . 30_N M· .. ': "·, .. ', :: ' Rivers--. .... ··. ·. -.,.·· 0.4 . 20 ', ', 0.1 .. 0.1 
••••• 

. ·· o.o· .. o,o·.- · · · ... :.PP ·:, .· PP 
. ·· .... . . 

733 30_N_U Rivers 42.6 20 8.5 6.7 0.2 0.2 NP NP 

734 • ·.: 31~N~M ·";,., . ' :. ' : ' . ·. mvers ·. . .. .. _. ' ' :0.2 20~ -0.0 .. o.o ,•' ··, _ .p-• .9 '' ', o:o .·, _ NP. NP .. .. 

735 31 N U Rivers 2.2 20 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

736 ;_ •. 31,;;.P F _-.-.·, .' •··. ·. . . . Rivers ... . ;· .. _ .. 4.7 ··.· . · 20 .. 0.9 . ,. .o.7 . .· 0.0 ·• .. 0.0 . · .. NP . NP 
. 

737 31_P_L Rivers 214.5 20 42.9 33.7 5.3 4.9 pp pp 

-
-738, .. > 31]~M . .· •• · .. · _ Rrvers . •_, ,' ", ; :3._4' . 20 0.7 ' (),5 · .. · 0.0 •• • . 0.0 • . ._ NP I .·-NP 

739 31_P_U Rivers 171.9 20 34.4 27.0 0.4 0.2 NP NP 

. _741 ·•·. 4_N L .· . . -~ . ·. Rivers_: .... -.-: .. .. . · _. · 3.8 .. 20 0.8 • 
. 0.6 .. . 1.0 '0.3 WP .:-- PP . .· 

742 4_N_M Rivers 2.1 20 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 pp pp 
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4_P_L Rivers 44.> LU 8.9 7.0 3.0 1.5 pp pp 

746_ _ _-·:· 4_P~M --- ·. :."::-- ·. .· .···· 
Rivers .. _'. -:: .· , _._, . 5.3-. < 20 l.l 0.8 · •·.·· . 0,7 0.1· -:_ MP . ... MP 

747 4_P_U Rivers 69.6 20 13.9 10.9 4.3 3.7 pp pp 

:74g -_.. ::: S_N l_~ . ..... .. . . Rivers _ ... .. 9.6. . . 20 • 1.9 . ~1.5 .• . 0,1 · .. 0.1 ... · . NP_ • NP . 
749 S_N_M Rivers 0.6 20 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

1so·--:·. ; . S.;.,N_U_ ·-_- .. :_-: . · .·•·•· · .. 
Rhte"rs ·:---;-·. __ :, · . _ 17.6 - .. .. 20 ... I 3.5 . • ·. 2.8 .·· . 1.-1-. -- .1.1 · ...• pp .. 

---
pp 

. .. •• -: 
. . 

751 S_P_l Rivers 11.3 20 2.3 1.8 0.2 0.2 pp pp 

. 75_2 ,:- . ·. 5...:..,P_M_._ :-. . 
. 

· .. ·.··. ·•· .. R.iVers .... · . . 0.2 .. -... -·- ·.20 -: -,_ o.o_ .·· o.o . ·.·• . 0.0 --·- .o.o--- NP . -1-- ;- -. NP 
· .. .· 

753 S_P_U Rivers 10.0 20 2.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

754 • ... 6_N .. J, · _, ... ·•.· ••• • 

RiVerS . . ---:: . :· _ ~:. . I:::.:. 4_.5· ·. :- ·. 20 . I · 0.9 c- .- _ 0.7~ · · .. 0.3 ··.• · ... 0.3 - .:· pp . ;. -_ pp 

755 6_N_M Rivers 1.0 20 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 WP WP 

7S6· --i- ·· 6_N_U < ··•· . ... ·. .. ·.·· Rlvers · .. ·· .. . ·--15.8 . 20 -:>: 3,2. __ -... 2.5 . •. 2.3 I 2.3 .. MP , _ _ : MP 

757 6_P _F Rivers 1.4 20 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 WP MP 

1ss·:.-: __ .' _ 6~P ... J : : -_-·,._ . · ::_._ .· .·. R!vers :::- - _ _ : -;: ,.··.•36.8 _ -·_ ·. 20-__ .7.4 5.8 · ' -· 5;7 •.• .. · 2.7 ··• MP. • ·• . pp 
.. 

759 6_P_M Rivers 1.6 20 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 .MP MP 

760 __ ':: __ .- 6 P U ·.· .· 
------- . -__ ; -_.- ·-•· Rivers ··•··. ·.. .•. ·• 39.9 .··_.···• 20 · --.·:_:8.0 · .. · . _6,3. · ·,. .4.9 .·. • 4:8 M~.' ---:--: , MP 

. 

761 7_N_F Rivers 0.3 20 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

762 ·. 7~N~L 
-

. . ____ ----:· . ·.·· . Rivers: : _ _ . --c -: 13.9 _ 20. _. ·2:s _ , ·•· 2.2 ·, 2.3 2.2 ...... MP MP 
· .. ·. .· .. •• . 

763 7_N_M Rivers 2.7 20 0.5 0.4 0.7 0.7 WP WP 

764 •< 7 N" U- '. _., __ . _. _ _-_· · .. .· .. · . 
Rivers .... 34:8 .: · 20 • 7;0 5.5 4,3 -_ .- ···•·· 3.9 .•. MP. -.· MP 

765 7_P _F Rivers 4.7 20 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.9 MP MP 

-766 . ·>' ,• 7_P L ·• ... · .. . ··· ·Rivers ••• • 
-· .. 72.8" _ . . 20 _ .. :·14.6 _ . . ·_11:s .··•-~:z. ••· .· .Q.7 . ·.-..... - _-

; .; pp- _;. .·. NP 

767 7 PM Rivers 1.6 20 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 pp pp 

-,168 ./ 7 P U ·- -· .. -:. ·.• .·· ··. Rivers -. . . .. .•. 53.3 ·. ·.,. ;; 20 . . 10.7 . . 8.4 3;9 .•.,. ·_.· 3.3, pp·.:_-· -· .. -:· PP 

769 S_N_F Rivers 0.0 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

770 · .... S_N_L· .. ,.··· .. .' · .. _.". Rivers · ·_- _-· : _ _ 78.1 _. I-:_--._ 20. ,·,. : 15.6 .. . -_- 12.3" _. ·------:3,6: I 2.3 • •· .. · ·_ ·pp:_: .-_-. ·.··•. pp 
·. 

771 8 NM Rivers 1.9 20 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.4 WP WP 

.772 .-,_:·_· 8 N·U :· . ..... ·· .. ···. ··._ . .. Rivers ;-.- _.: . _ · · ... 47.0 ·'· ·. 20 · .. ·· .· 9.4 • ·. 7,4 ··.•• . 3.2 ·_:, . -3.1 __ ·-- · . PP/ .· pp 

773 S_P_F Rivers 28.6 20 5.7 4.5 5.2 0.9 MP PP 

174 .. :: 8j~L. ··•· > > . •· .. Rivets : 164.3 · .. 20 
·•·· 

32:9 · ... 25.8 15.7 ·- 9.6 .· -: . pp pp 

~~ 
.-::::-
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776 . ... 8 P;..U"i,, ... · .. . . .·· .. ·. _Rivers __ , ._._ _ ,. :. , 55.4 20 .. 11.1· --. I 8.7 

777 9_N_F Rivers 0.4 20 0.1 0.1 

778 ·:-,"" 9 N_L . · . . .. _. ". :,;:_ . Rivers ·' . '-:: •• 
. -_ ·. 0.'8 ,' .: _ 20 ... _0.2 ; ___ -_ 0.1 . 

779 9_N_M Rivers 7.2 20 1.4 1.1 

780 9_N_U • .·. ·. . Rivers._.- . ' 41.4_ . "20:: ,' . _".8.3 
I . 

s:s ,',: .·· 1.0 ' 1.0 _ PP._:_ · .. ·:_·-pp 

781 9_P_F Rivers 1.8 20 0.4 0.3 o.o 0.0 NP NP 

782, ·,.· g_p 'L . .··. -·'- - __ ·'/ ·, ·. Rivers . · ., .. ··.' . ·. ,' 117.3 .. 20 .. 23.5 I• 18A - ·" _;, 13'.6 _ ·. . 13.2 ·•·· MP- · ·-<·\MP . 

783 9_P_M Rivers 8.6 20 1.7 1.4 1.0 0.6 MP pp 

784 9_P_U · . · .. · .... . R!vers _ _ ',, _ .,_ -,--- _ >" 126.7 ·. .· 20 , -.-25.3 ,' ,, 19;9 . 12.9 __ -_ :-. -1.J,.5' -.- ; . MP. - ·· PP 
. 

785 Unknown Wetlands 16.3 20 3.3 2.5 2.5 2.5 MP MP 

786 , Albany.Thicket-Bontveld · .. . .·.· .. ·. , liJet!_;mds: ._ ,__- .·· 0.3 20 ·. . .,_ 0.1 -·. · 1- ,-, 0.1 0,0 . -:·, -·._ 0,(t. " • pp ·.· PP, 

787 Albany Thicket Escarpment Wetlands 1.7 20 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 pp pp 

78~ :---:, Alb~ny}hicketValley · .. .··• Wetlands· __ . .· ... ·· 
' 

159.0 ·•. 20 .. ,' 31.8 25.0 .. ·. 9.0 · . 7.6 ,·- . pp . pp 

789 Central Bushveld Group 1 Wetlands 31.5 20 6.3 5.0 1.5 0.9 pp pp 

!9_0: -·. ,' Cen'tr'al_Bushveld Gr()up_2 : _ .. ,. Wetlands ••• . 253'.4 ·. _ · 20 . •, 50.7 .. · :-,. __ 39.8 _..: 
' 

39,5"· : · 28;5 1---____ _.M.P .. -, - MP 

791 Central Bushve!d Group 3 Wetlands 131.6 20 26.3 20.7 10.3 9.5 pp pp 

-792 .. · . Ce_~tr.il Sushve_ld -G-~ouj) 4 . '.-_: · · ' ... 
'Wetlands _·.-- ___ : ·. __ .76.7 . 20 .. . 15.3"·_.·: · [· 12.1 

. · ' 
6.4. •. 5,7 . .. ·.'· pp > ...... pp 

.. 

793 Central Bushveld Group 5 Wetlands 34.5 20 6.9 5.4 0.2 0.2 NP NP 

-79~·::;-- :· Ce!ltral BuShveld Gi-~up:6 -- . ·., . Wet!arlds·_ -- . · .· .--_. . . 6.3 :--_ -20 __ .. 1,3· - ·: .· 1,0 · 0;1 ·-· __ >. o.o .•. NP •' NP 

795 Central Bushveld Group 7 Wetlands 19.0 20 3.8 3.0 0.1 0.0 NP NP 

7_96 _. ---_: ___ CeJ'ltral B~~hveld G_r9up 8 ·::· ._ .··: ,_·.- Wetlands _. ,-:: · .. -- _ ,_. ___ -· . 24.7 . 20 , 4,9 :. _: ·_:· 3.9 ·. · ._-. ._.·-.-3.3 . 1.5 . -·.- . MP·:·. -. . .. pp 
.. 

797 Central Bushveld Group 9 Wetlands 0.2 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 MP MP 

: 798 _ ... Drakensberg' Grassia·nd G_roup 1 ._._- -. . Wetlands .- .-·-__ .-.'_:-.- . 26.4 _. 20 ·. 5,3, ; :. "4.2. . 
I 0.0 . ·. 0.0 ..• I ... NP . . __ _:- Nf 

799 Drakensberg Grassland Group 2 Wetlands 25.1 20 5.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

_800 .-·-· · Drakensberg Grassland Groi.lp 3 ·.·.• .. Wetlands - · -:·. . 13,7 ·. 20 .. 
2.7 _ ----

·.·· 2.2 .· 0.5 •' o.s .. ' pp ___ ·:·· PP 
.. . 

801 Drakensberg Grassland Group 4 Wetlands 5.8 20 1.2 0.9 4.1 4.1 WP WP 

802 · .<' Drakensbe'rg Grassla"n_d Groi.lp 5_ .- -,- Wet!arids .-.- -: ... ·: _ 5.1 _ .. .. -20 . : 1.0 0.8 ,·, ·•· 1.8 1.1 . .- . ; WP 
.• WP 

. · ... · . · . ·. 

803 Dry Highveld Grassland Group 1 Wetlands 39.5 20 7.9 6.2 0.3 0.2 NP NP 

._804_::: . _ Dry Hig~veld Grassland Gro_up _2 .. -. ·._ 
. 

Wetl~nds·.- ._.. _ _.: .. :" ,-. - - : .-181;!)_. 20 36.3 .. · 28.6 ·- -1_6;6 -- 0.9 · .. pp ••. . NP 
' . 

805 Dry Highveld Grassland Group 3 Wetlands 1444.9 20 289.0 227.2 47.9 21.8 pp pp 

~~ 
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Dry Highve!d Grassland Group 5 Wetlands 357.9 20 71.6 56.3 4.1 2.6 " NP 

808 '° East Coast Al!t.ivlum-Re'riostel"Veld -"'-· -__ . -,-, Wetlands ··•··•.• .·. 9.1 ·-;,;- __ 20 ... ·. . L8 .·.···. _·1.4 .• : .,0-:6·: .. -·. 0.6 . -· ._.'pp ; . :· pp-. 

810 East Coast Shale Renosterveld Wetlands 826.2 20 165.2 129.9 56.3 53.5 pp pp 

811 .: 
· .. 

East'Coast S,ilcrete Renosterveld • .. ·· . ·. Wetlands : >>- -· __ .. --· _ 1.9: -..2 . . _. _0_4·_: . 0.3: _ ,; 0.0 -.-. _ 1:-·- _: 0,0 ._-< NP ·. NP 
._-1 .. __ .· 0 .. . 

812 Eastern Fynbos-Renosterveld Conglomerate Wetlands 0.2 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

Fynbos 
813_; :.:,:_,.-~Eastern Fynbos~Renosterv_eld Granite Fynbos wetlands_ -: _. . .. ·· >21,3:- __ . -:-:20··_--::. 4.3 · ... 3.4 .• o.o·r.o.o .T NP ::7 · .. ·-. "NP 

814 I Eastern Fynbos-Renosterveld Quartzite Wetlands 0.2 20 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I MP l MP 

Fynbos 
815 _ :.;;: : .. 1 :E;;isterii F_ynbos-Renosterveld Sand fynbos .. _ Wetlands , _-_ .. --

··•·· 
. 0.2. _-;-: 20·. : ·.- 0.0_ .· -;. o.o ___ -· 0.0 .J. 0.0_-· .. ::_- . __ NP + NP 

816 I Eastern Fynbos-Renosterveld Sandstone Wetlands 91.8 20 18.4 14.4 I 14.5 I 14.4 I MP T MP 

Fynbos 

817 I: Ea_ste_rn_.Fynbos~~enOsteirveld Shale ·sand. : Wetlands . 1.2 .• 20 I. .. 0.2 ···• I 0.2 I 0.0 I 0.0 

Vegetatiorl· :-:_:_ · .. , -:·-'_ _:_-;: ---. ·.- -_. ••• .. . . 

818 T Eastern Fynbos-Renosterveld Shale Fynbos Wetlands 26.3 20 5.3 4.1 0.5 0.5 T pp T PP 

819 
-.. TEaster!"l'.F'{n_bcis~Renosterveld Shale ·.• Wetlands . 24:3 20 I 4.9 ·••· I 3.8 I • • o.o I ••· o.o .. I .. NP . I .•. NP 

Reriosterveld · -- .. : < - ·. ·.· • . · .. · . ..· ·. ... · ·. .. 

820 Eastern Kalahari Bushveld Group 1 Wetlands 498.7 20 99.7 78.4 7.7 7.4 pp pp 

821 --- EaStern KalShari Bush·veld_Gro_UP 2_ .:. 
-.. Wetlands __ · .. 

•• 
·.·· 87.5 . I 20 .•. · 17.5 13-.8 - __ : __ ·. 0,8 1• . 0.5 • _:.-NP ·:. 1 :> : NP 

822 Eastern Kalahari Bushveld Group 3 Wetlands 572.8 20 114.6 90.1 14.7 13.8 pp pp 

823" :· ··• Eastern Kalaha·n Bushveld Group_.4 We"t!ands 
•• 

7.9 ---:- . 20 __ ·.-: -.. 1~6 • ·· 1.2 ..• ·. 0.0 .·· .. 0.0 .· NP NP 
.. . . · . 

824 Eastern Kalahari Bushveld Group 5 Wetlands 465.3 20 93.1 73.2 2.4 2.4 NP NP 

825 ,' :· ~aSterll K_a_lahari.BUshveld-Group_6 · ... ·._ __ wettands./,":- ._-. · ... _ .•· 49.9 .· .. • 20 10:0 ,. 7.8 · -- 2.7 _:·--: : 2.7 . :.-·. _-. . pp pp 
.. 

826 Estuarine Wetlands 71.9 20 14.4 11.3 

828 •· Gariep Desert __ (Dg) .. · .. Wetlands -·<- __ -147.0 -:-: · 20 . ·_: 29;4 · ._- 23.1 
·.· . 

