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Abstract

Research into biodiversity stewardship and its pitbas a mechanism for conservation implementaitio
South Africa is limited. Conservation implementatitools aimed at achieving conservation targets are
espoused in systematic conservation planning (SOR3.research investigated the SCP approach ithSou
Africa and sought to develop a deeper understandintpe effectiveness of the biodiversity stewarpsh
programme as a tool for grassland conservation waZulu-Natal (KZN). Geographical Information
Systems (GIS) operations were performed to asoectarent site selection and identify potentialifet site
suitability, and to understand the implicationsifeése outputs in meeting grassland biome conserva
case study analysis of three biodiversity stewapdshies was undertaken to provide an overviewhef t
KZN biodiversity stewardship programme and to ustsrd the role it plays in grassland biome
conservation. Biodiversity stewardship site assesgsnwere conducted at all three case study sites b
Ezemvelo KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife (EKZNW), to idengif and assess the biodiversity value, threats
associated with the land uses and the potentialdnservation based on the principles of SCP. fEsisarch
utilised these assessments extensively to answerokgctives and the GIS operations was used to
understand the spatial considerations. Primarfiys tesearch sought to understand the implementatio
prospects of biodiversity stewardship and devetgights into how implementation can be improved. A
series of semi-structured interviews were conduetgld a number of key stakeholders in the biodiigrs
stewardship programme. Through a thematic anadsiscoding process, the key themes, which emerged
included lack of capacity, lack of funding and pdéaliow-up. Despite the obstacles and risks idesdif the
perceptions of the key stakeholders towards theieosity stewardship programme were found to be
mostly positive. Strengthening linkages with NG@sperceived by many stakeholders to be the key to
overcoming capacity problems within the biodiversitewardship programme. The strengthening of @spec
of management is fundamental in achieving grasstamtservation, as the effectiveness of biodiversity
stewardship achieving targets is based on the pilitpaof the management objectives being met. loved
support, follow up and extension on grazing, bugrand IAS clearing will aid in successful managetan
the grassland biome. The implementing of bioditgrsiewardship is seen as a credible process tresec

critical grassland biodiversity.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

Biodiversity stewardship is a fundamental tool fmmservation of threatened biomes in South Africa,
specifically the grassland biome. South Africa i@ame of the richest biodiversities in the worttgne,
2006). Despite the rich biodiversity, many spe@es threatened. Habitat destruction, pollution agive
alien species (IAS) and poor conservation managemegelerate biodiversity loss (Humphries Williams
and Vane-Wright, 1995; Orlove and Brush, 1996; Depant of Environmental Affairs and Tourism
(DEAT), 2005; Groves, 2003). Modification and trioyeation of almost all South Africa’s habitats and
ecosystems is apparent (DEAT, 2005).

The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) is amernational policy directive for achieving bioensity
conservation. The formation of protected areas JFAene of the main approaches of the CBD to im@ro
biodiversity conservation. PAs protect ecosystemts areas of rich biodiversity that would otherwise
threatened (Margules and Pressey, 2000). Glohtley existing PAs have not always been systematicall
selected and designed. Ideally conservation plansitould address location, design, size and coiitgct

to ensure the long-term preservation of speciegr{EHennun, Brooks, Darwall, Fishpool, Foster, Knox,
Langhammer, Matiku and Radford, 2004; Margules a&maéssey, 2000). Connectivity and buffers
incorporated into planning enable genetic exchangjgration of species and climate change mitigation
(Berliner, van der Merwe, Benn and Rouget, 2006)nsieration of representation and persistence of
species will also strengthen conservation planniRgpresentation ensures that there is a wide rahge
species represented in a proposed conservation Regsistence “requires maintenance of environrhenta
processes, inclusive of ecological, evolutionargpmorphological, and hydrological processes” (Khigh
Driver, Cowling, Maze, Desmet, Lombard, Rouget,H3gBoshoff, and Castley, 2006: 743).

Conservation planning and implementation in SoufficA has been through many transformations. The
adoption of other countries’ ideologies regardimggervation planning is evident. South African pgli
legislation and institutions guiding biodiversitgriservation are influenced by the CBD (Biggs, Sigon
Bakkenes, Scholes, Eickhout, van Vuuren and Alkem@008). The South African National Biodiversity
Institute (SANBI) was formulated to focus specifigaon terrestrial, marine and aquatic ecosystems
biodiversity (DEAT, 2005). SANBI is pivotal in coassation planning, research, monitoring and repgrti
on issues of biodiversity in South Africa (DEAT,05).