829 Indian Ocean Coastal Belt Group 1 Wetlands 1027.2 20 205.4 161.5 390.2 

830 . .. .:· tndlan_O_cean Coasta_l Belt.Group·2 . Wetlands ·.· · _.:-, __ 38.6.-:-· ·- -· -20 . ·. 7,7 . · .. 6.1 .0.8 

831 Indian Ocean Coastal Belt Group 3 Wetlands 2.5 20 0.5 0.4 0.8 

832. ->: lndiari_OC:ean coastal Belt GroU:p_:4: ·. :---:- · ·. :: · Wetlands_:-_.-: · ... •· 3.3.• • 20 0.7. . 0.5 __ 0,0 .. ·.··· > 0.0 ••• , NP .1 NP 

833 Kalahari Duneveld Wetlands 1212.1 20 242.4 190.6 110.7 110.7 pp pp 

__ 834: ;· _' KiroO_ Dolerite Renosterveld . . Wetla_nds . ... . . 6.1_ . ; 20 . 1.2· . 1-'.· . 1,0 • 0.0 
.. __ o.o·- ___ .NP• • . ·_- NP .· 

835 Karoo Shale Renosterveld Wetlands 19.1 20 3.8 3.0 0.3 0.3 pp pp 
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837 Lower Nama Karoo Wetlands 44_S LU o_s ,_u U-0 V-V " PP 

838 ';•, .· Lriwv,eldGrou·p_l: ... -- -- - ----
-

Wetla·nds ::. . ~-- ·:-'-: .. 21.1··. -- 20 ,' ,' :4.2 
_, 3.3 -- ,4.~ . 

• 0.4 ··- -
:·--:_yyp,•_: -- pp 

839 Lowveld Group 10 Wetlands 181.1 20 36.2 28.5 45.0 45.0 WP WP 

840 •- Lowve'ld Group·ll .·. ,, < ·-- -· 
Wetlands·.·::: · - -_.--_ _238_8 20 /•,' 47.8 ::·. :.--'. 37.6 . 40.8 40.0 . MP _·Mp: 

- --
---

841 Lowveld Group 2 Wetlands 3_9 20 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5 MP MP 

842 , LoWVeJd Grqup 3: ·:. ', -__ -_ .. __ -- - Wetlands - > • I 89.1:: :, _.- ;. 20 --; _- 17.8 _~- · ---; 14.0 ·: . .,'·- '.,: _19.8 ''. ', ~-6_ .· :-,·· IJvP. -':. ·:· . _ _, PP-

843 Lowveld Group 4 Wetlands 29.5 20 5.9 4.6 15.0 1.0 WP pp 

844 / LoWveld Grotip5 •· •- .•. -- - -. - 1- Wetlands 0.1 •• _ - '_ 20 . ':: 1--- o.o __ - -·· 'o:o '. -_ • --. 0.1 " ' o.o, I ""WP-• __ MP 
- --

845 Lowveld Group 6 Wetlands 0.5 20 0_1 0.1 0.1 0.0 MP NP 

846-_ ._· ',.• Lowveld.Group 7 -·--• .-:· __ ·,-:- :,'"· Wetlands ,- . -- . -- 37_9 20 1--. _ _:_ 7.6'- .'. __ 6.0 ·;_ ·. •• 1.4 _-

•• 
0.1 ';. --- pp - - / ~P_ 

847 Lowve!d Group 8 Wetlands 5_2 20 1.0 0_8 3_2 1.0 WP MP 

848 . . Lowveld Group 9 ___ .:-- ·. __ ._- . __ 
. Wetlands - <_: --- 48.9 --- 20 -:- · -• 9.8 ... _- 7.7 : :--- 16,4_._, 9.3 · : ___ WP- _ .· -__ ... M~ 

849 Mesic Highveld Grassland Group 1 Wetlands 115.9 20 23.2 18.2 4_3 3.7 pp pp 

850 __ ---_".-• MesJC Highveld_GraSSland Gro_Up_10 ._· .- -. Wetlands .. - -- ___ -·o.G--:: _ -·_.-20_ ·; 0.1 . --- 0.1 - . __ -_ o_o ,.- . 0.0 ; ... NP.:::. _ .. ·:NP 

851 Mesic Highveld Grassland Group 11 Wetlands 0.7 20 0.1 0_1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

852 .· ~eslc Highveld _Grasslal1d __ Group 2 _ : · - wetlands -- · 415.6 ·. _. _20 -- 83.1 _-- .-· 65.4 7.3: -_. _ - 5.2 -- pp __ .- -;·._-:-· PP-_ 
--- . 

853 Mesic Highveld Grassland Group 3 Wetlands 155.5 20 31.1 24.5 1.8 0.4 pp NP 

854 .- ._. Mesic HiShve!d Grassla"nd Group,4 --- -. Wetlands .. --:."· . 161.0 .. · ,20 ·.•" 32.2 --- 25.3 --- 18.7 -- " 1·.1 -- MP -
pp 

855 Mesic Highveld Grassland Group 5 Wetlands 208.3 20 41.7 32.8 2.7 2.3 pp pp 

;856 _ _._:_·.-.- MEiSic kighVeld.(;raSs!and Gioup 6 -. : _ ... : Wetlands --_ · .-. 107.1 
" 

20 2M _ .... 16:8 -./16;1 _-.-. __ - 15._4 __ -· .<MP - .MP 

857 Mesic Highveld Grassland Group 7 Wetlands 55.2 20 11.0 8.7 1.8 1.5 pp pp 

858 ," /_ ~esie-l-lighveld:Grass[8.nd_Group s: ;---: · --- Wetla·nds --
-__ --_·--- 211.2 I _. __ 20 - 42.2 -.-. ___ - -•--- 33,2 • 26:S --- -·• 26.3 <_ MP I MP 

859 Mesic Highveld Grassland Group 9 Wetlands 12.5 20 2.5 2.0 7.1 6.8 WP WP 

-86d 
- ___ . 

MopaneGn)Up_l -.-:- -_-.- --· 
--. _ 'A{etlaildS ___ .. -- ;. 25.1 I· 20 .•- 5.0 < -_-_- 3.9 · .· 

• 
14;4 _ 13.5 - ·" WP • - WP 

--• --
861 Mopane Group 2 Wetlands 33.4 20 6-1 5.3 13.2 7.9 WP WP 

862 •. ---•---- 1 .- Mop·ane Group 3 --•-
.- - . .Wetlands_--_.·._ _ .. _ .-_ .25.2 20 . __ ·-.- 5.0 • I ·4.0. _.- · fS.2 _. -.- _--,- 18-.6 -- WP WP 

_-

863 Mo pane Group 4 Wetlands 41.6 20 8.3 6.5 21.4 3.9 WP pp 

864 . .- ·. 'N_ama_Kafoo-Bu_s_hman!ati_d; __ ._ .-·_- ;"- : Wetlands_ -. _ .. :-: _ . 4764.3 __ - 20 ... · -_ 952.9 ,_--::-:-_749,_2,;-:. · :_- ·. 7:6 ._.. .-·1;1. ._- •- NP> _.::;:NP_ 

865 Namaqualand Cape Shrublands Granite Wetlands 0.1 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

Fynbos 
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867 I Namaqualand Cape Shrublands Quartzite \ Wetlands I 0.0 I 20 I 0.0 I 0.0 I o.o I 0.0 I WP I WP 

Fynbos 

868 NamaqUaland Ha·rdeveJ_d (Skn} ·. Wetlan_ds __ · _ : .:153.2 20 _ 30.6 _ . 24'1 
,.,. 

,', 11.8 -· I 11.8 pp I : pp 
. · . ·.- -.- . 

869 Namaqualand Sandveld (Sks) Wetlands 43.1 20 8.6 6.8 1.2 1.2 pp pp 

sro. ·-... NorthweS1:MuViumFynbos _·- -· -· .· Wetlands -- .· .-12.6 _ · ·20 
' 

2;5 . 2.0 -. __ .. 0.0_i ·---·0.0 ', -· NP .. · · . NP 
. 

. 

871 Northwest Quartzite Fynbos Wetlands 0.8 20 0.2 0.1 o.o 0.0 pp pp 

s12, .. ·:- __ .< I,: NorthWesi:: Sand Fynbos· :· · _ < · · __ . 
1 __ Wet!ands·, ... ... • 140.2 .-· 20 28.0 -.- 22.0 : . _:3,5· _ : I" ·. i/ Q._1. .. :-PP··.·: •:·. :,NP 

"" ', < . 

873 Northwest Sandstone Fynbos Wetlands 105.6 20 21.1 16.6 19.2 18.8 MP MP 

s~4: __ . _ : Nort;h,west S~ale Bar,d Vegetatiori . . < .- . :WetlaridS· :· _·- -.· > 2.2_·_. ,' 20 
.. 0.4 ,' :-._ ._ ,0;3 . 1:.8 I 1.8 _ :· - : WP._ :: I:·_. WP 

875 Northwest Shale Fynbos Wetlands 7.2 20 1.4 1.1 o.o 0.0 NP NP 

876 . - ' RainshildowValley Karoo {Skv} _._- ··. I- Wetlands: < .. ·- 98.2 --· 20 _ :- ,-:.- _19.6 > 15.4 10.0 :- --- -.. 9.6 . MP __ .- · . PP 

877 Richtersve!d (Skr) Wetlands 2.8 20 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

878 _,.-__ : SotitfrCoast Ur:nestone Fynb6s ----- - Wetlands .. · ... 
-· 

56.0 20 • 11.2 •• -.•• · . 8.8 : ·.- 7.4 7.0 •MP < 1._· _: -MP 
I .. 

879 South Coast Sand Fynbos Wetlands 12.6 20 2.5 2.0 0.5 0.5 PP PP 

880 1 ,-s"6uth_Strandveld_ Sand_fynbos __ ":_.-- . --: _ .. : \o\'et!ands :-< -.--. - ·. -- 0.8 20 0;2 -- _ ._ 0.1 .· 0.3 
. 

.. 0.3. _ '. 
.. -WP WP . 

881 South Strandveld Western Strandveld Wetlands 24.S 20 4.9 3.9 0.7 0.7 pp pp 

882 · , >:- Sciuth:ern Ni:imib_D_es_ert (Ori) - . ,-· . _- Wetlands .·_ .-· ... -_._ · .-- 0.9 20 ••-
----- 0;2 

:·:· -. 0.1 . ____ o.o; _ 
-·• 

0,0 - _NP _------ NP 
.. . 

883 Southern Sandstone Fynbos Wetlands 2S.4 20 5.1 4.0 12.3 12.3 WP WP 

884 --- ---
Soutr)E!m Shale Band Vegetatio_n_. - . -· _._Wetlands .- :, ._ , 1.7 :"- :. --- . -20 _ ... -> .,.-0,3 .· 1> . 0.3 - .. _-- o.s ; -·: _.--_-o.s: -: .-::- -: WP I WP 

885 Southern Shale Fynbos Wetlands 1.4 20 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

886 __ _ ·_-:_ . SoLithern_Silcrete FYnbos ,- . __ :: . wetlands . . 
___ : _.-:_ . 25.7 - ' . 20 • •- 5.1 __ .-- 4.0 ·· ... 7:9· __ ::_ I-> _ 1.s -·-••• :- _ WP ------ WP 

887 Southwest Alluvium Fynbos Wetlands 40.4 20 8.1 6.3 9.7 9.3 WP WP 

888 < Southwest_Ferricfete Fyn!x>S -_,-:-. . __ .. Wetlands- : _ _ -,_. -- _213.1 : 20 . 42.b _ ___ 33._S, 37.7 _ -._.· 37,1 -. MP. 1 
______ MP 

. 

889 Southwest Granite Fynbos Wetlands 1.6 20 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.5 WP WP 

891•··· -.· SouttiWest Sand Fyhbos .. : ·- .. .. - Wetla-nds . 
_ ·. 54.S -- -: I _ •- 20_ 10.9 -- 1,------ 8.6_ -<-- -, 6:6 -

I 
6,4 · .--:'-MP-,_: .·. MP 

.· •. 

892 Southwest Sandstone Fynbos Wetlands 54.2 20 10.8 8.5 17.4 16.2 WP WP 

sgr-.- -:-_: -SouthwestShale_Band Vegetation . -.-. -Wetland$: _. -. --_-.< _ - . 0.4 .- .· 20 .... -.. -.-_. 0,1 .. -.-_ 0.1 . . _. -o.3 _ _.:-_ I _ o.3_ -• :,WP ---- WP .. ,. 
894 Southwest Shale Fynbos Wetlands 26.6 20 5.3 4.2 4.4 3.9 MP MP 

895 --:.-.:-·· __ S_oµtW~st Sa_nd FynbOs. -_ . '-:· --- , :: - . ·.·. -Wetlands ... ·• ... · .·· 0.0 • 20 •• --.•-- 0.0 ._ •• _. 0.0 ---- -; ---_ _o.o •. __ - 0.0_> :·- -NP : 1-- :-, NP 

896 Sub•Escarpment Grassland Group 1 Wetlands 8.2 20 1.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

i~ 
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898 Sub-Escarpment Grassland Group 3 · Wetlands 171.4 20 34.3 27.0 1.9 1.5 pp NP 

899 / sllb-Es_carprrlent Gra'Ss!and _Group _4 ·. ,:: . . Wetlands ·.·· .... ·. 758.0. ·. ,.,20·:· 151:6 : ', 119.2 ·.·--'/ . 7.5','·. ·, ',, '4.6 · · . NP ' ·> ·. NP 

900 Sub-Escarpment Grassland Group 5 Wetlands 384.9 20 77.0 60.5 28.3 26.6 . pp pp 

90_1_ . Sub•Es_carpment Grassland Group 6 . ,-. ·-•··•· 
Wetlands .·_.- .... ·. .. 463.5 ,, ',' 20 _ -:< ,' -_. 92.7 ··•·· 72.9 0;8 ,'•, 0.1 <'-' - NP __ . ·">:· ·NP_ 

902 Sub-Escarpment Grassland Group 7 Wetlands 82.0 20 16.4 12.9 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

903 _, _____ · - Stib-_EscarpmentGrass1and Group 8 · . .. ·· -Wetlands ._. · ·-.-,,'·:- ._. ,, 11.3, _ . 20 •. · .. · 2.3 • 1.8_ ,,;- 0.0 ·•. q.o " -. I. NP .. •· • NP . 

904 Sub-Escarpment Grassland Group 9 Wetlands 2.5 20 0.5 0.4 0.0 o.o· NP NP 

905 · ... • Sub~Esca_rpmen_tSavanna· _ ',, ' ;. wetlands . __ , .• 360.0 20 I·.:_ 72.0·_: ___ 56.6 ·. :· _o.s-_· ___ .1- 0.4 • .. NP · .. - •. __ NP 

906 Swamp Forest Wetlands 0.7 20 0.1 0.1 0.6 0.6 WP WP 

907 .. _.· ..... Tra_ns-Escarpment Suc_culent ~aroo·(skt} · .. ' Wetlands .. • .· ,,' .·· .. 98.2 · . 20 . _19.6 .· 15:4 .. • 0.0 · · · . 0.0 .NP .. ·>: ·NP. 
. · 

908 Upper Nama Karoo Wetlands 981.6 20 196.3 154.4 5.1 4.3 NP NP 

909 West Coast Alluvium Renosterveld . ·.·, ,,. " Wetlands . 7 5.3 20 . · 1.1 ', _ . 0.8 ..... 0.0 ', 0.0'·,' NP ... . · NP 

910 West Coast Granite Renosterveld Wetlands 6.7 20 1.3 1.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

911 • West·Coast Shale .Renosterveld -·. ·.· . Wetlahds . ·.· .· 70.0· _. .... · 20 ·•· 14.0 11.0 ,; .. · -0.0 ·. 0.0 -: ,'", · .. NP ··. ·.•• NP 

912 West Coast Silcrete Renosterveld Wetlands 0.5 20 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

913 .• •• We~ern Fynbos-Renpsterveld Congl_omei"ate Wet_!andr::i. 0.1 ·. .··. 20 · · . · 0.0 ·· . 0,0 •·· .·· .·. 0.0 .. 0.0 NP. NP 
Fynbos ·. - ·- , .. · ··- · ·.- -' ....... ··•·· .· .• 

914 I Western Fynbos-Renosterveld Limestone Wetlands 0.4 20 I 0.1 I 0.1 I 0.0 I 0.0 I NP I NP 

Renosterveld 

915 I Western Fynbos-Renosterveld Quartzite· .. . Wetlands 0.2 ·.· •· 20 I 0.0 I 0.0 I • 0.0 I 0.0 I NP I . NP 
Fyhbos .·,·.. ...· ·.' ·';' ;-;__ · .. .. ·. · . . ·.· 

916 I Western Fynbos-Renosterveld Sandstone Wetlands 0.6 20 0.1 1 0.1 ,- 0.3 I 0.3 I WP I WP 

Fynbos 

917 I YJe5tern F,vnbos-Renosterveld Shal~ Ba'nd · ... Wetlands ·•· 
0.1 ·: - 20 0.0 I 0.0 I · · 0.1 .•.·· I 0.1 I WP I WP 

Vegetation.-· .. · .. ·. . . .. ·.· ... ..... ..· . 

918 T Western Fynbos-Renosterveld Shale Fynbos Wetlands 0.1 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 l 0.0 l NP l NP 

919 ···: J · Western _FynbOs-RenOsterveld Shale Wetlands·:- · .. 20;9 • .20 I 4.2 .1-. 3.3 ··· I ·-·_ 6.7 •I 5.4 I WP I WP 

RE!ncisterve!d -- · .· --
. 