In South Africa, it is nhow common practice to implent systematic biodiversity planning (SBP), also
referred to as Systematic Conservation PlanningP§SSANBI, 2009a). SCP involves a meticulous and
data-driven approach that geographically isolafestial priority areas for conservation (SANBI, 2@09
Characteristically systematic approaches shouldd&t driven, goal orientated, efficient, transpgren
repeatable and flexible (Pressey, 1999). Flexjbéilows for the application of the SCP approachalio

biomes and ecosystems. Globally, biodiversity lossurs within all biomes. The grassland biome maule




of different grassland vegetation types (heredffeasslands’) has the highest potential of beirigrat or
lost (Aguiar, 2005). Many types of grassland havéigh irreplaceability as they contain biodiversity
features that cannot be secured for conservatgewblere. As grasslands are an integral part ofvdrll’s
system, it is important to conserve them in thet msssible way to ensure long-term persistence.
Conservation action includes a variety of differaativities, both inside and outside of formally $2A
International legislation and experiences drive tivead approach to conservation in South Africa
particularly grassland conservation. South Africas helaborate legislation relating to biodiversity
conservation and it has been incorporated intonttéonal, provincial and local spheres of governmen
South Africa’s national sphere of government ersuappropriate frameworks for conservation are
implemented, and finer scale conservation plannigntegrated into both provincial and local levels
(DEAT, 2005). Cooperation between different deparite and levels is significantly important for

consistency, transparency and efficiency (Ferrdrlaiiter, 2007)

South Africa is a signatory to the CBD, depictingmmitment to combating land degradation and
conserving biodiversity (Cupido, 2005). Aligningtivthe commitment to the CBD, South Africa desigaed
National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (N&S), a key driver in the formulation of biodivessit
conservation policies. Forming part of the NBSARhis National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment (N3BA
a comprehensive spatial assessment of the biodiverfsterrestrial, river, estuarine and marine ®&iems
(Driver, Maze, Rouget, Lombard, Nel, Turpie, CowliiDesmet, Goodman, Harris, Jonas, Reyers, Siuk, an
Strauss, 2005:1). The NSBA is used to identify fitsicareas for conservation (Biggs et al., 200&8)e T
assessments guide and influence national and miaVigovernment in decision making and planning
formulated by the Department of Environmental Afaand Tourism (DEAT) (Driver et al., 2005), now

known as Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA).

Forming part of an array of tools and strategiesctmservation planning in South Africa is the Inedsity
stewardship programme (Ferrar and Loétter, 2007)ndgJshe outcomes of SCP, areas of biodiversity
significance are identified, secured and then meddsy the landowner. Land excluded from formal PAs
having a high biodiversity value is conserved tigitodegal partnerships between the landowner and a
conservation body/authority (Ezemvelo KwaZulu-Nat&Vildlife (EKZNW), 2009). Biodiversity
Stewardship South Africa (BSSA), initially conceplised by non-governmental conservation organisatio
World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and the Endangered WitdliTrust (EWT), was developed by the then DEAT
(EKZNW, 2009). BSSA is now an umbrella programmat fls making headway in conserving biodiversity
outside of state owned land: “The programme hepgnplement provincial conservation plans through a
consistent, national, landscape-scale approachet@asdship. It also assists government in meetirgy t
targets set out by the National Spatial Biodivgrgissessment (NSBA) and the National Biodiversity
Framework (NBF)” (EKZNW, 2009: no page). Tools suab the biodiversity stewardship programme

formulated under BSSA, form part of these provihplans to conserve areas of specific concern.




This research critically assesses the potentigh@KZN biodiversity stewardship programme to citwtie

to achieving grassland biome conservation in thevipce. An overview of the KZN biodiversity
stewardship programme aids in the understandinpefrole it plays in grassland conservation. Th& Gl
operations verify current site suitability and itdBnpotential future biodiversity stewardship siteMore
importantly, the research seeks to develop a deepderstanding of the implementation prospects of
biodiversity stewardship from the perspective dftla¢ stakeholders involved in stewardship and kbgve

insights into how implementation of biodiversitgwardship can be improved.