. .. · .. . . . · · .. 
920 Western Strandve!d Wetlands 41.1 20 8.2 6.5 5.4 5.3 MP MP 

922 ·-;,: "' Cool, Temp LafgeC!osedF_re'sh_Turbld . ·., ',' Estuary .- · .. ·· .·· -- .·24.7,.'·' 20 •· 
·. 4.9 : 3.9, .· ·. o:o 0.0. NP · 1. ·-'_.. ·NP 

.. . 

923 Cool Temp LargeClosedMixedBlack Estuary 59.9 20 12.0 9.4 7.3 0.0 MP NP 

9_24 .·· .• Coo! JelTlpJaq~eClosedMfxed_Clear .... Estuary . · . 
.. - .. 12:2 . 20 . 2.4 

-

L9 .•·. 0.0 
·•· 

, o,o_:; / NP.-· __ I.---;-;_- NP ... •• 

925 Cool Temp LargeOpenMixedClear Estuary 121.9 20 24.4 19.2 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

\-\ 
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927 Cool Temp MediumClosedMixedBlack Estuary 6.1 20 1.2 1.0 0.1 0.0 pp NP 

928_ ·-• . _copl T~mp Mediu_rrictoSedMixedClear. · ·,- . Estuary ·> .. ,, :_ . 11.7 ; 20 - ·- 2.3 .· '. _--: 1.8 0.2 .,. ,, 0.0 - . . ,., 't. >.'. -- NP . 
929 Cool Temp MediumClosedMixedTurbid Estuary 5.5 20 1.1 0.9 0.6 0.0 MP NP 

930 ,.·- "i ·;· Cool Temp Smal,IClosedFreShBlack_ -- . . EStuary ___ - . -.: ._ 2.2 20 _-·_ '. .. ·0.4 :- ·," 0.4 • 0.2 - . 0.0 .-- ·Mp ':,--- NP . . 
931 Cool Temp Smal!ClosedMixedBlack Estuary 1.1 20 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.0 WP NP 

932 .... Cool Temp Small_OpenFre_shf~lack . _. •:---i .Estuary> - << I 0.0 .. 20 ', 0.0 '.~--~::_- 0.0 :, 0.0 -_ .. o.o <- - ,, - wp:,_·<-> . __ NP 

933 Cool Temp Sma!IOpenMixedBlack Estuary 3.0 20 0.6 0.5 2.6 0.0 WP NP 

935 .. ______ Sub_tropical Large'ClosedFreshTurbid - 1- Estuary_ -· -. - _- '81.4 . -- 20 16;3 _ , 12,8::. 42.4 -· _. 0.0 -__ WP --.· _< .N_P_, . -

936 Subtropical LargeClosedMixedClear Estuary 60.6 20 12.1 9.5 60.1 0.0 WP NP 

937·: ,>" :_· SLibtro·pical la_riePosedMixedTurbid - ·Estuary _ . -- . - .569.1 20 lB.8 -. 
~ 89.5 ... :. 513.S _ ._-, r.:·:,,- o,o ·:,: · . .WP .< NP 

' ·"'' 
938 Subtropical LargeOpenMarineClear Estuary 35.4 20 7.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

939, -.- Subtrcip!cal LargeOpenMarineTurbid -·- Estuary -- . 
- . ·: 89.3 I 20 _< ·- 17,9 - 14.0 .. . 13,1 , , ,. -:"0.0 , :· ,,' i.··· MP __ NP 

·-. 
940 Subtropical LargeOpenMixedClear Estuary 6.1 20 1.2 1.0 1.9 0.0 WP NP 

941 > Subtropical largeOpenMix_edTurbid - . Esti.iary. :_.: .,· ~-~ 
-

· 31;5 . 20 - 6.3 5.0 • - 3,8 , . :::0.o-: .. : MP -•-· NP 
' 

942 Subtropical MediumC!osedFreshTurbid Estuary 12.3 20 2.5 1.9 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

943 --- -- s:ubtroPlca! Medil!mClosedMixe'dB!ack :·: . Es,tuary: . _- ·- 1.8 - '',: 20. ''' ' 0,4 · ·- -. 0.3 -... 0,0 •• 0.0 • ·•- .. ·. NP, > . · .. NP 
·--

944 Subtropical MediumClosedMixedClear Estuary 33.8 20 6.8 5.3 4.9 0.0 MP NP 

945 ,:."·:_;;-,: Subtropical.MediumClosedMixedTurbid · - :- .· · ·, Estuary, .. -... - - .••• _16.8 -• 
20 _. 3.4 ; · ·_2.6 .: 0.4 ' o:o, .: ' · .-.PP ' '' NP 

946 Subtropical MediumOpenMarineClear Estuary 6.1 20 1.2 1.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

947,, 
-- ••- Subti"op_ica.l _fv1.edlumOpenMixedTurbid· :. · . EStuary . . . · · · .· .'.· - _7.1 ·., :- :20 .-.- .. 1.4 ', : 1.1 -- ---- 1.2." :, o.o .. ... ·"MP ... I.. ' NP 

948 Subtropical SmallClosedFreshBlack Estuary 0.1 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 WP NP 

949 •--· sUbtropical·sma!IC!osedMi~edBlack -. · .. ,: Estuary ... : :", . . : , . 1.9 " I _ 20 -- .. 0,4 ___ ·:, 0.3 -- '.-·· .. o.; .. :·: -0,0 ·, PP ·. ·: I - NP 

950 Subtropical Smal!ClosedMixedClear Estuary 1.7 20 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 WP NP 

951 ••• warm Temp LargeClosedMarineClear • .-' .. - Estuary·· .. · .' . · ·. · . -. 2.1 ... ---.- 20 :· .. ·, .· .'· DA. .- 03- 0.0 _ .• -- I::· .. ·· :o.o:. ·:: NP. :.'_: I-•-··. _NP 

952 WarmTemp LargeClosedMixedBlack Estuary 43.3 20 8.7 6.8 18.9 0.0 WP NP 

,953, , ; .. War_n,Temp La_rgeClosedMbcedC!ea_r 
- -•-· Estuary • • • -_ < -- - ,..: .. -:7:1 ... ·,: I··. 20 > ' 1.4 --- - •• 1.1 < ,- 0.3 :: ·.;:.:.-o.D".,. . pp-• NP 

-

954 WarmTemp LargeOpenMarineBlack Estuary 25.1 20 5.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

955 waimTf!mp-_LargeOpenMarineClea_r Estuary 
-

- - ,' ,··· 21.0 ', : . : 20 ,' ,', 4.2 ,'': r: 3.3" ,', .• __ --LO -•. 0.0 .• pp .. ' ' ,_:·ril~ 
- -- -

956 WarmTemp LargeOpenMixedBlack Estuary 50.2 20 10.0 7.9 1.6 0.0 pp NP 

957 ....... ,' Warn}Temp Lai-geOpenMixedClear. Estuary :.· . -- ... 142.5 ·- - 20 - 28.5 I.· •·,: 22.4 ,.':: 25.6 . _o.o .. . ' .. MP.· >: NP 

\ ¾ 
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959 Wa-fl'\1Temp MediumCloSedMbcedBlack 

960 WarmTemp MediumClosedMixedClear 

961 WarrnTemp_MediumOpenM[xedBJack 

962 WarmTemp MediumOpenMixedClear 

963 WarmJemp MedlumOpenMiXedTurbicl 

964 WarmTemp SmallClosedFreshBlack 

965 WarriiTerh,p_SmallClosedMixedB_la_ck 

966 WarmTemp SmallClosedMixedClear 

967 WarmTemP:SmallOpenFreshB!ack 

968 WarmTemp SmallOpenMixedBlack 

969 Southern-·oceanS 

970 Subantarctic Polar Desert 

971 Subantarctic:Cin.der Cones-. 

972 Subantarctic Coastal Vegetation 

973 Subantai'ctic Fetlfield 

974 Subantarctic Mire-Slope Vegetation 

975 Pelag'.ic Habitat-23 

976 Pelagic Habitat 7 

977 Pelaglc HabltaUO 

978 Pelagic Habitat 12 

979 Pelcigic _Habitat _11 

980 Pelagic Habitat 2 

981 J>elaglc _Habitat 1 

982 Pelagic Habitat47 

983 Pelagic Habitat 9 

984 Pelagic Habitat 48 

985 Pelagic Habitat 21 

986 Pelagic Habitat 41 

987 P~lagic.liabitat 38 

Estuary -

Estuary 

Estuary 

Estuary 

.Estuary 

Estuary 

Esti.Jary 

Estuary 

Estuary 

Estuary 

Southe·m Oceans 

Subantarctic Polar 
Desert 
SUbantarctic Tundra 

Subantarctic Tundra 

Subantarctic:Jundra 

Subantarctic Tundra 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

PE!lagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic: 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 

Pelagic 
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18.0 20 

21.4 20 

0:2 20 

5.1 20 

2.5 20 

0.2 20 

0.8 20 

1.9 20 

0;2 20 

0.2 20 

473375.0 20 

109.9 20 

9.6 20 

12.1 20 

116.9 20 

84.8 20 

126993.0 

9830.2 

65294.9 

73695.5 

97950.6 

144107.0 

·68898.2 

54965.9 

55908;2 20 

31412.1 20 

59293.1 20 

171579.0 20 

28806.0 20 

2.8 12.2 

3.4 2.9 

o.o °'° NP 

0.8 0.3 NP 

0.4 o.o 0.0 NP 

0.0 0.0 0.0 NP 

0.2 0.1 '.-DA 0.0 WP PP 

0.4 0.3 0.3 0.1 MP pp 

0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 WP PP 

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 WP NP 

94675.0 180862.0 180862.0 WP WP 

22.0 17.3 109.9 109.9 WP WP 

1.9 1.5 9.6 9.6 WP WP 

2.4 1.9 12.1 12.1 WP WP 

25:4 20.0 126.9 125;9 WP WP 

17.0 13.3 84.8 84.8 WP WP 

25398.6 12699.3 0.0 0.0 'NP NP 

1966.0 983.0 0.0 0.0 NP NP 

13059.0 6529.5 0.0 o.o NP NP-" 

14739.1 7369.6 0.0 0.0 NP 

19590;1 9795.1 0.0 0.0 NP 

28821.4 14410.7 0.0 0.0 NP 

13779.6 . 6889.8 410.0 NP 

10993.2 5496.6 578.9 206.3 NP 

· 11181.6 5590.8 0.0 0.0 NP 

6282.4 3141.2 95.4 34.1 NP 

11858.6 5929.3 o;o 0.0 NP 

34315.8 17157.9 0.0 0.0 NP 

576L2 2880.'6 1389.8 pp 



~~ 

989 

990 Pelagic Habitat 45 Pelagic 
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22603.6 20 

31467.3 20 

4520.7 pp 

6293.5 3146.7 0,0 0,0 NP NP 



Agpen1:lix 2: Sugporting tecl'inical notes 

This appendix provides more detailed background information beyond what could be included in the 

main document. The key sections covered in the appendix are: 

• Technical Note 1: More detailed information on the approach and principles used to set targets. 

• Technical Note 2: The detailed method for calculating targets. 

• Technical Note 3: Supporting information on the creation of the integrated ecosystem map. 

• Technical Note 4: Supporting information on the creation of the integrated ecosystem condition 

map. 

Technical Note 1: Protected area targets 

Protected area targets are action targets that indicate how much of each ecosystem should be 

included in protected areas, thus guiding protected area expansion to focus on ecosystems that are 

least protected. Internationally, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) to which South Africa is 

a signatory, commits governments to a range of targets generally known as Aichi biodiversity 

targets. Target 11 states that "by 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 

per cent of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and 

ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically 

representative and well connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based 

conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes". The key issues to 

highlight are that the CBD is very specific about the network needing to be ecologically 

representative and that the targets need to be met by intact habitat that is ecologically functional 

and is conserved in protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures. Further, 

the flat targets of 17% and 10% are relatively arbitrary, and are politically decided rather than based 

on ecologically rationale. 

South Africa has a well-established system of systematic biodiversity planning which uses 

biodiversity targets to determine which areas of the landscape and seascape are most important 

for conserving a representative sample of biodiversity pattern (ecosystems and species) and for 

keeping key ecological processes intact. These targets are used as the basis for national monitoring 

of Ecosystem Threat Status and Protection Levels in the National Biodiversity Assessment (NBA)59
• 

The system, and specific values, of thresholds set out in the NBA is widely used and well-accepted 

across South Africa. These thresholds are widely used in national systematic biodiversity planning 

processes such as the National Freshwater Ecosystem Priority Areas Assessment (NFEPA)60
, 

prioritization for marine protected areas in projects such as the Offshore Marine Protected Area 

(OMPA) Project 201161, and the National Estuary Biodiversity Plan for South Africa 201262
• The same 

ecosystem targets are used in provincial conservation plans. Biodiversity targets for terrestrial 

ecosystems in South Africa range from 16% to 36% of the original extent of each ecosystem, with 

59 The targets are often called biodiversity thresholds. See Driver et al. 2012 for explanations of the thresholds, 
the systematic conservation planning approach used in South Africa and details on the biodiversity targets, how 
they are determined

1 
and how they are used in the evaluations of ecosystem protection level. 

60 Nel et al. 2011 
61 Sink et al. 2011. 
62 Turpie et al. 2012. 
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higher thresholds for more variable and species-rich ecosystems. In the absence of better data, a 

20% biodiversity threshold is used for marine, river, wetland and estuarine systems. 

The NPAES 2008 set long-term protected area targets equal to the biodiversity targets, so that 

protected area targets would have an underlying science-basis reflecting the ecological 

requirements for protecting ecosystems effectively. The long-term goal was to incorporate into the 

protected area network at least that proportion of each ecosystem required to meet its biodiversity 

target. For the 20-year target, the biodiversity targets for individual ecosystems were adjusted so 

that they would cumulatively add up to the CBD target, which was 12% at that time for terrestrial 

areas. Specific habitat based protected area targets were set for each terrestrial habitat. More 

general targets, that were not habitat based, were set for marine (20% of which 15% should be no­

take zones) and coastal systems (25% of the coast length of which 15% should be no-take zones). 

Although the need for these targets was emphasised in the NPAES 2008, no specific targets could be 

set for rivers, wetlands or estuaries, as suitable habitat maps were not yet available. 

There are a number of issues relevant to protected area targets that have emerged since the NP AES 

2008: 

• The international CBD targets have increased to 17% of terrestrial and inland water, and 10% of 

coastal and marine areas, and the timelines have been adjusted. Further, there is a far stronger 

emphasis on the network needing to be ecologically representative and that the targets need to 

be met by intact habitat that is ecologically functional and is conserved in protected areas and 

other effective area-based conservation measures. 

• The coast length target proved to be very difficult to monitor as the further you zoom into a 

coastline, the more detail you see and the longer the line is. Also it is important to recognize that 

natural ecosystems do not consist of a line, but rather consist of areas. 

• In addition to the maps of terrestrial ecosystem types, we have how good maps of rivers, 

wetlands, estuaries and marine ecosystems. We need to set targets for these features. 

Unfortunately, these maps were separately created, with the consequence that one can have 

different habitat types overlapping (e.g. a terrestrial ecosystem, a specific river type and a 

wetland could all be mapped at the same site). This is clearly not the case on the ground, but 

rather is an issue related to our current fragmented approach to ecosystem mapping" . This 

means that if one just adds up the individual thresholds for these features that they will 

artificially inflate the target required 64
• 

• The terrestrial ecosystem map has been updated, with the consequence that areas of specific 

habitat types have changed. Similarly, both the wetland and marine ecosystem maps have had a 

series of spatial updates. 

63 An integrated habitat map is a key priority for the National Biodiversity Assessment 2018. 
64 It has been argued that this does not matter as one would just add al! the features together that are found at 

a site when one is calculating protection levels. However, this could result in falsely targeting sites for protection 

where the mapped features overlap. There would dearly be no rational ecological argument for this, as in reality 

only one ecosystem is found at a site. 

National Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 103 



The NP AES has built on the principles and approach established for the NPAES 2008. The core 

elements of this approach, which we have retained, are: 

• In the long term, South Africa's protected area targets should align with its established 

biodiversity thresholds. This ensures that; in principle, enough of each ecosystem will be 

protected to ensure that no further ecosystems can become Critically Endangered as 

sufficient intact habitat would be secured in the long term to avoid crossing this threshold. 

Further, alignment of the targets allows for consistent and aligned reporting. 

• Targets should be specifically set for each ecosystem. 

• Although overall the long term targets should meet the total CBD commitment, we optimize 

the allocation across habitats to reflect differing levels of biodiversity, i.e. we increase 

targets for diverse habitats, but reduce them in relatively low diversity habitats so that the 

overall commitment in terms of area remains the same. This ensures an optimal biodiversity 

outcome from our protected area expansion process. 

• Over a 20-year period, South Africa's protected area targets should aim to achieve its 

commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity even if the convention's 

timelines are not adhered to. 

• Shorter term targets are calculated as a proportion of the 20-year target i.e. the 5 year 

target is a quarter of the 20 year target. 

In addition, the following principles have been added: 

• Targets should also be set for marine, wetland, river and estuarine features at the ecosystem 

level. 

• Targets can be met only by intact habitat. This principle was established in the NPAES 2008 

but was only partially implemented as only artificial waterbodies were excluded at that time. 

• Targets can be met in protected areas and other areas with effective area-based 

conservation measures. Currently, we only evaluate protected areas, as these are the only 

areas where biodiversity is currently legally secured. In the future, once other area based 

conservation mechanisms have been secured effectively (e.g. through having intact natural 

areas of biospheres strictly zoned for conservation, subject to robust and effective land use 

controls, and have well-capacitated management authorities), it is anticipated that the intact 

and secure areas zoned for conservation under these other measures will also contribute to 

meeting targets. 