1.1 Rationale for the study

To understand the context and need for a study asithis, the rationale and need for the studygsea.

Despite the vast literature on broad conservatimactites and ideologies, there is limited reseamh
proactive and participatory conservation initiativepecifically for KZN and South Africa. This resda
firstly illustrates and evaluates SCP in South &fri Drawing from these findings, the usefulness and
effectiveness of biodiversity stewardship as anoopfor conservation in South Africa, specificaligr
grasslands, is explored. Contemporary conservasiotharacterised by complexity due to multiple role
players. Gaining insights into the benefits andibes to stewardship is key to understanding thetsef
stewardship as a mechanism for achieving conservatrgets, yet there is limited research on these
stakeholder dynamics. This research study fillal\wgaps in the current literature base on the poead
perspectives on the biodiversity stewardship. Ftom evaluation of three biodiversity stewardshigeca
studies, the evident success of biodiversity stdsldp as a tool for the grassland conservation rheca

apparent.




1.2 Aim and objectives

1.2.1 Aim
Critically assess the potential for the KwaZulu-dabiodiversity stewardship programme to contribute

towards achieving grassland biome conservationctitsgs in the province.

1.2.2 Objectives
To achieve this broad goal, the research projextded on several key research objectives. Thed®:ar

i. Conduct a desktop investigation of the approachthats and gaps in systematic

conservation planning and the status of grasslands in South Africa;

ii. Provide an overview of the KwaZulu-Natal biodivéysitewardship programme and attempt

to understand the role it plays in grassland bicoreservation;

iii. Review in a GIS environment different KZN conseimatplan datasets to verify current and
identify potential future biodiversity stewardsisipe suitability; and

iv.  Understand the implementation prospects of theivgosity stewardship programme from
the perspective of all the stakeholders involvesgté@wardship and develop insights into how

implementation can be improved.

1.3 Structure of the dissertation

This section briefly describes and highlights tbatent of the dissertation.

Chapter one: Introduction

This chapter identifies the problem area and the and objectives of the thesis are defined. Thaptdr

also includes the rationale for the study.

Chapter two: Literature review

The literature review establishes a backgroundHhersubject of conservation and identifies the pastds

and successes as well as major downfalls. Therdysractice is also identified for conservationnpleng in
South Africa. The gaps in previous research ondpi of SCP, specifically within the grasslandrbi are
discussed. An examination of the literature retatin SCP enables the focus on important issues and
variables of the research objectives. Biodiversigwardship as a mechanism for conservation isoeeghl

The literature review also forms part of the metilody of a documentary analysis identifying gaps in

previous research, as well as validating curreattpre in South Africa.

Chapter three: Background and case studies

This chapter identifies the biodiversity consematistrategies and policies of EKZNW to set the lloca

context for the research. The case study siteexamined in detail. This enables the reader to nstaied
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the context of the biodiversity stewardship progrem(BSP) in the province, with a specific focus on

grasslands.

Chapter four: Methods

This chapter describes the research design andlisgngrocess associated with this research project,
identifying the different quantitative and quaii&t methods that were utilised in the research. mbéods
used involved a documentary analysis, GIS operstidrihe biodiversity stewardship study sites agwhis
structured interviews. The methods selected weesl us answer the research question and to test and

validate the aim and objectives.

Chapter five: Spatial considerations for the biodiersity stewardship programme

Chapter Five provides a description of the resarts discussion of the spatial considerations fwatdship

site selection and understanding the contributibthese sites to grassland biome conservation tgsc
This chapter reviews in a GIS environment the EKZRdWservation datasets, namely the 2007 C-Plan used
to originally identify the stewardship sites, ahé updated 2010 TSCP, to verify current site sieleand
identify potential future site suitability; and werdtand the implications of these outputs for daask
biomes in KZN.

Chapter six: Stakeholder Perceptions

This chapter identifies the results and discussiotie final research objective. Insights into Hemnefits of
and barriers to the effective implementation ofdbiersity stewardship in KZN and South Africa are
gathered from interviews and discussions with kiakeholders. Stakeholder views on key challenges,

opportunities, obstacles and possible solutionpaesented and discussed.

Chapter seven: Conclusion

This chapter revisits the aim and objectives thateawoutlined in chapter one. Recommendations of the

research are also presented, and a conclusioavisydr
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Chapter 2. Literature Review

To gain a broad understanding of the process aactipe of conservation in South Africa, books, jalr
articles, governmental documents and internet aiteseviewed. Conservation practice and the eloolwdf
the conservation process both globally and in Séditita are examined. Particular attention is paicECP

and the conservation of grasslands outside of foRAs.

2.1 Introduction

Biodiversity relates to the richness of speciedas been expanded to include the varieties, readgtat
types and life forms of species richness (Bich§320The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) has identified
species richness as a fundamental goal for consarv@uichs, 2003). Biodiversity became a popudaimt
only after the signing of the Convention of Biologji Diversity (CBD) in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 (B&ch
2003). The main objectives of the CBD are to hawsanable use of biodiversity, and for the shaang
benefits from the use of biodiversity to be faidaguitable (DEA and SANBI, 2009b). Internationaligy

directives such as the CBD influence and guide @madion in South Africa (Berliner and Desmet, 2007

The economic and social sector of South Africagawily reliant on direct and indirect uses of bi@dsity
(DEAT, 2005). The extensive use of biodiversity foods and fibres has rendered it highly threatefied
reduce and prevent further biodiversity loss, Scifitica has well-structured legislation. The Consgton
(Act No. 108 of 1996) makes allowances for envirental consideration. In addition, the National
Environmental Management Act 1998 (NEMA) Act 107 1898 calls for sustainable use and further
expansion of PAs. Under NEMA there are other légatruments such as the National Environmental
Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act 10 of 2004nd the National Environmental Management:
Protected Areas Act 2003 (Act 57 of 2003) (NEM: PALonservation planning in South Africa is
governed by the legislature outlined above, andgthiding principles of systematic conservation piag

(SCP) enable conservation goals and targets tatiewed and maintained.

Nationally and internationally, SCP is currently thtandard approach to conservation planning. S@Rsf
the basis for reaching conservation goals in Sdéditita (SANBI, 2009a). SCP identifies priority P/sd
promotes integration with other plans and impleragon, monitoring and management of PAs. The
identification of priority areas for biodiversityouservation is one of the main attributes of SCRNBI,
2009a).

Biodiversity stewardship is an implementation mexsia that aids in achieving conservation objectiags
set out by SCP. Biodiversity stewardship enablesttpansion of the PA network and the sustainadseoti
biodiversity outside of formal PAs (DEA and SANEI009; Reeves and Marom, 2009; McCann, 2011).
Biodiversity stewardship is a fundamental tool fmnservation of threatened biomes in South Africa,

specifically the grassland biome. The grasslandnbidgs extensively used and exploited; moreoveis it




poorly conserved (O’Connor and Kuyler, 2009). Thasgland biome has a number of different grassjands

of which only a few are under formal protection (#&hMurray and Rohweder, 2000).

The guiding principle of biodiversity stewardshi for landowners to take conservation into theinow
hands. Based on legislation, biodiversity stewdpdstecures land under the formal PA network and
encourages sustainable management and use of cesautside of the PA network (McCann, 2011). The
securing of critical biodiversity under the PA netks and efficiently managing biodiversity outsigfethe

PA network is vital for conservation.

The realisation of a poor approach to conservaimsresulted in a vast literature base which egplbow
to conserve as many species in the smallest assshyp® (Margules and Pressey, 2000; Fjeldsa andabes
2005). SCP addresses many of the past limitatioravious conservation planning techniques arid it

critically examined below.

2.2 Systematic conservation planning

SCP has been widely received internationally angnt@es such as Australia and the United States of
America are at the forefront of SCP (Margules amdsgey, 2000; Pierce, Cowling, Knight, Lombard,
Rouget, and Wolf, 2005; Pressey, 1999). The pojwlaf SCP is owed to the fact that it is a systecaay

of selecting reserves that adequately represediveisity (Margules and Pressey, 2000; Smith, Gaodm
and Matthews, 2007). Reserve selection has negativeotations for many people as it slows extractib

natural resources and competes with other land(#&gules and Pressey, 2000; Berliner et al., 2006

It is argued by Smith et al. (2007) that most PAwoeks fail to safeguard biodiversity elements ajhh
importance. An approach such as SCP is thoughe tnle of the most effective methods for designiAg P
and ecological networks. SCP is data-driven, mitie) involves a wide range of stakeholders anarityi
areas are spatially identified (SANBI, 2009; Smgh al., 2007). Key principles of SCP include
representation, persistence, setting of quantiéatvgets and spatial efficiency, these charatiesiwill be
examined in more detail below (DEA and SANBI, 200$2ANBI, 2009; Margules and Pressey, 2000;
Driver et al., 2005).