• Targets for features should not be artificially inflated by having falsely overlapping habitat 

maps. 
• The approach should be to set out clear principles for target setting, so that when habitat 

maps inevitably improve, biodiversity targets are refined (e.g. through more detailed 

biodiversity survey of aquatic habitats), or political commitments change (e.g. a revised CBD 

target), that it is a minor administrative and GIS task to recalculate the area required. A key 

element of this is that we need to move away from being fixated by the area measurement 

of target, which is in fact a secondary calculation, and rather realize that the area required is 

a function of the percentage of the habitat that is required and the mapped original extent 

of the feature. 
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Technical Note 2: Calculating targets 

Targets are a fundamental building block guiding the design, implementation and evaluation of any 

protected area network that aims to be fully representative of all biodiversity. As discussed in the 

main body of the NPAES and in Technical Note One, targets for each ecosystem are a function of the 

original extent of that ecosystem; the proportion of the ecosystem that needs to be conserved to 

retain all its key biodiversity pattern and process (i.e. the biodiversity target); the political, 

administrative and practical considerations of how much to expand the protected area network; and 

finally, interim targets are influenced by timelines for implementation. All of these elements are 

however subject to change. For example, additional wetlands could be mapped which changes the 

original extent, new surveys could result in better biodiversity targets being set, the Aichi 

biodiversity targets related to CBD commitments could be altered, and finally a protected area 

expansion strategy may be implemented over a longer period. Therefore, the NPAES has established 

a system that sets robust targets, but which can be quickly and easily updated when changes in any 

of the input elements occurs. Ideally, it should be a minor GIS and administrative task to recalculate 

the required target. 

The target calculation is undertaken for each ecosystem65 using the following steps: 

1. Identify the appropriate biodiversity target percentage to use for the ecosystem in question". 

These currently range from 16 to 36% for terrestrial ecosystems, with a 20% target used for 

other ecosystems. The appropriate biodiversity threshold for each ecosystem is published in the 

latest National Biodiversity Assessment (NBA). Should the biodiversity thresholds, as published 

in the NBA change (e.g. as a result of research which improves our knowledge of the portion of a 

specific ecosystem which needs to be kept intact to conserve all its biodiversity elements), this 

change should also be applied to the NPAES. This percentage value should be used as the long­

term protected area target. Securing this area in effectively managed protected areas will in 

theory ensure that no further ecosystems will become Critically Endangered, though obviously 

this opportunity has already been lost for many systems. Aligning the values also allows for 

robust and consistent assessment, and full alignment between the NPAES and the NBA. 

2. Calculate the required area to secure the long-term protected area target. This is achieved by 

calculating the area of the ecosystem on an appropriate map, and multiplying this by the long­

term protected area target percentage. 
3. Establish the relationship between the total area required to meet long term protected area 

target for all ecosystems and the total area committed to politically or administratively. To do 

this we added up all the areas required to meet long-term protected area targets and divided it 

by the total area committed to under the CBD (i.e. 17% of inland and 10% for marine 

65 The NPAES uses this target setting method on the integrated ecosystem map that was created for this 
project. However, if the method described above is applied to a different ecosystem map (e.g. a more detailed 
ecosystem map for a province), the overall outcome will still deliver the required total area to meet national 
targets. Hence, provinces can use their own maps, and still be confident that if this method is applied that they 
will be compatible with national requirements. Targets can even be calculated individually for ecosystem maps 
that are not integrated. The overall alignment with the NPAES will be retained so long as target achievement 

for individually mapped systems is also separately evaluated. 
66 So long as this method is applied in fu!! 1 even if a province has set its own different biodiversity targets for 
ecosystem types, the final total requirement will still be compatible with the overall requirement for meeting 

national protected area targets, 
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ecosystems). We did the calculation separately for terrestrial and marine systems. As they are 

mixed systems with terrestrial and marine elements, we treated coastal ecosystems which have 

a land component as terrestrial. This also ensures better alignment with current planning 

initiatives. Based on current values, 50% of the long-term biodiversity target is required for all 

non-coastal marine systems, while 78.63% of the long term biodiversity target is required for all 

other ecosystems". 
4. Combined the long-term protected area target with the appropriate proportion from point 3 to 

calculate the 20-year protected area target. 

5. Shorter term protected area targets (e.g. a 5-year target) are calculated as a portion of the 20-

year target. 

Technical Note 3: Integrated ecosystem map 
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Figure A 1: An integrated ecosystem map was created for South Africa. The map includes 969 distinct 
terrestrial, river, wetland, estuarine, coastal and marine ecosystems and is mapped for the full extent 

of South African territory including its EEZ. The inset shows the Prince Edward Islands and their 

surrounding EEZ. Pelagic offshore ecosystems, which extend over the benthic offshore ecosystems 

are shown in the second insert. This is the first time an integrated ecosystem map is available for 
South Africa. 

The preparation of a fully integrated ecosystem map covering terrestrial, river, wetland, estuarine, 

coastal and marine ecosystems was a key activity for the NPAES (Figure A 1). Without the map, 

accurate targets cannot be set and monitoring of achievement of targets is problematic. Although 

67 These percentages can be directly applled to any ecosystem and its biodiversity target on any habitat map 
for South Africa, so long as the target for that ecosystem Is aligned with the target from the NBA. There ls no 
need to recalculate each step if there is no change to the CBD commitment. This allows rapid calculations to be 
made in provincial PAES assessments where more refined ecosystem maps are used. 
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good maps of the individual ecosystem types now exist, these maps were separately created, with 

the consequence that one can have different habitat types overlapping. We therefore undertook a 

mapping process to develop an integrated map. We identified 26 biozones68 (which are similar to 

biomes but are not just applicable in terrestrial units) which include 969 distinct ecosystems. A map 

showing the biozones is provided in Figure A 2 and a summary of biozones and ecosystems is given 

in Table A 2. 

The mapping used the following building blocks: 

• Terrestrial Ecosystems: The revised 2012 National vegetation map69
• There are 450 ecosystem 

types in 12 biozones. These biozones are very similar to the corresponding terrestrial biome, but 

will have a reduced area as some portions of the unit will now be mapped as wetlands or rivers. 

• Wetlands: Natural wetlands included in the 2015 revised national wetland map (4a) were 

used70• Wetlands were included at the group level, which has 136 distinct ecosystem types. 

These are all included in 1 biozone as we do not currently have a reliable basis on which to 

divide these systems. 

• Coastal and marine types: The integrated coastal and benthic ecosystem maps prepared for the 

National Biodiversity Assessment 2011 was used as the starting point71
• An additional ecosystem 

was defined for all marine areas in the Southern Oceans which were not previously included in 

the national map. There are 109 benthic and coastal ecosystem types, 16 pelagic types and 1 

Southern Ocean type distributed across 9 biozones. 

• Estuaries: Estuary types were mapped based on the outlines in the National Estuary map 2012 

and the classification in Whitfield (1992). There are 46 estuary ecosystem types in 3 biozones. 

• Rivers: River ecosystems were based on the NFEPA classification and dataset (Nel et al., 2011). 

There are 126 distinct ecosystem types. As this map treats rivers as lines with no area, we 

approximated river areas by buffering rivers based on stream order, with the smallest rivers 

having a 30m buffer and largest ones 210m. 

The individual components were integrated into a single map created at a 30m resolution using a 

simple rule based approach whereby wetlands and estuaries overrode all other layers; rivers 

overrode terrestrial ecosystems; and terrestrial ecosystems overrode marine and coastal systems. 

The approach is not ideal, but until the National Biodiversity Assessment 2018 when an integrated 

ecosystem map is anticipated to be a core product, this map developed for the NPAES is likely to be 

the best available. 

68 The term biozone is used as it is more compatible with the ecosystem classifications in marine and estuarine 
systems than a biome. For terrestrial systems the concept is identical to a biome, but the actual mapped 
extent of the terrestrial biozone will be different to its associated blame. This is caused by the fact that an area 
which was a single biome (e.g. Grasslands) was divided into terrestrial, river and wetland areas. This will clearly 

reduce the total mapped extent of the Grasslands. 
69 Based on the Mucina and Rutherford (2006) vegetation map with some revised units in KwaZulu-Natal, the 

Western Cape and Mpumalanga. 
70 This map is based on the NFEPA wetland dataset (Nel et al., 2011), but has not yet been formally released 
and does not have an updated reference. 
71 The mapping process is described in Sink et al. {2012), Some subsequent refinements of ecosystems near 

that Orange River mouth were also included. 
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Table A 2: Summary of the number of different ecosystem types in each category and biozone. 

Ma.rine. 
Coast types 32 

Inner Shelf 4 

Inshore 10 

Island 2 

Lagoon 1 

Offshore Benthic 60 

Marine Pelagic 16 

Marine Southern Oceans 1 

!livers 211 

Sub,Antarctic 5 

Sub-Antarctic Polar Desert 1 

Sub-Antarctic Tundra 4 

Te.rrestrial 445 

Albany Thicket 14 

Azonal Vegetation 36 

Desert 15 

Forests 12 

Fynbos 122 

Grassland 72 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 6 

Nama-Karoo 14 

Savanna 90 

Succulent Karoo 
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Technical Note 4: Integrated ecosystem condition map 
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Figure A 2: The 969 ecosystem types mapped in the integrated ecosystem map are divided into 26 

biozones. 

A second mapping input required for the evaluation of achievement of targets is an ecosystem 

condition map. The underlying principle is that areas that are no longer intact (e.g. large dams, 

roads, rest camps, canalized sections of rivers and plantations of exotic trees) should not contribute 

to targets even if they are in protected areas. Hence, the preparation of a fully integrated ecosystem 

condition map covering terrestrial, river, wetland, estuarine, coastal and marine ecosystems was a 

key activity for the NPAES. Although good maps of individual ecosystem condition now exist, these 

maps had not previously been integrated. A map was developed for the NPAES that identified good, 

fair and poor condition areas of each ecosystem (Figure A 3). 

The mapping primarily used DEA's recently released National Land Cover (NLC 2013/2014)72 for 

inland areas. The 72 land cover or land use classes were each classified as either good (for natural 

and semi-natural areas), fair (for degraded systems) or poor (for heavily modified systems such as 

mining, plantation, arable agriculture or urban land uses). For marine ecosystems, estuaries, rivers 

and wetlands the ecosystem condition maps developed for the respective components of the 

National Biodiversity Assessment 2011 were used. The layers were used to develop individual 

Figure A 3: An integrated ecosystem condition map was created for South Africa. This is the first time 

an integrated ecosystem condition map is available for South Africa for terrestrial, river, wetland, 

estuarine, coastal and marine ecosystems. The condition of Southern Ocean marine ecosystems and 

Sub-Antarctic terrestrial ecosystems is shown in the first insert, while offshore pelagic condition is 

shown in the second insert. 

72 DEA, 2014. This dataset is© Geoterraimage (2014). 
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condition maps for the areas covered by each ecosystem type. These individual layers were then 
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integrated based on the habitat type present at a site. Finally, if a site was mapped in the new 

National Land Cover as being in fair or poor condition, this value overrode any other input as it was 

likely to be more accurate. This process produced the first ever integrated ecosystem condition map 

for South Africa. 
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Appendix 3: Review ot implementation of Rliase 1 of tlie NP.II.ES (2008 - 2014) 

The first phase of the National Protected Area Expansion Strategy, covering the period 2008 - 2014, 

has been completed73 • This appendix serves to review the progress made in implementing Phase 1 

of the NPAES. This review reports on progress made in: (i) the formal declaration of new areas as 

protected areas; (ii) the negotiation (but not yet completed) of new areas for declaration as 

protected areas; (iii) the development of institutionally-based PAES's; (iv) the implementation of 

different protected area expansion mechanisms; (v) securing financial and human resources to 

support protected area expansion efforts; and (vi) the development of the enabling conditions (legal, 

policy, information management, incentives, cooperative governance) for protected area expansion. 

Based on the lessons learnt in the implementation of phase 1 of the NP AES, the review further 

identifies key challenges to protected area expansion that will need to be addressed in phase 2 of 

the NPAES in order to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of protected area expansion efforts. 

1. New areas declared as protected areas 

In Phase 1 of the NPAES, a total area of 189 433.36km' was added to the protected area system, 

through 460 formal declarations. Over 95% (180 851.37km2
) of this total is attributed to the 

declaration of a single protected area, the Prince Edward Island marine protected area (situated in 

the Prince Edward Island EEZ). Table A 3 presents a breakdown of the new areas declared as 

protected areas during the period of review, by protected area type. 

Table A 3: The number and extent of protected areas declared in Phase 1, by protected area type. 

National Park 325 270 284 

Nature Reserve 112 348 515 

Protected Environment 12 196 673 

Forest Nature Reserve 8 14 850 

Terrestrial total 457 

rine Protected Area 

In the terrestrial environment, approximately 31% of the area originally targeted for expansion in 

phase 1 (i.e. 27 000.00km' or 2.2% of the country's surface area) was formally declared74
• The spatial 

distribution of the new areas included into the terrestrial protected area system, for the period of 

review is shown in Figure A 4. 

n The actual timeframe for Phase 1 of the NPAES is 2008-2013. This review of progress was however only 
initiated at the end of 2014. It was thus considered prudent to include 2014 into the period of review. 
74 No specific targets were however set for different protected area types. 
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Figure A 4: Protected area status in South Africa and Prince the Edward Islands at the end of Phase 1.75 

Of the 830 322ha added to the terrestrial protected area system, over 560 000ha of this was 

privately owned (502 692ha) or under some form of communal tenure (59 175ha), and declared 

under a contractual agreement without a change in ownership (Table A 4). This suggests that the 

negotiation of formal contractual agreements with people who have private or communal land 

tenure has become the primary tool for protected area expansion in terrestrial habitats (see 

discussion in section 2). 

Most protected area agencies, with the exception of Limpopo and Free State, concluded new 

terrestrial protected area declarations in Phase 1 (see also Table A ). 

Table A 4: Number and area of terrestrial protected areas declared in Phase 1. 

State land 293 268 455 

Communal tenure 2 59175 

Private property 162 502 692 

75 At the time that the NPAES (2008) was developed, there were many protected areas that were functioning 
as de facto protected areas but were not formally declared. These areas were included in national protected 
area calculations. Formalising their status by declaring them was identified as an important mechanism for 
protected area expansion - although this did not expand the actual area. De facto protected areas that have 
been proclaimed are recorded here. 
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The NPAES established the important principle of representing each habitat type within the 

protected area network, and set representation targets for each of South Africa's terrestrial habitat 

types 76• Table A gives a summary of the NPAES targets for land-based protected areas, and 

summarizes progress towards meeting them77•78• As only intact areas contribute to meeting 

representation targets, the new DEA land-cover database was used to evaluate the actual 

contribution existing and expanded protected areas make by removing impacted areas such as 

dams, rest camps, roads and fields. For this reason 79, the total areas contributing to meeting 

representation targets for habitats are less than the full area of protected area added. This is 

particularly the case for Protected Environments which often consist of a mosaic of different land 

uses. 

Table A shows that progress towards meeting the targets set in the NPAES has been mixed. When 

all habitats are considered, the areas effectively contributing to meeting targets improved from 3.6% 

to 3.9% (based on current protected areas), and will move to 4.2% if additional sites under 

negotiation are all completed80• Currently, this equates to 18% of the 5-year target and 4.5% of the 

20-year target. Should all areas under negotiation be completed, 8.3% of the 20-year target will have 

been met. Clearly progress towards meeting targets has been slower than the NP AES proposed. Best 

progress (as measured by the% of the 5-yeartarget met) has been made in the Forest biome, where 

the area declared exceeds the short term target with 129% of the target being achieved, while good 

progress was also made in the waterbodies biome and the Albany Thicket biome with 91% and 69% 

of the 5-year targets being met respectively. No progress was made in the Desert biome and Indian 

Ocean coastal Belt, and little progress was made in the Nama-Karoo, Savanna and Grassland biomes 

with only 9%, 14% and 16% respectively of the 5-year targets being met. Two biomes which were 

not include in the NP AES (2008) (i.e. the Subantarctic Tundra biome and the Polar Desert biome) are 

both fully protected. 

76 Habitat specific representation targets could not be set for freshwater, marine and coastal types in the 

NPAES in 2008 as no suitable habitat maps existed at that time. These targets are set in NPAES 2016. 

71 Detailed data for each individual ecosystem type are glven in the Appendix 1. 
78 lmportantly1 there are major differences between the NPAES 2008 spatial data, the current spatial data and 

the summaries of the areas declared that were submitted by the different protected area agencies. In addltlon 

to the landcover related issue, a fundamental issue is that many of the protected areas legally declared during 

the period 2008 to 2014 were already included as De facto protected areas in the NPAES 2008. We have hence 

developed a protected area layer speciflca!ly for the evaluation of habitat representation that examines the 

effective extent of protection. The figure In the habitat representation layer cannot be directly compared with 

the protected area declaration data. 
79 This, along with updates on the base protected area data layer, results in the protected area extent reported 

in the NPAES 2008 differing from the 2008 figures used in the current evaluation. 

so These figures are far smaller than the full extent of the protected network as many Lowveld Savanna, Arid 

Savanna and Mountain Fynbos types are over-represented in terms of habitat targets. This does not imply that 

there are not excellent reasons to protect these extra areas {e.g. securing threatened species, protection of 

areas supplying water, securing habitat for wideMranging species, protecting full functioning ecosystems, 

securing the country against climate change, and to support the tourism industry}i but merely that these areas 

are beyond the minimum required habitat representation target. 
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Table A 5: Improvement in representation of terrestrial habitat types in protected areas. 