Representation

A representative sample of biodiversity is congdein the planning process. Representation reqthiees
features of biodiversity to be adequately accouriteedwhereby representation should achieve maximum
coverage with a minimum cost (Sarkar, PresseyhFiargules, Fuller, Stoms, Moffett, Wilson, Wilies
and Williams, 2006).




Persistence

Persistence of the conservation area requires lkmlogical, hydrological, geomorphological and
evolutionary process are taken into consideratkomight et al., 2006). The inclusion of these preess

ensures the persistence of biodiversity.

Setting of quantitative targets

Targets are a vital component of SCP. They prosithaseline to identify how much biodiversity stiteds
to be conserved. Ideally, targets are set to enaumatural or ‘near-neutral’ functioning of the iemt
ecosystem (Driver et al., 2005; Scholes and Bigge5).

Spatial efficiency

Spatial efficiency stipulates the selection of sineallest area to conserve the highest amount divacsity
(Cadman et al.,, 2010). In being spatially efficietitere should be conflict avoidance and ecological
connectivity. Threats and vulnerabilities are taalveided; these avoided areas are then seen aiypai@as

for biodiversity conservation (Cadman et al., 2010)avoiding conflicts with other land uses, dental

effects to biodiversity are minimised.

2.2.1 Characteristics of a systematic conservation plan
The fundamental characteristics of SCP suggestthieaBCP should be flexible, data driven, goalaiéag,
efficient, repeatable and transparent (Pressey9;1B@rliner et al., 2006). These characteristia iai

achieving the principles of representation, pegsisg, setting of quantitative targets and spati@iency.

Data driven. An SCPrequires the integration of several different dedts (Pressey, 1999; Berliner et al.,
2006). To inform decision-making, tools such Gegpbia Information Systems (GIS) can be used to

integrate a number of data sets such as vegetgpes, species distributions and conservation statu

Goal-directed. The use of quantitative targets aid in identifygglicit goals (Pressey, 1999). Essentially a

target needs to ensure that a population is abieintain evolutionary processes (Cowling et &03).

Efficient. Efficiency is directly correlated to the cost farct Designating land for conservation is the
principal cost; conservation competes with a nundjetifferent land uses. Conservation plans neebleto

efficient to increase likelihood of implementati(®arkar et al., 2006).

Explicit, transparent and repeatable. Explanation of the selection process ensures taipiity. This
facilitates stakeholders to make appropriate dagssiregarding the conservation plan and the proisess
defensible (Berliner et al., 2006; Pressey, 1999).

Flexible. The flexibility of SCP will allow different sceniass to be investigated, and SCP will be applied to

a variety of different scenarios with differing g@&erliner et al., 2006; Pressey, 1999).




These characteristics set SCP apart from othereceetion planning techniques. The stages and sikps
SCP are systematic and allow for ease of applicdta variety of scenarios. SCP allows constaediiack

and revaluation if necessary (Margules and Pre2880; Pressey, 1999).

2.2.2 Stages of systematic conservation planning
The SCP designed by Margules and Pressey (2008)sig-staged process (Figure 2-1). It involves the
compilation of biodiversity data, setting of targeteviewing of existing conservation areas, sglacbf
additional conservation areas and the maintainfrmposervation values (Margules and Pressey, 200@.

plan is not stringent and allows for different feadk and priorities to be included.

Steps in systematic conservation planning:

1. Compiledata on the biodiversity of the planningregion
2. Identify conservation goals for the planningregion
3. Review existing conservation areas
4, Select additional conservation areas
5. Implement conservation actions

6. Maintain the required values of conservation areas

Figure 2-1. Stages in systematic conservation plamy (adapted from Margules and Pressey,
2000)

Stage one

The first stage of SCP is to measure and map thdiviarsity of the defined area (Margules and Prgsse
2000). It is then spatially analysed and the siétdodiversity is quantified.

Biodiversity is such a broad and multifaceted grttt measure. There are various ways and meanstta g
guantifiable gauge; surrogates provide such anoagpr (Margules and Pressey, 2000; Driver et aD520
von Hase., et al., 2003; Sarkar et al., 2006). Mary species are good indicators for ecosystertitheeell
surveyed, habitat specific and occurring acrossde wange of disturbed areas (Wakelin and Hill, 200
Surrogate species, such as the Blue Swa(ldundo atrocaerulea)are important for identifying important
conservation areas, as they require conservatiertaltheir critically endangered status (Wakelid &hll,
2007). Surrogate species also form part of a ‘na$sembly perspective’ and are considered an itutica
species (Wakelin and Hill, 2007). If surrogate spea@re found in an area, it is presumed that pleeies
which it feeds on or where it nests in will alsofoend in the same area. Primary data sets us&Ch

include vegetation samples, species records afdtiem records (Sarkar et al., 2006).




There is much debate as to what level surrogatedeaaccurately used. The danger in using surredate
that the user defines what is used, and this caa $abjective process (Sarkar et al., 2006). Paliekers,
politicians, the wider public, and non-governmerdedanisations need to have a draw card concerning
biodiversity surrogates; this allows for more pitdae and positive decisions (Dudley, Baldock, Nasd
Stolton, 2005). Rare and threatened species aa affed as biodiversity surrogates as they posedazw
card (Escott, 2011).

Surrogate species are generally chosen as theyahaasicular interest for the specialist invohadhere is
only data available for that particular speciesd@y et al., 2005). Surrogates also have limitationterms

of data collection bias, as data is often colledimda specific purpose (Margules and Pressey, 2000
Lombard, Cowling, Pressey and Rebelo, 2003; Fjetagh Tushabe, 2005). Commonly data is collected in
an opportunistic manner; consequently the besécidins of data are in the most accessible andecoernt
areas. A direct correlation between data recordsaap road networks can be made (Margules anddégress
2000).

Poor data pools make it extremely difficult to eelistic targets to measure progress (Dudley.ef@05).
A suite of indicators would be the ideal practiGdley et al., 2005). An account of species occwee
coupled with ecological processes would positivefjuence conservation planning (Margules and Rgss
2000; Berliner et al., 2006).

Spatial analysis is a vital component in SCP. Gapthe PA network are identified and wide ranges of
datasets are combined. For example, species aetatieg data can be overlaid to aid in spatialriréing;
this will create a more representative PA (DEA &ANBI, 2009a). Transformation layers are also
important as they indicate areas where the natadaitat has been lost and thus the value for ceasen is
diminished (von Hase et al., 2003).

A major limitation of GIS is prediction and overpresentation of species and vegetation data layers.
Available data generally has a coarse resoluti@hlack of detail; accordingly, conservation targgtsuld

be viewed in a theoretical light (Fjeldsa and Tlh&005). There is no guarantee that construotsus

will actually contain viable populations (Fjeldsadarushabe, 2005).

A spatial planning tool used in SCP is the C-Plaftwsare. Developed in the early 1990s, it builds on
previous work on irreplaceability (Pressey, WaBsyrett, and Ridges, 2009). Irreplaceability isrses
identifying a way of achieving targets of vegetatigpes and species. The identification of targetgiires
planning units to be defined, and generally thélp¥oa grid or hexagonal formation (Margules andd2ey,
2000; Escott, 2011). The planning units can alsadféed by watersheds or other such irregularepadt
(Margules and Pressey, 2000; Escott, 2011). Thenexf occurrence of a feature within the planning is

guantified and targets are set. Biodiversity fezdlare then represented spatially (Pressey @0809).
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“Irreplaceability is a measure of the likelihood édeding any site within a planning region for aeging
targets, varying from 1.0 to 0” (Pressey et alQ2@11). Based on the parameters and targets sbydhe
user, a higher irreplaceability value suggests tihatsite has fewer or no replacement, the lowernvtlue
the less conservation significance it has and tlaee other possible sites (Pressey et al., 2009¢. T
identification of sites for conservation managemsilit aid in the achieving of targets. If more tatg are
achieved, the irreplaceability of other sites Wik reduced (Pressey et al., 2009). Conversel\y hig
irreplaceability sites not able to be secured wiirease the irreplaceability of other sites (Regsst al.,
2009). Due to this "cause-effect” relationships tbbverage should always be considered as a Istnfgce

constantly requiring revision (Escott, 2011:32).