Albany Thicket Biome I 10.3% Declared 4.8% (140669 ha) 6% 1.1% 4.3% 2.5% 8.7% 6.7% 69% 17.2% 1.5% 10.3% 7.2% 28.1% 

(2912754ha) 298849 (ha) De facto 1.4% (40431 ha) (173598 ha) {31313 ha} (125250 ha) (73655 ha) (254755 (195196 ha) (45053 ha) (299808ha) (208770ha) 

Total 6.2% (181100 ha) ha) 

Azona! Vegetation I 13.8% Declared 6.7% (195356 ha) 4.9% 2.2% 8.8% 1% 8.3% 5.3% 15.9% 4% 0.8% 9.1% 5.9% 10.9% 

(2894983 ha) 399352 (ha) De facto 0.6% (17822 ha) (143204ha) (64037 ha) (256148 ha} (27861ha) (241040 (153376 ha) (22789 ha) (263828 ha) (171176 ha) 

Total 7.4% (213178 ha) ha) 

Desert Biome I 18% 
Declared 22.2% (158891 ha) 4.7% 3.3% 13.3% 0% 22.2% 4.7% 0% 0% 0% 22.2% 4.7% 0% 

(716565 ha) 128768(ha) De facto 0% (O ha) (33354ha) (23854 ha) (95414 ha} (O ha) (158891 (33354ha) (Oha) (158891ha) (333S4ha) 

Total 22.2% {158891 ha) ha) 

Forests I 17.2% I Declared 26.1% (115924 ha) 15.9% 0.3% 1.3% 7.7% 37.8% 16.3% 128.6% 32.1% 0% 37.9% 16.4% 34.5% 

{444371 ha) 76434(ha) Oefacto4%(17859ha) (70789 ha) (1411ha) (5646 ha) (34208 ha) (167990 (72603 ha) {220 ha) (168210 ha) (72737 ha) 

Total 30.1% (133782 ha) ha) 

Fynbos Biome I 14.8% Declared 11.8% (994706 ha) 6.5% 2.1% 8.3% 5.1% 20.2% 7.3% 39.7% 9.9% 1.2% 21.5% 8.2% 20.6% 

{8394437 ha) 1239260 (ha) De facto 3.3% (276125 ha) (541492 ha) (174442ha) (697769 ha) (428378 (1699209 {610721 ha) (104070 ha) (1803279 {6B4917ha) 

Tota! 15.1% (1270831 ha) ha) ha) ha) 

Grassland Biome 13.2% Declared 2.5% (799194 ha) 2.3% 2.7% 10.9% 0.5% 3.2% 2.7% 15.8% 4% 0.4% 3.6% 3% 6.9% 

(31987116ha) 4209396 (ha) De facto 0.3% (91625 ha) (720012 ha) (872346 ha) (3489384 (144873 {1035692 (858192 ha) (129499 ha) (1165192 (960957ha) 

Total 2.8% (890819 ha) ha) ha) ha) ha) 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 13.5% Declared 5.8% (83192 ha) 5.7% 1.9% 7.8% 0% 6.4% 5.7% 0% 0% 0% 6.4% 5.8% 0.2% 

(1428197 ha) 192807 (ha) De facto 0.6% {8394ha) (81977 ha) (27707 ha) (110830 ha) (Oha) {91586 ha) (81977 ha) (346 ha) (91932 ha) (82220 ha} 

Total 6.4% (91586 ha) 

Nama-Karoo Biome I 11% 
Declared 0.7% (162935 ha) 0.8% 2.6% 10.2% 0.2% 1% 1% 8.7% 22% 0.5% 1.5% 1.5% 7.2% 

(24827996 ha) 2729463 (ha) De facto 0.1% (34810 ha) (190333 ha) (634783 ha) (2539130 (56981 ha) (254726 (245632 ha) (127568ha) (382294ha) (373200 ha) 

Tota! 0.8% {197745 ha) ha) ha) 

Polar Desert Biome I 
10.8% Declared 100% (10825 ha) 10.8% 0% (Oha) 0% 0% 100% 10.8% Fully met Fully met 0% 100% 10.8% Fully met 

(10825 ha) 1169 (ha) Defacto0%(0ha) (1169 ha) (Oha) (0 ha) (10825 ha) (1169 ha) (Oha) {10825 ha) {1169 ha) 

Total 100% (10825 ha) 

Savanna Biome I 10.1% I Declared 11% (4410017 ha) 5.2% 1.2% 4.9% 0.5% 11.9% 5.4% 13.6% 3.4% 0% 11.9% 5.4% 4.1% 

{39966563 ha) 40365S4(ha) De facto 0.4% (151089 ha} {2092561 ha) (485998 ha) (1943994 (194223 (4755329 (2158897 ha) (19564 ha) {4774893 (2173070 ha) 

Total 11.4% {4561106ha) ha) ha) ha) ha) 

SubantarcticTundra Biome I 10.8% I Declared 100"/4 (23240ha) 10.8% 0% 0% 0% 100% 10.8% Fully met Fully met 0% 100% 10.8% Fully met 

{23240ha) 2510 (ha) De facto 0% (O ha) (2510ha) (O ha) (Oha) {Oha) (23240 ha) (2510ha) (Oha) (23240 ha) (2510ha) 

Total 100% {23240 ha) 

Succulent Karoo Biome I 121% 
Declared 4.9% (405814 ha) 3.5% 2.2% 8.7% 1.3% 6.5% 4.5% 48.6% 12.1% 0.9% 7.5% 4.9% 16.5% 

(8328395 ha) 1010313 (ha) De facto 0.4% (31345 ha) (288792 ha) (180380 ha) (721520 ha) (107724 (544884 (376380ha) (75962 ha) (620845 ha) (407655 ha) 

Total 5.2% (437160 ha) ha) ha) 

Waterbodies I 
13% Declared 79.8% (53695 ha) 12.6% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 80.3% 12.7% 90.8% 22.5% 1% 81.3% 12.7% 22.9% 

(67322 ha) 8725 {ha) De facto 0.5% (313 ha) (8463 ha) (65 ha) (262 ha) {59 ha) (54068 ha) (8522 ha) (661 ha) (54729 ha) (8523 ha) 

Total 80.2% (54009 ha) 

Total 12% Declared 6.2% (7554459 ha) 3.6% 2.0% 8.2% 0.9% 7.6% 3.9% 18% 4.5% 0.4% 8% 4.2% 8.3% 

{122002763 ha) 14333600 (ha) De facto 0.5% (669813 ha) (4348254 ha) (2496337 ha) (9985347 (1067962 (9292234 (4798529 ha) (525732 ha) (9817966 (5180260 ha) 

Total 6.7% (8224272 ha) ha) ha) ha) ~ i ~ational Protected Area Expansion Strategy 2016 114 



Table A and Table A show that although progress has been slower than anticipated, the expansion 

has largely been in areas which increase the efficiency and representivity of the protected area 

network. The NPAES identified 42 focus areas for land-based protected area expansion. Overall 59% 

(or 662 301ha) of the current expansion took place in these priority focus areas (Figure A 5). Of the 

current areas under negotiation, a far lower percentage (36% or 200 623ha) are within the priority 

focus areas. Importantly, as the priority focus areas identified in the NPAES examined only large 

intact priorities and not fragmented threatened habitats or finer scale provincial priorities, this does 

not imply that the current expansion outside of the focus areas is poorly located. Nor does it imply 

that the areas under negotiation are less of a priority. 

ProteO_t8d A.fea Pro·grass 

- Oa/aQ10 

- Declar~ 2oot.2014 

- Q.~lered pre 2008 

p("()teotedAreas Uoder Negoitalioii 

Prlnce E;dward l.s!ands 

+ 
Figure A 5: Focus Areas for the establishment of large protected areas identified in the NPAES 2008. 

The red areas are those protected areas declared between 2008 - 2014i 59 % of the expansion took 

place within these focus areas. 
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Table A 6: Protected areas declared in Phase 1 and areas currently under negotiation, examined in terms of 
whether they are inside or outside the priority focus areas for land-b,ased protected area expansion. Summarized 

by area. 

Blome 
·<-.,-Areas-: 

Albany Thicket Blome 34686 40502 75188 8375 37804 46179 

Azonal Vegetation 20088 12145 32233 2788 21854 24642 

Forests 18044 18497 36541 140 85 225 

Fynbos Biome 392 946 46667 439 613 29950 95134 125084 

Grassland Biome 59678 115343 175 021 93019 39 091 132109 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 484 484 

Nama-Karoo Biome 30769 26601 57370 21406 108087 129492 

Savanna Biome 30 657 165999 196 656 12821 7990 20811 

Succulent Karoo Biome 75404 32408 107 812 32125 44246 76371 

Waterbodies 29 30 59 0 663 663 

All Biomes 662301 458192 1120493 200623 355437 556060 

Table A 7: Protected areas declared in Phase 1 and areas currently under negotiation, examined 

in terms of whether they are inside or outside the priority focus areas for land-based protected 

Areas f_o-C~S 1(eiS - - -Areas--,-, FOdifAreas 

Albany Thicket Biome 46 54 18 82 

Azonal Vegetation 62 38 11 89 

Forests 49 51 62 38 

Fynbos Biome 89 11 24 76 

Grassland Biome 34 66 70 30 

Indian Ocean Coastal Belt 100 

Nama-Karoo Biome 54 46 17 83 

Savanna Blome 16 84 62 38 

Succulent Karoo Biome 70 30 42 58 

Waterbodies 49 51 100 

All Biomes 59 41 36 64 
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In the marine environment, the declaration of the marine protected area (MPA) in the Prince 

Edward Island (PEI) EEZ resulted in marine protected areas far exceeding the short- and long-term 

NPAES targets (by a factor of 2) for the PEI EEZ. However, during the period of review no offshore 

MPAs were declared (against a short-term target of 52 SOO km2 in the NP AES) for the mainland EEZ 

and only 2 inshore MPAs (27 878 ha81
) were declared, resulting in an under-representation of these 

habitats in meeting the overall targets for the marine protected area system. The spatial distribution 

of the new areas included into the marine protected area system for the period of review is shown 

in Figure A 4. 

Table A summarizes the progress towards achieving specific NPAES targets in the Marine Inshore 

and Marine Offshore environments. As no suitable habitat maps existed when the NPAES 2008 was 

undertaken no habitat specific representation targets were set at that time, and therefore we can 

only evaluate progress across these environments as a whole. Overall, better progress has been 

made in the marine environment than in terrestrial areas. 

Table A 8: Progress towards achieving NPAES targets in the marine inshore and marine offshore environments. 

Marine Inshore No-Take 15% 7.9% 1.8% 7.1% 1.6% 9.5% 89.4% 22.4% O%• 9.5% 22.4% 

(3592 km) (S39km) (285 km) (64km) (254km} {57km) {341km) (Okm2
) (341km) 

Total 25% 20.6% 1.1% 4.3% 1.8% 22.4% 163.4% 40.8% 7.8% 30.3% Fully met 

(898km) (741 km) (39km) (157 km) (64km) (805 km) (282km) (1087 km) 

Marine No-Take 15% 0.16% 3.7% 14.8% 0.02% 0.19% 0.7% 0.16% 0%. 0.19% 0.16% 

offshore: (159849 (1 755 km2
) (39524 {158094 {266km2

) (2021 (0km2
) {2021km2

) 

mainland EEZ km2
) km2

) km2
) km2

) 

(1065 660 km2) 
Total 20% 0.4% ' 4.9% 19.6% 0.03% 0.44% 0.5% 0.13% 6.2% 6.7% 32.0% 

(213132 (4404km2
) (52182 {208728 (278km2

) (4682 (66473km2
) (71155km2

) 

km2
) km2

) km2
) km 2

) 

Marine No-Take 15% 0% 3.8% 15% 14.4% 14.4% 385.1% 96.3% 0% 14.4% 96.3% 

offshore: (71006 (Dkm2
) (17 751 (71006 (68364km2

) (68364 (0km2
) (68364km2

) 

Prince Edward km2
) km2

) km2
) km2

) 

Islands EEZ Total 20% 0% 5% 20% 38.2% 38.2% 764.1% 191.1% 0% 38.2% Fully met 

{473 375 km 2
) (94675 (Okm') {23669 (94675 (180862 (180862 (0km2

) {180862 

km2
) km2

) km2
) km2

) km2
) km2

) 

* Note that it is clear how much no-take area will be declared 

In particular, good progress has been made in the marine offshore: Prince Edward Islands EEZ 

region, where the 20-year no-take target and the overall protected area target have effectively both 

been met through the declaration of the Prince Edward Islands Marine Protected Area. Progress in 

the marine inshore and marine offshore (mainland) EEZ environments has not matched that around 

the Prince Edward Islands. In the marine offshore (mainland) EEZ environment the protected area 

network was extremely limited in 2008 with only 0.4% of the area being protected (and only 0.16% 

being no-take). During phase 1 an additional 0.03% of the marine offshore (mainland) EEZ 

environment was declared of which 0.02% is no-take. This represents under 1% of the 5-year NPAES 

target. Progress in improving the current representation is likely to be better in phase 2 as significant 

81 The NPAES set a short-term target of 88km of coastline for inshore MPAs, but no area-based targets. 
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areas in this environment (representing 6.7% of the area and 32% of the 20-year target) are under 

negotiation through Operation Phakisa. 

The 2008 baseline for the marine inshore environment, was 20.6% (741km) having some protection 

of which 7.9% (285km) was no-take. Eighty nine percent of the phase 1 target for no-take areas was 

met, while 163% of the 5-year target for overall inshore protection was met. Progress on no-take 

MPAs has been slower than required and will require specific attention in future phases of the 

NPAES. 

2. Areas still under active negotiation for inclusion into the protected area 

network (2008- 2014) 

The areas still under active negotiation for future declaration as terrestrial protected areas -totaling 

some 1180 997ha82 - vary widely between protected area institutions (Figure A 6). 
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il50009 +---
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150000 +---
200000 ,+---
~50000 -f--­
'100000 +--~ 

50ff00 +---
0 -l-'""--

<,s,'< ,.,, <£, 
iQ'I' ?.,,} 

~,f 

Figure A 6: Areas under negotiation for terrestrial protected area expansion, by 
protected area institu_tion (ha). 

81 This total is indicative only- not all of this area will be successfully negotiated to the point of formal 

declaration. 
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The areas still under active negotiation for future declaration as terrestrial protected areas show a 

clear spatial bias towards private and communally owned land (Figure A 7). 

flOQlJO.O ~---~--------------

700000 +-------------~==--
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4Q000() +---------

3110000 ·--------

20.QOOQ +--------

100000 +---------

0 4---.Jll!IIIIIIIIIL__ __ 

~<il11'11ll11al Private 

Figure A 7: Area under negotiation for terrestrial protected area expansion, by 

land tenure. (ha) 

3. Mechanisms for expansion 

In the terrestrial environment, the conclusion of a contractual agreement between the protected 

area institution and a landowner or land user (in the case of communal land) was the primary 

mechanism used to declare new terrestrial protected areas during phase 1 of the NPAES (Table A ). 

Of the total land incorporated into the terrestrial protected area system, contractual agreements 

accounted for 68% {563 947ha) of the extent of declared protected areas. Ninety three percent of 

the area under contractual agreements (522 128ha) was brokered on private and communal land 

through the biodiversity stewardship programmes. 

Although the process of formally assigning and declaring state land accounted for 39% of the 

declarations, the extent of declared protected areas (157 743ha) comprised only 19% of the total 

expansion in phase 1. 

SANParks is the only protected area institution which purchased land (106 663ha) for protected area 

expansion in phase 1. 

Table A 9: Terrestrial protected area declared in phase 1, by mechanism of expansion. 

Contractual agreement 164 563 947 

Land acquisition (incl. donations) 117 108 631 

Declaration of state land 176 157 743 

Four protected area institutions formalised the declaration of state owned land that was already 

being managed as de facto protected areas (but not yet declared), while seven protected area 

institutions concluded contractual agreements for the declaration of protected areas (Table A). Of 
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the land managed under contractual agreement, 29% (161 810ha) is managed by the state while the 

remainder is privately managed. 

Table A 10: Terrestrial protected area declared (ha) in phase 1, by implementing institution and mechanism 
of expansion. 

"': ,":;:~oj:--~~-,,:cG~:~<c:;~ -~_:0~"3/ 2 ~~ ::" '"
7

':'. -::" 1 DiclaratlOtl: - - . 
·- · - · -- · ---- · 1-·contractual . -· . · - • ·• -· · --1 

Total . lnstitutionlt:irovince ; 5• - : • ·, •• Donation x; l!ur.cliasec . . · of state · . 
,. . ._ .••. •. • ·agreement-·• --- =·· . - • •··· ·-· -·-
"; ~:-:_ ""~~'"10t"'"'~~,/0 ;;i"'fz2-""';,7 -~'i'"i~~><i:"";,-"'" ,~ "' -': ~,,,,;;:oY'IQ}~<l)an~" -
SAN Parks 74 012 - 106 663 89 608 270 283 

DAFF - - - 14 850 14850 

Eastern Cape 98119 - - - 98119 

Free State - - - - -

Gauteng 2 280 1 768 - 20 638 24 686 

KwaZulu-Natal 61068 - - - 61068 

Limpopo - - - - -
Mpumalanga 102 066 - - - 102 066 

Northern Cape 92 486 - - - 92 486 

North West - 200 - 32 647 32 847 

Western Cape 133 916 - - - 133 916 

. 