C-Plan is versatile as it can be used on a glaballocal scale (Pressey et al., 2009). Accordingressey et
al. (2009), the C-Plan is a tool that feeds in® 3CP approach. Using C-Plan is beneficial as tamsunt

of spatial information is included in the plan. Timeorporation into GIS also allows the user toniifg
locations based on a combination of the user-definput (Pressey et al., 2009). The output of thiel&h
has categories indicating conservation status. &lvedgputs are useful in the publication of repantsl
supporting decision making in planning (Presseglgt2009). A complementary process to the C-pan i
performing a Minset that uses a series of algosthim identify the best possible sites to achieve
conservation. Rules are specified by the user aled higher in the sequence are more influentisdg$ey et
al., 2009).

C-Plan and Minset help identify priority sites, whiis a vital part of stage one of SCP, measurimd) a
mapping biodiversity. This baseline analysis inferthe next stage of SCP that involves goal andetarg

setting.

Stage two

The second stage of SCP is the identification efgbals of the planning area. It is in this stdge targets
become the focus (Smith et al., 2007; Margules Rretssey; Berliner et al., 2006). Many targets sit o
using the rule of thumb and having no biologicaibare highly criticised for being misleading (&aret
al., 2006; Chape et al., 2005; Margules and Pres¥a30; Knight et al., 2006). Targets for biodivirs
conservation should be “explicit, measurable anqba&able” (Eken et al., 2004:1110). The undertakihg
scientifically sound and defensible assessmentapsrtant in conservation planning (Knight et 2006).
The use of targets, which are informed by the racstrate data, will ensure that the principles ©P&re
upheld, this strengthens the conservation of bedity.

According to Margules and Pressey (2000), targe¢sino achieve certain aspects. They should:
— be as fine as possible;

— incorporate processes and patterns of biodiversity;

— reveal the level of protection for specific spe@es landscape;
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— include the surrounding area; and

— incorporate economic and social aspects (as witlrbgected to a political audience).

Targets are influenced by a variety of differengédties including the theory of island biogeograpimgt
influences the ideology regarding PA size, shagkdistance to the surrounding PA network (Margales
Pressey, 2000). The theory identifies the optimuintd be bigger, rounder and closer or more conecte
(Margules and Pressey, 2000). Species interaciindgersistence of migratory species might be dichin
smaller PAs, but the smaller PA may have a highmlity of biodiversity (Margules and Pressey, 2000;
Cowling et al., 2003). The surrounding areas mdlyemce the isolated smaller conservation areagrnvat
ground cover, microclimate and nutrient contentlileg to changes, sometimes favourable and sometimes

unfavourable (Margules and Pressey, 2000).

Limitations arise in setting targets as processeh @S migrations, ecological processes and stiadts
species function at differ in space and time (M@gwand Pressey, 2000). Certain species requiiedva
amounts of space. Isolation may inhibit the spefti@m® persisting as they may require viable poportes.
Conversely, the territorial nature of the specidkimhibit the occurrence of multiple species hmat isolated
smaller area; this is true for the Oril@{rebia ourebi (Margules and Pressey, 2000; Berliner et al. 6200
An examination of the age of the populations, #reratios, and structures within an isolated aheailsl be
examined. Isolated areas will have limited gendtersity exchange and humans may have to intervene
(Margules and Pressey, 2000). Different mechan@rasused to manage isolated areas. The identificati
and management of the species that are most demgaoidiesources, will resultantly protect otherces in

the isolated area (Margules and Pressey, 2000).

SCP incorporates targets as a guide to inform ceasen planning. Once the targets aimed at achggvi
biodiversity conservation are outlined then plasnean evaluate how the current conservation aneas a

achieving these targets.

Stage three

The third stage of SCP is to review the existing mswork (Margules and Pressey, 2000; Chape et al.,
2006). The gap analysis evaluates the PA netwahtifying any shortfalls in the current conservatio
network. Gap analysis does not identify the gapgratesses or persistence (Margules and Presse§; 20
Berliner et al., 2006). Land-use and needs forsepration are constantly changing and hurried
implementation of PAs may fail to achieve somehef targets initially set. Planning should not laistand
even at a later stage in the SCP stage three,iptashould be re-evaluated identifying new prioaigas

(Margules and Pressey, 2000).