:•-• [ - 'tt· ~'\';; ~ ; C' .... 

All three protected area mechanisms - contractual agreement, land acquisition and declaration of 

state owned land - were used in the expansion of National Parks and Nature Reserves. Contractual 

agreements were the only expansion mechanism used in the establishment of Protected 

Environments, while the declaration of state owned land was the only expansion mechanism used 

for Forest Nature Reserves (Table A ). 

Table A 11: Terrestrial protected area declared in phase 1, by protected area type and mechanism of 
expansion (ha). 

National Park 74 012 106 663 89 608 

Nature Reserve 293 262 1968 53 285 

Protected Environment 196 673 

Forest Nature Reserve 14850 

In the marine environment, all 181130.1Skm2 of protected area expansion took place through the 

declaration of state territory. 

83 Including purchased and donated land. 
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4. The development of institutionally-based Protected Area Expansion 

Strategy's (PAES) (2008- 2014) 

In the terrestrial environment. only one protected area institution - CapeNature - had a PAES (in the 

form of a Biodiversity Stewardship Plan) in 2008. By the end of phase 1 however, eight of the twelve 

protected area institutions have now developed, adopted and are implementing an institutionally­

based PAES. These institutionally-based PAES's are all closely aligned to the strategic objectives of 

the NPAES, although the implementation phases are not yet fully harmonised (Table A). 

Three of the remaining protected area institutions (Free State, Limpopo and Northern Cape) are 

currently developing or have developed their own PAES's and are in the process of getting them 

adopted. Only one protected area institution - DAFF - currently has no plans to develop an 

institutionally-based PAES and is using the NP AES to guide its priorities for protected area expansion. 

Table A 12: Status of protected area expansion strategy development, by each of the protected area 
institutions. 

Developing 

Adopted y N y y N Y. y N y N y 

Implementing y y y y y y y y y y y 

y 

y 

Expansion plans for the marine environment are well developed and were recently published as part 

of Operation Phakisa. The total area targeted for expansion of the MPA network is 64 807.10km2 

(covering 21 separate MPAs in the inshore and off-shore mainland EEZ). 

5. Resource allocations to PAES (2014) 

The institutional capacity to implement the protected area expansion programme is limited. An 

estimate of the human resources" available (as of end December 2014) for implementing the 

protected area expansion programme is presented in Table A . 

Table A 13: Estimated human resources available for implementing the NPAES (as at Dec 2014), by protected 
area institution. 

>60%of 

time86 

<60% of 
time 

2 

5 

0 6 

0 14 

1 0 5 0 

5 0 11 6 

84 DEA are currently implementing the MPA expansion programme 

2 3 0 3 6 28 

0 2 4 0 18 65 

85 Human resource estimates are inclusive of relevant senior management, stewardship managers, negotiators 

and facilitators, planners, legal staff, ecologists, technicians and extension staff. 
86 Staff availability is broken down into those staff that spend more than 60% of thelr time on protected area 
expansion and those who have a role to play but spend less than 60% of their time on the function. 
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The estimated operational87 budgets for protected area expansion are highly variable (Table A 14). 

The funding resources for protected area expansion, and the actual performance of the protected 

area agency in declaring new areas as protected areas, do not show a close correlation which 

suggests that some agencies are more efficient in expanding their protected areas. 

Table A 14: Estimated annual budgets available for implementing the NPAES during phase 1. 

6. Legal and institutional developments (2008- 2014) 

Phase 1 of the NP AES (2008) saw a number of legal and administrative developments aimed at 

advancing protected area expansion. These include: 

• The amendment of the Protected Areas Act to include marine protected areas. 

• The process of developing standardised stewardship guidelines was advanced. 

• Refinements in the incentives for declaring privately owned and managed protected areas 

through tax rebates. 

• Improved levels of legislative compliance through the development of the Protected Area 

Register. 

• The advanced development of a protected area database, linked to the Protected Area 

Register, which is populated with Stats SA-verified data only. 

• The establishment of a national protected area co-ordination and standardisation forum (the 

Protected Area Technical Task Team; PATTT), which includes the mandate for protected area 

expansion. 

• Publishing guidelines for the declaration of different types of protected areas. 

7. Key protected area expansion issues and challenges (2008- 2014) 

The review process brought to light a number of key issues and concerns that warrant consideration 

in the development of an action plan for phase 2 of the NPAES. These include inter alia: 

• Inadequate funds to increase and sustain the biodiversity ·stewardship programme: All 

protected area institutions involved in the biodiversity stewardship programme highlighted 

the concern that as more areas were being successfully contracted under the biodiversity 

stewardship programme, the need for maintenance engagements and auditing of these sites 

increases. This maintenance and auditing function thus requires a greater slice of the current 

budget as well as increased staff time. Attention needs to be paid to ways of covering the 

increasing maintenance costs of the biodiversity stewardship programme while maintaining 

adequate resources to continue with protected area expansion efforts. 

87 This includes budgets that institutions have for !and purchase. 
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• Declining availability of funds for the SAN Parks land purchase fund: The purchase by 

SANParks of key land for protected area expansion was possible through the land purchase 

fund. This fund is dependent on ad hoe grants from DEA to function and these grants have 

been cut substantially in recent years. 

• Staff numbers, staff turnover, staff capacity and institutional support: Many protected area 

institutions raised the need for their agency to better align their staffing (both in terms of 

numbers and capacity) with the requirements of implementing their institutional PAESs. A 

range of skills and expertise is required to successfully declare new protected areas, from 

field-based negotiators to stewardship managers and from legal support to planners and 

ecologists. Mention was made of the negative effects of high staff turnover and the need for 

improving the career paths of individuals involved in protected area expansion efforts. 

• Data and data management: The review has highlighted the widespread need for improved 

data and data management systems to ensure that the protected area expansion function is 

being based on reliable; updated and accessible information. 

• Alignment of the NPAES and institutional level plans: Not all institutional PAES plans are 

aligned with the national plans. This may result in areas being added to the protected area 

system which contribute little towards target achievement. The need to promote better 

alignment between the NPAES and the institutionally-based PAESs has been highlighted. 

• Legal and administrative barriers: All institutions indicated that administrative (including 

legal) barriers were one of the major bottlenecks in declaring new protected areas. The need 

for a task team to identify the major barriers and to seek ways to remove or reduce them 

was identified as important in taking the protected area expansion programme forward. 
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3 .. CONCEPTUAL STORM\oVATER MANAGEMENT P!-AN 

The aim of this stormwater management plan is to fulfil the requirements presented In Government 

Notice 704 (Government Gazette 20118 of June 1999) which deals with the separation of clean and 

dirty water. The conceptual stormwater management plan will therefore form a necessary part of the 

Integrated Water Use License Application (IWULA), to be submitted to the DWA. This stormwater 

management plan has been developed In line with the principles presented In the DWA Best Practice 

Guideline G1 for Stormwater Management. 

3.1 DWAF GOVERNMENT NOTICE 704 

GN 704 was established to provide regulations on the use of water for mining and related activities 

aimed at the protection of water resources. There are Important definitions in the regulation which 

require understanding. 

3.1.1 IMPORTANTDEFINITIONS IN GN 704 

• Clean water system: This includes any dam, other form of impoundment, canal, works, pipeline 

and any other structure or facility constructed for the retention or conveyance of unpolluted water. 

• Dirty water system: This Includes any dam, other form of lmpoundment, canal, works, 

pipeline, residue deposit and any other structure or facility constructed for the retention or 

conveyance of water containing waste. 

• Dirty area: This refers to any area at e mine or activity which causes, has caused or Is likely to 

cause pollution of a water resource (i.e. polluted water) 

1 ; 3.1.2 APPLICABLE CONDITIONS IN GN 704 

The two main principle conditions of GN 704 which apply to this project are: 

• Condition 6 describes the capacity requirements of clean and dirty water systems. Clean and 

dirty water systems must be kept separate and must be designed, constructed, maintained 

and operated such that these systems do not splll into each other more than once In 50 years. 

• Condition 7 describes the measures which must be taken to protect water resources. All dirty 

water or substances which cause or are likely to cause pollution of a water resource either 

through natural flow or by seepage are to be mitigated. 
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TABLE 3•2: DIRTY CATCHMENT CHARACTERISTICS AND PEAK FLOW RATES FOR 1:50 YEAR 
FLOOD EVENT ,----------,------.---.-------------r-c-,,.-:---,-, · • Tirri.a o(Goncentratlon ·. Peak Fiow.Rate . 

Catchment . Area . 
(kmfj .. .. .. •. (lillnut~•l .. (n\31iif ...•. 

Dirty A 0.096 25 2.6 

DDF 0.124* 14 5.0 
'Excludes area on top of DDF with Incident rainfall self-contained 

3.3 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE 

Stormwater management infrastructure has been designed as per the requirements of GN 704 and 

presented In Figure 3-1. The dirty water containment faclllties or pollution control dams as referred to 

in this report have been Indicatively sized and positioned and do not necessarily represent final design 

sizes and locations. 

II should also be noted that where average longitudinal slope of channels are negllglble, the channel 

may require appropriate excavation to ensure water Is effectively routed towards the containment 

facility (In the case of dirty water) or effectively routed away from the site (In the case of clean water). 

Where longitudinal slopes are steep, appropriate channel designs/soil erosion control measures must 

be considered. All of these will need to be considered during the detailed design phase. 
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3.3. 1 CLEAN WATER BERMS/CHANNELS 

Figure 3-2 Illustrates a typical cross section through a clean stormwater diversion. The aim of the 

channel section Is to divert upstream clean water which would otherwise flow into the dirty area, while 

the berm section will ensure containment of dirty water within dirty areas. Where possible, the berm 

component should be constructed from the material excavated from the channel and supplemen.ted by 

topsoil stockpiling If required. The side slopes for all berms and channels have been kept constant at 1 

vertical: 1.5 horizontal. The channel component has been sized using Mannlng's equation for 

trapezoidal channels, assuming a roughness coefficient of 0.03. The clean water channels have been 

sized to enable conveyance of the 1 :50 year flood. 
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FIGURE 3•2: EXAMPLE OF TYPICAL CROSS-SECTION THROUGH CLEAN STORMWATER 

DIVERSION 

Table 3-3 presents the berm and channel dimensions to route the clean water effectively. A minimum 

design with a " 0.5m and b " 1.0m has been used. This Is the case In order to simplify construction 

and enable a small front end loader to scrape the diversion (with regards to maintenance). 

TABLE 3-3: BERM AND CHANNEL DIMENSIONS FOR CLEAN DIVERSIONS 

ifii\tf:Hffi\t'H "'dr('"')'i «:it:(ffi)''f /fii..'vll~ll''ll';t.'biffi(iitllifii\isfiijj'ii" 
·.,,~ t.v,. h ,.,,.,.Jl_,,, IS"·•.•.m .,, ,).,·~ .. ·,· 1_ !..:.• .• ;,eJ;,,,9H>-i ·1;,•i\••!g_ \·,·~-~ ,--« :~,--\ ;,c-•. ,, -~,_., 

Clean A 0.5 1.0 1 :25 

Clean B 0.5 1.0 1 :25 

Clean C 0,5 1.0 1:18 

Clean D · 0.5 1,0 1:10 

The design of the clean water berms/channels as presented In Table 3-3 should also be Investigated 

and revised during the detailed design phase to accommodate site specific conditions. For example, 

once more detailed elevation data Is available, together with a geotechnlcal Investigation of the 

construction area and associated materials, a more informed decision can be made as to the optimum 
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TABLE 3-4: BERM AND CHANNEL DIMENSIONS FOR DIRTY DIVERSIONS 

.C;itctim11nt 11 (i:ril b:(rnl • Average Long1t11c11n11f~l11P~. 
Dirty A 0.6 1.0 1:50 

DDF 0.7 1.5 1:15* 

*The current slope (natural topography) 

As per the clean water berms/channels, the design of the dirty water berms/channel as presented 

above should be Investigated and revised during the detailed design phase to accommodate site 

specific conditions. For example, once more detailed elevation data is available, together with a 

geotechnlcal investigation of the construction area and associated materials, a more Informed 

decision can be made as to the optimum design of such Infrastructure. It has been proposed (by GFK 

Consulting Engineers) that the longitudinal slopes of channels at the DDF should be a minimum of 

1 :200. This is significantly flatter than the natural topography of the proposed site and will alter routing 

of flood water significantly. The viability of catchment toe paddocks versus berms/channels with 

regards to the DDF should also be further Investigated. 

3.3.3 DIRTY WATER CONTAINMENT-CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 

Condition 6 of GN 704 states that clean and dirty water systems must be kept separate and must be 

designed, constructed, maintained and operated such that these clean and dirty water systems do not 

spill into each other as a result of storm events below and including the 1 In 50 year event. A minimum 

freeboard of 0.8 m above full supply level must also be maintained as per the requirements of GN 

704. Table 3-5 presents the volume requirements for the dirty water containment facilities. 

TABLE 3-5: DIRTY WATER CONTAINMENT FACILITY VOLUME REQUIREMENTS FOR 1:50 YEAR 

FLOOD EVENT 

Dirty A 12 786 19000 

DDF 33244 55000 

It must be understood that the "minimum volume" as presented In Table 3-5 ls based purely on a 

single 1 :50 year storm event and does not include the storage of any process water, anticipated 

average ralnfall/runoff, spillages, wash water or the like. The pollution control dams wl\i therefore need 

to be operated empty to comply with GN 704, which Is not a realistic scenario due to the contribution 

of dirty water from one or some of the aforementioned sources. 

conceptual Stormwater Management Plan for the Proposed Yzermyn 

Underground Coal Mine 

Report Status: Version 1 
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Highlands Hydrology /Ply) Ltd 16IPaqe 

,4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMl:NDA1TONS . 

Appropriate baseline Information Including appropriate rainfall data, depth-duration-frequency design 

rainfall estimaies, evaporation data and hydrological characteristics have been considered In the 

development of a conceptual stormwater management plan for the proposed Yzermyn underground 

coal mine. 

The conceptual stormwater management plan has been developed based on the requirements of GN 

704. This was done by Identifying clean and dirty water producing areas and managing them 

accordingly. Dirty water producing areas have been Isolated by diverting upstream clean water around 

them via clean water diversion berms and dirty water produced In dirty areas has been routed to dirty 

containment facllltles. Infrastructure has been designed based on the contributing catchment areas 

and catchment characteristics, and have been sized to effectively route/contain the 1 :60 year flood 

event. It Is recommended that discussions are held with the DWA regarding the lining requirements for 

stormwater management Infrastructure, to ensure that the flood hydrology calculations can be revised 

accordingly during detailed design and prior to construction. More detailed elevation survey data 

together with site specific material and geotechnlcal assessment will be required for the detailed 

design and construction phase of this project. This will assist in refining estimates of channel 

conveyance through more accurate longitudinal channel slopes as well as assist In the final design of 

infrastructure to be constructed. The "recommended volumes" of the proposed dirty pollution control 

dams should be Investigated further during the detail design phase to accommodate operational 

storage volumes, without compromising the ability of the facilities to contain the "minimum volumes" 

as per GN 704 compliance. 

Lastly, ii is recommended that an automatic weather station be Installed at the site in order to assist 

with future hydrological estimates. 

L Wiles PrSciNat 

(Project Manager/Author) 

M Bollaert PrSciNat 

(Project Author) 

Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan tor the Proposed Yzermyn 
Underground Coal Mine 

Dr F Botha PrSciNat 

(Project Reviewer) 

Report Status: Version 1 
March 2014 



Appl Ref No. : __ /2017 

UMKHANDLU WASE-DR PIXLEY KA !SAKA SEME/DR PIXl,EY KA ISAKA SEME LOCAL 
1:1,. 'IGIPA• , ·• rli !E . . . . ,a, 

: ··, ·. __ ._,-__ ," 

' 
' . 

b,t. ·iu.~ 

'A credible, affordable and well developed municipality' 

DR PIXLEY KA !SAKA SEME LOCAL MUNICIPALITY 
TEL (017) 734 6100 FAX (086) 630 2209 

f ... ;)'//M,o!•;(.W.lf',,M!,-S.<¥,#,a,l/4}# ,Jta,,;.V'.;/'2( H .4'".,Y,...: :1-'.-V 4;-a,,;t,• :vwa ~--:«..k ,:,;:~- ,¥ ~-,1,,,,, dWM H .. -~¼Y :,1,_p;,l,~<\'!,_.,.,41 AW,<f:;/,o,V. 1,:,:,,,- _,.., '#!H ;4'. .¥41' .}< ,v;m,¾',a,;;•.-p;I/ .¥14JW~, 

I l 

! LAND USE / DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION IN TERMS OF THE SPATIAL PLANNING AND Iii· 
j LAND USE MANAGEMENT ACT NO. 16 OF 2013 WITH REGULATIONS AND SECTON 90 OF I THE DR PIXLEY KA ISAKA SEME SPATIAL PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT BY-
i LAW, 2016 ! 
I I 
A,..,, ;v:~.-,T;>';!!!H-iY(l;r,4'?*;::;: ·M,tr,~ .vw:ft l'W7.t4 # "'"d..r ,...W,.,., R'w.P,-#~\4',,_..P..ffR.:!I.-.,,, '#.?1>:,Y"lr.Pi' # ~W-·#: ,;"(II' .,r,,,v,UJ;.,v .,,-,w-,,..,•.;.v0c~1;,t/.,_.,v #-'#)!f. ..P w:N.;.P;,;:,i;, :.;,w;,,1t A':'6'~; 

1. NOTES: 
► All sections of this form MUST be completed. 

► Block letters MUST be used to type (where applicable) 

► This form MUST be signed by the Registered Owner of the property and/or the 

Agent (Applicant representative). 

2. APPLICANT/ AGENT DETAILS 

First names 

Surname 

Company 
Name 

Peter 

I Dacomb 

The Practice Group (Pty) Ltd 
Consultin Town Planners 

Registration no I 2004/013563/07 

VAT no 

Business 
address 

1 4180211112 

Cnr. Brooklyn Road and Postal 
l--'f:...:i=-=rsc.=.t.=S.=otr-=e-=,et=---~-----1 address 

Menlo Park- Pretoria 
0081 

PO Box35895 

Menlo Park 
0102 



Postal code . f--1 O::::O,c:8,::l:___--11 E-mail .co.za 

Professional j A/521/1987 
Registration No. L. _______________________ __, 

3. SUBJECT PROPERTY DETAILS 

EFf / EA1eR l 
Farm/Helding ne 

Yzermyn 96, Registration Division HT, Province of 

Street address 

Suburb 

Title deed no 
T 

M : Portion 1 

Age of existing buildings 
I 

N/A j Extent of 
.... ------""'· Property 

Any restrictive title deed conditions? 

If Yes, please specify 

Is property encumbered by a bond? 

If Yes, please specify 

896011/2002 

I Land Bank 

Any unauthorized building work / structures on premises? 

Nature and extent of existing improvements on property: 

I Farm Land, Grazing Pastures, Employees Homesteads. 
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1193.8289 j ha 

YES NO 
X 

YES NO 
X 

YES I NOx I 



4, OWNER DETAILS 

Registered 
owner 

Executor of the Deceased Estate of Pierre William Bruwer Uys 

to be transferred to the Pikkie U s Trust 

Company name L-_______________________ ____, 

Registration no L-_______________________ ____, 

Physical 
address 

VAT number 

Postal code 

Tel 

Portion 1 of the farm Postal 
LY.:cz:::e"-'r.,,m,_,_,_'-'H"-T.:.._ _____ _, address 

I Mpumalanga 

~---~ E-mail 

Cell 

Other 

5. APPLICATION TYPE (Please ✓ all the applicable blocks) 

Private Bag X 
20020 

I Garstfontein 

10042 

Has there been any previo.-u_s_1_a_n_d_u_s_e_a_P_P_li_ca_t_10_n_? _______ _,/ YiS j 

If Yes, 
reference/ application 
description 

15/4/1/2 (withdrawn) 
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) 

Ai¼»d\~•~,JW<lile."eJop111,e1,f<control(•miildlgn0c@ppJip~ti~JI; c: 2 zi:; 

Application to review of land use and development controls/restrictions for previously approved 

development application 

======="'~"'~T"'fi.i"'~:,:0:::;~¾;"":f":~"'-::1;c-~"'~-~"";"';::".:~~"',-t~"'2~"~"".~.,,l~""~:cic:-J+"~"'f"·,._;="';;==--=="' 

Consent for subdivision ofland within the Scheme 

Consent or approval required in terms of a condition of title£!: a condition _of establishment of a 

township or condition of a scheme 

Correction of zoning map 

Extension of approval to already granted development application 

Permanent closure of a public place 

Special Consent in terms of a scheme 

Temporary closure of a public place 

The amendment of a scheme by the rezoning ofland 

The amendment or cancellation in whole or in part of an approved general plan of a township 

The consolidation of any land outside a scheme 

The establishment of a township 

The extension of the scheme boundaries of a township 

The removal, amendment or suspension of a restrictive or obsolete condition, servitude or 

reservation registered against the title of the land 

The removal, amendment or suspension of a restrictive title condition relating to the density of 

residential development on a specific Erfwhere the residential density is regulated by a scheme in 

operation 

The subdivision of any land outside a scheme 

YESX 

YES 
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X 

NO 

NOX 



• Full details in respect of nature / intent and purpose of application / description 
of proposed development: 

I Please refer to motivating Memorandum 
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6. COMPULSORY DOCUMENTS (REFER TO ANNEXURE A) 

h 
I 

Application Type 
Please ../ all the applicable blocks to Indicate 

that It Is Included In your submission 

■ If the block Is BLACK 
It Is not a requirement 

Information/ documentation 
required 

Completed and signed application form 
Receipt (Application fee) 
Power of attorney (signed by tribal authority in tribal authority 
areas 
Community approval (Communal land) NB: Refer to 
Company /Close Corporation/Trust Resolution/Trustees authority 
b Master if a licable Com an Trust memo of association 
Motivational Memorandum (strictly refer to Schedule 6-10 of the 
By-Law for required information per type of application -
ANNEXURE A f this a llcatlon form 
Copy of Title Deed and notarial deeds referred to 
Conveyancer's Certificate 
Bondholder's Consent 
Comment abutting property owner/s(*including property 
se arated b road 
Body Corporate / Home Owners Association consent 

\ Locality Plan 
:'site Development / Sketch / Layout Plan/Diagram 
Surveyor General Diagram 
Surveyor General Consent (Extension of Township Boundaries 
Zoning Maps 
Zoning Certlflcate 
Land Use Maps 
Scheme Maps 
Scheme Clauses 
Environmental Autliorizatlon (*where applicable) 
Permit: Heritage Resources Act (*where applicable) 
Engineering Services Report:-Clvil 
Geotechnical Report 
Dolomite Status Report and Geo-professional Evaluation Report 
Ifa llcable 

Undermining Stability Report (If applicable) 
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Traffic Impact Study 
Proof of Payment 
Community approval (In case of applications for development on 
communal land · · 
Other (specify) 

7. (APPLICABLE TO REZONING, SPECIAL AND WRITTEN CONSENT, 
SUBDIVISION/CONSOLIDATIONAND STREET BUILDING LINE RELAXATION 
APPLICATIONS) 

Present zoning details of ~roperty in terms of Land Use Management Scheme: 
N/A- Not.included in a current.town planning scheme 

Zoning: 

l Height: 

Coverage: 

Density: 

FAR/GFA: 

. Building Lines: 

Existing 
development: 

Street Side 

I Farm Land 

Note: The subject property is not situated within the boundaries of an 
h existing town planning/land use scheme. 
__ ,· 

8. PROPOSED ZONING DETAILS AS APPLIED FOR (APPLICABLE TO REZONING 
APPLICATIONS) 

Zoning: 

Height: 

Coverage: 

Density: 

Special for mining and agricultural purposes 

3 storeys (height limitation shall not apply to structures 

associated with mining infrastructure) 

I As per site development plan 

N/A 
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FAR/GFA: I As per site development plan 

9. PROPOSED LAND USES (APPLICABLE TO TOWNSHIP ESTABLISHMENTS 
APPLICATIONS) - N/A 

Land Use (Zoning) Notation Erf No. Number of Area % of Total 
Stands 

TOTAL 

IMPORTANT TO NOTE: 

1. IfTHE OWNER OF LAND IS A TRUST, THIS APPLICATION MUST BE SIGNED 
BY ALL TRUSTEES. WHERE THE PROPERTY IS OWNED BY ANY OTHER 
JURISTIC PERSON, A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS / 
MEMBERS / TRUSTEES RESOLUTION/MASTERS AUTHORITY FOR 
TRUSTEES IS REQUIRED 

2. APPLICATIONS WHICH ARE NOT COMPLETE AND IN THE FORM REQUIRED 
OR DOES NOT CONTAIN THE DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR THE 
SUBMISSION OF SUCH APPLICATION SHALL NOT BE ACCEPTED. (REFER 
TO SECTION 90 AND 92 OF THE DR PIXLEY KA ISAKA SEME SPLUM BY­
LAW OF 2016) 

3. COMMENCEMENT OF APPLICATION NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES AS 
CONTEMPLATED IN SECTIONS 97,98 AND 99 OF THE MSUKALIGWA SPLUM 
BY-LAW OF 2016 ARE STRICTLY SUBJECT TO THE RECEIPT OF A 
COMPLETE APPLICATION. 
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• . 4. ALL LAND USE AND LAND DEVELOPMENT RELATED APPLICATIONS 
SHOULD BE SUBMITTED AT THE TECHNICAL AND ENGINEERING SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT, C/O ADELAIDE TAMBO STREET & DR NELSON MANDELA 
DRIVE, DR PIXLEY KA ISAKA SEME MUNICIPAL OFFICES, VOLKSRUST. 

5. SUBMISSION DEADLINE IS IMMEDIATELY ON THE FIRST DAY OF THE 
APPEARANCE OF A FORMAL NEWSPAPER ADVERTISEMENT AND ON-SITE 
NOTICE. 

6. ANY APPLICATION REQUIRING APPROVAL/CONSENT IN TERMS OF 
ANOTHER LEGISLATION IS PERMITTED TO SUBMIT WITHOUT HAVING 
FULFILLED THAT REQUIREMENT. THE APPLICANT WILL THEREFORE BE 
REQUIRED TO SUBMIT SUCH APPROVAL/CONSENT DURING THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE PHASE. 

7. NOTICES MUST BE VISIBLY DISPLAYED ON SITE FOR A DURATION OF 30 
DAYS, EXCLUDING PUBLIC HOLIDAYS, FROM THE TIME OF LODGING AN 
APPLICATION WITH COUNCIL. 

8. NOTICES SHOULD ALSO BE PUBLISHED ON THE LOCAL NEWSPAPER OF 
RECORD AS CONTEMPLATED BY SECTION 98(2) AND SECTION 100 OF THE 
DR PIXLEY KA ISAKA SEME SPLUM BY-LAW OF 2016. 

9. THE APPLICANT IS REQUIRED TO SUBMIT ATLEAST 5 COPIES OF THE 
APPLICATION TO THE MUNICIPALITY, 

10. DECLARATION 

I/we hereby wish to confirm the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

That the information contained in this application form and accompanying 
documents is complete and correct. 
That I/we am/are properly authorized to make this application on behalf of the 
company in whose favour a valid mining right has been granted with regard to the 
property in question and such company qualifies as a land development applicant in 
terms of Section 45(1)(c) of the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 
2013 (SPLUMA) (where applicable) that copies of such full relevant powers of 
attorney are attached hereto. 
That where an agent is indeed appointed to submit this application on the applicant's 
behalf, it Is accepted that correspondence and formal notification as required in 
terms of Planning law will only be sent to such consultant/ agent and that the owner 
will regularly consult with the agent / consultant in this regard. 
I/we specifically confirm that I/we have read the relevant title deed(s) .and that there 
are no restrictive conditions which impact on this application, or alternatively where 
there are, removal / amendment / suspension of these form part of this submission. 
That, as applicant/ developer, I am/we are aware of the state of existing bulk 
services provision and infrastructure availability in the subject area and any 
development contributions that might be payable in respect of the development 
proposed herein (if applicable). 
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• 
Registered I : I 
owner's signature ~-__ M_, A_.--~ Date I I I I I I I I I 
Full name 

Agent/Consultant's 
signature 

Date I O I 4 I O I 4 I 2 I O I 1 I 8 I 
Full name 

Professional 
capacity 
Professional 
Registration No. 

I Peter John Dacomb of the Practice Group (Pty) Ltd 

Town Planner I Applicant's ref 1700/299 

A/521/1987 (SACPLAN) 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

RECEIPT OF COMPLETE APPLICATION 

Date received 

Application number 

APPLICATION FEE: .................................................................. 
DATE RECEIVED: ........................................... ~ ................. .-... . 
RECEIPT NUMBER: 
PAYMENT RECEIVED BY: 
DELEGATED PLANNING OFFICIAL: ······· ..................................................... . 
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GENERAL NOTES 

General Application Stages: 

Decision Phase: 

Pre-application 
consultation and 

advice seek Ing 

Application 
outcome 

No longer than 30 days 

Notification 

Contact Details: 

Submission 

Consideration Phase: 
No longer than 3 

Further Technical 
assessment 

appeal (if any) 

Within 21 days of 
Notification of Decision 

Within 30 days of 
Submission Date 

Endorsement for 
completeness 

Public 
participation (i.e. 

advertising) 

Administrative Phase: 
No longer than 12 months 

PostalAddress• .· 
Private Bag X 901.1 · 

Pbysieal Addre.ss Td: (017) 734 6100 

· c/o AdelaideTaml>o Street . 
&Dr Nelson Mandela Drive 

Voiksrust 

Fax: (086) 630 2209 

Volksrust, 
2470; Email:. recor\l,@J'ixleykase~•·co,za / skil11mbuzom@vix1eykas~me.gov.za 



) 

ANNEXUREA 

\~1 
~ 

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR AN APPLICATION FOR THE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A TOWNSHIP OR THE EXTENSION OF THE 

BOUNDARIES OF A TOWNSHIP. -NIA 
Reaulred Document(s) Please Tick 

A certified conv of the title deed of the land; 

A copy of the diagram of every property concerned or, where such 

diagram is not available, a plot diagram to every piece of land 

concerned; 
A locality plan on an annropriate scale; 

A layout plan in the scale approved by the Council and containing the 

information as considered necessarv bv the Municipalitv: 

Draft conditions of establishment for the proposed township in the 

format anoroved bv the Council: 
A coov of the annropriate zoning of the anolicable land; 

An engineering geological investigation and report compiled by a 

suitably aualified professional; 
An undermining stability report, where applicable, compiled by a 

suitably aualified Professional: 
If the land is encumbered bv a bond, the consent of the bondholder; 

Confirmation whether or not a mining or prospecting right or permit 

over the land is held or is being applied for in terms of the Mineral and 

Petroleum Resources Development Act, 2002; 
Other limited real riQhts on the property; 
Confirmation and details of anv land claims on the property; 

A convevancer's certificate: 
In the case of the extension of the boundaries of a township, the consent 

from the Surveyor-General to the proposed extension of boundaries. 

The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)( d) must contain at least the following 

information: 
Reauired Information Please Tick 

The development intentions of the municipality on the application 

property; as contained in the spatial development framework and other 

municinal policies· 
Compliance with applicable norms and standards and development 

principles in the municipality; 

Page 12 of22 



"' 
The existing land use ri<,,hts on the propertv; 

The need and desirabilitv of the oroposed land development: 

The effect of the development on the use or development of other land 

which has a common means of drainage; 

Any environmental implications of the proposed land development; 

An indication whether an application must be made for an environmental 

authorization in terms of the National Environmental Management Act 

(Act 107 of 1998); 
The density of the proposed development 

The area and dimensions of each erf in the orooosed townshio; 

The layout of roads having regard to their function and relationship to 

existing roads: 
The provision and location of public open space and other community 

facilities; 
Any phased developments: 

If the land is not serviced and no provision has been made for a 

waterborne sewer system, the capacity of the land to treat and retain all 

sewage and sullage within the boundaries of each erf or subdivided land 

parcel; and 
The annlicable re011lations as contained in the land use scheme. 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR AN APPLICATION FOR THE 

AMENDMENT OF AN EXISTING SCHEME OR LAND USE SCHEME BY THE 

REZONING OF LAND. 
Required Document(s} Please Tick 

A cettified coov of the title deed of relevant land: X 

A copy of the diagram of every application property or, where such X 

diagram is not available, a plot diagram to eve1y piece ofland being the 

subject of the aoolication; 
A locality plan on an armropriate scale; X 

A zoning plan or land use rights plan, in colour and on an appropriate X 

scale, of the annlication surroundini, properties; 

The amendment scheme man and schedule annroved bv the Council; X 

If the land is encumbered by a bond. the consent of the bondholder, -

The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)(d) must contain at least the following 

information: 
Required Information Please Tick 

An indication of the persons, communities and institutions likely to be X 

affected bv the amendment and the likelv imoact on them; 

The interest of the armlicant in bringing the annlication; X 

A discussion on the content of the scheme prior to the proposed X 

amendment and the need for the amendment; 

A discussion on the orooosed amendment; X 

The expected impact on the current, adopted municipal spatial X 

develooment framework and integrated develooment olan: 

The possible impact of the amendment on the environment and probable X 

mitigating elements; 
An indication whether an application must be made for an environmental X 

authorization in terms of the National Enviromnental Management Act, 

1998; 
An indication of the persons, communities and institutions likely to be X 

affected bv the amendment and the likely impact on them. 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR AN APPLICATION FOR THE 

REMOVAL, AMENDMENT OR SUSPENSION OF A RESTRICTIVE OR 

OBSOLETE CONDITION, SERVITUDE OR RESERVATION REGISTERED 

AGAINST THE TITLE OF THE LAND. - NIA 

Reauired Document(s) Please Tick 

A certified conv of the title deed of the land; 

A certified conv of the notarial deed of servitude; 

A copy of the diagram of every property concerned or, where such 

dia1rram is not available, a olot diagram to everv piece of land concerned; 

A conv of the servitude diaITT'am anoroved by the Surveyor-General; 

A locality plan on an annrooriate scale; 

A description of all existing and proposed servitudes and services on the 

land; and 
If the land is encwnbered by a bond, the consent of the bondholder. 

The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)( d) must make specific reference to the 

applicable condition or servitude, as well as a motivation on the necessity and desirability 

of the application. 
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• 
ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR AN APPLICATION OF THE 

AMENDMENT OR CANCELLATION IN WHOLE OR IN PART OF A 

GENERAL PLAN OF A TOWNSIDP - NIA 
Required Document(s) Please Tick 

Copies of the relevant sheet of the general plan which may be reduced 

conies of the original: 
Copies of a plan of the township showing the posed alteration or 

amendment or, if partial cancellation is applied for, the portion of the plan 

cancelled; 
Copy of the title deed which is registered in the Deeds Office at the time 

when the application is submitted of the land affected by the alteration, 

amendment or total or oartial cancellation: 

If the land is encumbered by a bond, the bondholder's consent; 

The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)( d) must state the reasons for the posed 

alteration or amendment. 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR AN APPLICATION FOR THE 

SUBDMSION OF ANY LAND - NIA 
Required Document(s) Please Tick 

A certified conv of the title deed of the land: 

A copy of the diagram of every property concerned or, where such 

diao-ram is not available. a olot diam·am to everv niece of land concerned; 

The appropriate consent where required in terms of the Subdivision of 

Al!ticultural Land Act 1970 (Act No.70 of 1970); 

A locality plan on an aooropriate scale; 

A layout plan in the scale approved by the Council and containing the 

information as considered necessary by the Municipality; 

Draft conditions of establishment for the orooosed subdivision: 

A conv of the annrooriate zoning of the ann!icable land: 

If the land is encumbered by a bond, the consent of the bondholder. 

The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)(d) (SPLUM By Law) must contain at least 

thfill 'fi t' e o owmg m orma 10n: 

Reuuired Information Please Tick 

The development intentions of the municipality on the application 

property, as contained in the spatial development framework and other 

municinal oolicies; 
The need and desirability of the proposed subdivision; 

A iustification on the suitabilitv of the land for subdivision; 

A traffic imoact assessment of the orooosed develooment; 

An assessment of the social impact of the nroposed land development; 

The impact of the proposed land development on the future use of land in 

the locality: 
The impact of the proposed subdivision on the future use of land in the 

locality; 
The availability of subdivided land in the area and the need for the 

creation of further erven or subdivisions; 

The effect of the development on the use or development of other land 

which has a common means of drainage; 

The subdivision pattern having regard to the physical characteristics of the 

land including existing vegetation; 

The densitv of the proposed development: 

The area and dimensions of each erf; 

The layout of roads having regard to their function and relationship to 

existing roads; 
The existing land use rights on the nropeliv· 
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• -The movement of pedestrians and vehicles throughout the development 

and the ease of access to all erven; 
The provision and location of public open space and other community 

facilities; 
The phasing of the subdivision; 
The provision and location of common property; 
The functions of anv bodv comorate; 
The availabilitv and urovision of municiual services: 
if the land is not serviced and no provision has been made for a 

waterbome sewer system, the capacity of the land to treat and retain all 

sewage and sullage within the boundaries of each erf or subdivided land 

parcel; 
Whether, in relation to subdivision plans, native vegetation can be 

protected through subdivision and siting of open space areas; 

/ An indication whether an application must be made for an environmental 

authorization in terms of the National Environmental Management Act, 

1998; 
The existing land use ri<rhts on the urouertv; and 
The imulicable re,mlations as contained in the land use scheme. 
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ii 
II 

I 

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR AN APPLICATION FOR THE 

CONSOLIDATION OF ANY LAND - N/A 

Reauired Document(s) Please Tick 

A certified conv of the title deed of the land; 

A copy of the diagram of every properly concerned or, where such 

diaP"fam is not available. a olot diaP"fam to everv niece ofland concerned; 

A locality olan on an aooropriate scale; 

A layout plan in the scale annroved by the Council; 

Draft conditions of establishment for the pronosed consolidation; 

A conv of the annrooriate zoninl! of the annlicable land; 

If the land is encumbered bv a bond, the consent of the bondholder. 

The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)(d) must explain and motivate the 

application. 
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• . . 

ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS REQUIRED FOR THE PERMANENT CLOSURE 
OF A PUBLIC PLACE IF AN APPLICATION IS SUBMITTED-NIA 

Required Document{s) Please Tick 

A conv of the relevant general nlan; 
A copy of the approved conditions of establishment of the existing 
townshin• 
A localitv nlan on an annronriate scale: 
A lavout nlan in the scale annroved bv the Council; 

\ 
i The motivation contemplated in section 90(2)( d) must explain and motivate the 

application. 
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YZERMYN UNDERGROUND COAL MINE· 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

ASSESSMENT REPORT 

1 BACKGROUND ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
Atha-Africa Ventures (Pty) Ltd (Atha) acquired the coal prospecting rights to an area of 
8,360 hectares (ha) located some 58 kilometres (km) southwest of Plet Relief in the 
Mpumalanga Province. The prospectjng area comprised 12 privately owned farms; of 
which Atha does not own any surface rights. Following detalled exploration, a feasible 
target area was identified which comprises approximately 2,500 hectares. Atha 
conducted detailed exploration drilling for the target area In 2012. Phase-II exploration 
was further carried out in 2013 in the adjacent target area, to Identify the additional 
resources. 

j, Atha proposes to produce thermal coal for the local.and export market through means 
of underground bord and pillar mining. It Is proposed that the Utrecht Coalfield will be 
mined, which comprises the Karoo Supergroup geological stratigraphic unit. The Alfred 
and Dundas coal seams, which form part of the Utrecht coal field, are proposed to be 
mined. The project involves the extraction, crushing and screening of Run of Mine 
(RoM) coal and transportation of the saleable coal to the Piet Retief Siding for export 
through the Richards Bay Coal Terminal, or to Eskom power stations for the generation 
of electricity. 

It is anticipated that the mine will have the potential to produce 2.25 million tons of coal 
per annum, with an estimated life of mine (LoM) of approximately 15 years. 

The quantity and quality of the coal is a significant resource for South Africa, whether it 
is for local use or for the export market, It will provide a welcome relief In terms of the 
current account balance, job creation and poverty alleviation. 

2 LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 
), In order to commence with the proposed Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine, Atha 

obtained approval from a number of South African government departments. A mining 
right (MR) was authorised by the Department of Mineral Resources (DMR) In 
accordance with the Minerals and Petroleum Resources Development Act (No. 28 of 
2008) (MPRDA). The DMR granted the mining right on 19 September 2014. 

An environmental authorisation (EA) was obtained from the Minister or MEC In 
accordance with the National Environmental Management Act (No. 107 of 1998) 
(NEMA). An EA was granted by the Mpumalanga Department of Agriculture, Rural 
Development, Land & Environmental Affairs (DARDLEA) on 7 June 2016. 

A Water Use License (WUL) was authorised by the Department of Water & Sanitation 
(DWS on 7 July 2016 . 

Both the DMR Minister as well as the DEA Minister granted Atha Africa the necessary 
written permission to conduct commercial mining or related activities in the Mabola 
Protected Environment as required by section 48(1)(b) of the NEMPAA. 
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3 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (EIA) 
The EIA was undertaken in two phases - namely the scoping phase and the 
environmental Impact assessment phase. 

3.1 SCOPING PHASE 

A scoping report was compiled for the proposed Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine In 
accordance with all relevant South African environmental legislation. Draft copies of the 
scoping report were made available to the public for a period of 37 days from 25 March 
to 7 May 2013 (MPRDA process) and 73 days from 25 March to10 June 2013 (NEMA 
process). Stakeholders and commenting state departments were notified of the review 
period as well as the locations of the draft scoping reports via fax and email. Comments 
received were recorded and Included in the issues trail. 

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PHASE 

For this project two Environmental Impact Assessment Reports and Environmental 
Management Programmes were complied. After the submission of the first EIAR / 
EMPr, the Department of Environmental Affairs called for additional specialist studies 
and an Amended EIAR. The amended EIAR / EMPr was complied and submitted to the 
competent authority on 4 March 2015. 

The environmental Impacts of the proposed Yzerrnyn underground coal mine were 
determined by specialists assessing the Impacts and utilising the comments received 
from Interested & Affected Parties (l&APs) and stakeholders as well as the 
investigations undertaken by a variety of consultants. 

The potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Yzermyn 
Underground Coal Mine have been evaluated according to their significance, which is 
determined as a result of the consequence· and likelihood. The consequence Is 
determined as a function of the severity, duration, and spatial scale, whereas the 
likelihood of the impact Is determined as a function of the frequency of the activity and 
frequency of the Incident/ Impact. The consequence multiplied by the likelihood presents 
the significance of the potential Impact. All Impacts were assessed without management 
measures In place. Mitigation measures have been developed in order to minimise the 
significance of negative impacts Identified and to promote positive impacts. 

3.3 l&AP AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

The l&APS and stakeholder participation process was conducted from the onset of the 
project and as part of the overall EIA process in a comprehensive and transparent 
manner. 

The public participation process was undertaken In English, Afrikaans and Zulu to 
ensure the widest range of l&APs and stakeholders were able to participate In the 
process. 

Both the first EIAR / EMPr with its associated specialist reports and the amended EIAR / 
EMPr and specialist reports were subjected to a public participation process. 
Registered l&APs and stakeholders were notified about the location of the amended 
EIAR / EMPr and applicable specialist reports to enable them to comment on the 
information provided, on the changes to the project and on the recommendations and 
mitigation measures proposed. 
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The amended EIAr / EMPr and applicable specialist reports were made available to 

registered l&APs and Stakeholders at a number of venues from 16 September 2014 -

27 October 2014. 

The following specialist reports formed part of the amended EIAR / EM Pr:. 

(a) Vibration Assessment prepared by Mindset 

(b) Consent letter from Jindal 

(c) Power Generation potential prepared by Mindset 

~ (d) Geotechnlcal study conducted by Mindset 

-(e) Traffic Assessment conducted byWSP 

- (f) Conceptual Storm water Plan conducted by Highlands Hydrology 

(g) Geohydrologlcal Assessment & Model conducted by Delta H 

(h) Biodiversity & Wetland Assessments conducted by Natural Scientific Services 

(NSS) 

(I) Biodiversity & Wetland Assessment for proposed Discard Dump area conducted 

by Scientific Aquatic Services (SAS) 

O) Wetland Ecological Assessment for target area conducted by SAS 

(k) Detailed Survey of Wetland Boundaries In relation with infrastructure conducted 

by SAS 

(I) Palaeontology Study conducted by Digby Wells 

(m)Phase 1 Heritage Assessment for proposed Discard Dump area conducted - A 

Pelser Archeological Consultants (APAC) 

(n) Phase 1 Heritage Assessment for target Area conducted by APAC 

(o) Visual Impact Assessment conducted by VRM Africa 

(p) Visual Impact Assessment for proposed Discard Dump conducted by MetroGIS -

(q) Air Quality Impact Assessment conducted by Alrshed 

(r) Noise Assessment conducted by WSP 

(s) Soil, land use and land capability Assessment conducted byWSP 

(t) Surface Water Assessment conducted by WSP 

(u) Downstream Water Uses compiled by EcoPartners 

- (v) Socio-Economic Study conducted by WSP 

After consideration and Inclusion of all comments received the final amended EIAR / 

EMPr and applicable specialist reports were submitted to both DEA and DARDLEA. 

4 FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine Project Is situated In a sensitive and 

conservation important area in terms of biodiversity. Construction of the proposed 

surface Infrastructure will result in removal of vegetation. The ecosystem that might be 

Impacted on by the project is fragmented in the proposed areas of the surface 

Infrastructure disturbance. 



The development footprint (including surface Infrastructure, but excluding underground 
Infrastructure) amounts to 22,4 ha out of the 8,360 ha. Research done by various 
specialists Informed the location of infrastructure development in order to reduce the 
potential negative Impacts on soil, biodiversity, fauna, flora, wetlands, heritage sites, 
surface water and groundwater. 

The Environmental Impact Assessment Process continually Informed the proposed 
layout and project options, resulting In changes to the design that had to be re-assessed 
from an environmental aspect. This Is evident In the proposed alternatives, revised 
surface Infrastructure layout and project options. 

Ultimately the proposed discard dump (residue stockpile) was removed from the surface 
layout and the best environmental option became the preferred alternative. The 
negative impacts associated with the proposed discard dump (residue stockpile) was 
therefore eliminated / avoided. 

It is anticipated that the proposed underground coal mine development will reduce the 
Mean Annual Rurioff of the quaternary catchment by 22 400 m2 or by 0.03%. 

) The geochemical assessment of six coal samples classified the majority of tested coal 
samples as potentially acid generating with the remainder inconclusive. Following the 
precautionary principle, all stockpiled coal should therefore be treated as potentially acid 
generating. However, It should also be considered that a significant volume of coal 
removed from the old adlts during historical mining activities has been laying on the 
open soil in front of the adits for a number of years without any evidence of acid mine 
drainage In the area. The tested water samples Indicate no acid generation In the 
proximity of the discard. 
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The rock art site (Site 17) Identified in the April 2012 Heritage report is deemed to be 
highly significant, since little Is known about the Later Stone Age of the area. The site 
will not be impacted on by the development of the surface Infrastructure. It Is however 
recommended that the site be conserved and no impact should occur on the area. 

The heavy vehicle loading impact of the proposed mine on the existing road network will 
require the replacement of surfacing at the problem areas Identified. At the very least a 
surface treatment is required. 

The natural and relatively unspoiled rural views surrounding the proposed development 
site will be impacted upon by the proposed development. Considering that the best 
environmental option Is the preferred alternative, the most significant visual Impact is 
reduced to the "Run of mine Stockpiles" and the adit. 

Detailed delineation of the wetland edge within the surface infrastructure footprint 
resulted in a revised surface layout to minimise the impact thereof on the hlllslope seep 
wetlands. The total footprint of the proposed Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine was 
reduced from 47.27 ha to 22. 4 ha. The potential direct impact on wetlands was 
reduced from 39.89 ha in the previously preferred alternative presented by WSP, , to 
12.1 0 ha in the best environmental option. It was also established that the hlllslope seep 
wetlands that might be affected are those that has been historically transformed and 
used for agricultural development. 

The total local Income as a result of direct employment through the proposed mine Is 
estimated to be 1.45 Billion Rands over the life of mine. The largest proportion of this Is 
likely to be used In households to purchase food, household goods, payment for 
schooling and transport, amongst other requirements, all within the local context. This Is 

~ 
~ 



an average between R6,000 and R10,000 per employee per month, which will 

contribute towards household Income. The mine is, therefore, likely to have a 

considerable positive economic Impact on the local population, as current farming 

employment pays up to R1 200 per employee per month. (2011 data) 

The cumulative Impacts of the proposed development (underground mining and surface 

infrastructure), current agricultural and tourism and future mining activities have been 

assessed. Although the proposed project will Impact on most of the environmental 

parameters the cumulative Impact of the mine and other activities is not considered to 

be significant. This can mainly be attributed to the low level of impact that the tourism 

and scattered agricultural activities have on the environment, as well as the limited 

disturbance of the proposed new underground coal mine (when all mitigation measures 

are effectively implemented). 

5 RECOMMENDATIONS 

An alternative site lay-out plan was assessed as part of the amended submission. The 

most significant risks to biodiversity are significantly reduced, as the bulk of the 

Infrastructure is developed on areas that has already been transformed through 

agricultural development. It can also be seen from historical photos that the biodiversity 

In these areas are not pristine and is significantly fragmented. 

After careful assessment of the risks posed to the heritage, biodiversity and especially 

the water resources in the area and the feedback from the public participation process, 

it is Environmental Assessment Practitioner's recommendation the Best Environmental 

Option should be utilised for the proposed Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine 

development (The Best Environmental Option was proposed as the Preferred 

Alternative). It is the EAP's opinion that the benefit to the socio-economic development 

and the positive impacts of coal supply acts in the nation's interest, provided the 

mitigation measures specified are implemented and maintained. 

The following recommendations are proposed for the Preferred Alternative: 

(a) It is recommended that the post-closure decant water be treated until legally 

acceptable water quality stabilizes. 

(b) It Is recommended that the treated decant emanating from the treatment plant 

must be discharged to the adjacent hillslope seepage wetlands making use of a 

spigot which then drains into a sand filter along the edge of the hlllslope seepage 

wetland to allow for recharge of the hillslope seepage wetland and ensure that 

water reaching the valley bottom wetland resource is further cleansed and 

contributes to the instream flow of the local drainage network. This mitigation 

method will Impact on wetlands (positively and negatively). 

(c) It is recommended that a filter drain in the form of small trenches filled with sand 

is installed to direct flow of clean water around the adlt to the sand filter placed 

outside the water treatment plant to enable clean water to remain separate from 

dirty water. This mitigation method will Impact on wetlands (poslllvely and 

negatively). 

(d) It is recommended that regular groundwater monitoring programme as per the 

recommendations of the geohydrological report be implemented. 
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( e) It is recommended that regular monitoring of water quality and toxicity of the PCD 
and open pit post-closure be implemented in order to ensure runoff and decant of 
water into wetland resources Is prevented. 

(f) It Is recommended that compliance monitoring take place as Is suggested In the 
report, In order to ensure trends are detected and mitigation is implemented prior 
to issues arising. 

6 ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 

It is the opinion of the Independent environmental practitioner that the impact of the 
Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine on the environment of the relevant area can be 
mitigated to ensure ecologically sustainable development and use of natural resources 
while promoting justifiable economic and social development. The national interest has 
been assessed and the benefit of the Yzermyn Underground Coal Mine to the people of 
South Africa has been illustrated and clear mitigation measures and recommendations 
under which conditions this project would be a sound development project in the best 
interest of South Africa (including the environment and Its people) was provided. 