Once the existing PA network is examined, additié??ss can be designed to complement the existirgg on

(Margules and Pressey, 2000).
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Stage four

Stage four of SCP is the selection of additionalsPAhe actual selection process is informed by all
information composed in stages one, two and thBeglifer et al., 2006). Stage four is associatetth Wie
indication of potential costs: planners are ablevéigh up the costs and identify if there is a nfEedrade-
offs (Margules and Pressey, 2000; Cowling et a@03). The commitment to conservation is also an
important factor to consider, existing conservatoeas are already committed to conservation. Alecgr
to Margules and Pressey (2000), if biodiversitgéas are to be reached, many agricultural aredsiawik to

be included.

Stage five

The fifth stage is implementation and is arguahby most complicated of all the stages. The invok@nof
multiple stakeholders with differing and sometimeflicting interests makes implementation difficul
(Margules and Pressey, 2000). The implementatiagesalso involves the identification of a managemen
strategy. This stage further identifies limitatioasd difficulties. If areas selected are too degdadr

complex to protect, then the planning process eaert to stage four (Margules and Pressey, 2000).

Stage six

Stage six of SCP is the management and monitorinthe PAs. This stage is considered the most
demanding of the stages as it continues for a leeny period of time (Margules and Pressey, 2000

the changing nature of the natural world and huniaihisence on the natural environment, managensent i
an important practice. PAs holding only paper staite declared as a PA but do not function effeltidue

to poor management (Margules and Pressey, 2008)mBEmagement of PAs should constantly be keeping in
check with the previous five stages. The goalstangets of managing the PAs should be explicit amg
new available information and data should be ugbatel incorporated into management plans (Margules
and Pressey, 2000).

Conservation planning has many uncertainties, ameh ¢hough SCP is a widely adopted process, it has
many limitations (Margules and Pressey, 2000). @orisdevelopments in techniques and data sets will
improve the SCP process as a whole. South Afrisanidely accepted SCP as an approach to conservatio

planning especially as most of South Africa’s theead biodiversity does not fall under formal potiten.

2.2.3 South Africa’s biodiversity conservation planning gproach
In South Africa, there has been a shift to more $@&ed principles. Focus has shifted from planfiing
representation to planning for persistence (Fig2u®. However, planning is a guide for action and a
limitation of conservation planning is the linkiod planning more effectively to implementation (vBiase

et al., 2003). SCP addresses this limitation andrporates implementation into planning (Figure)2-2
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Figure 2-2: South Africa’s approaches to conservabin (adapted from McCann, 2011)

In recent times, South Africa has adopted a sydterapproach to conservation following Australiadahe
United States of America (Berliner et al., 2006rrieg, 2002). The systematic approach to biodivgrsi
conservation aims at achieving goals and targdissd targets ensure representation, persisterategeal

connectivity and spatial efficiency (Berliner et &006; Ferrier, 2002; Margules and Pressey, 2000)

South Africa has strengthened its biodiversity plag techniques over the past decade, the develupofie
innovative concepts and tools are supported byiginns in policy and legislation (Cadman et al.1@D To
achieve these targets in South Africa there arestvaiegies, namely the consolidation and expareiétAs
through National Environmental Management: Proteéteeas Act 2003 (Act 57 of 2003) (NEM: PAA) and
integrated management aimed at the conservatienasdystems and biodiversity priority areas outeftthe
PA network in terms of NEM: BA (SANBI, 2009a).

The recently updated (Mucina and Rutherford, 20@&)etation map coupled with extensive river and
wetland maps has made national assessment of emosgtatus possible, enabling systematic bioditersi
assessments (Cadman et al., 2010). In aligning 8@R, areas that are required to reach biodiveesigets
(critical biodiversity areas (CBAS)) are includeda planning (Cadman et al., 2010). Essentiallasithat
are important in terms of ecological corridors epasidered CBAs. Other essential areas such aandstl
and riparian zones are also given high prioritgrahg with the SCP principle of persistence (Cadwetaal.,
2010; Driver et al., 2005). Consideration of spgciggration, fragmentation avoidance, varying tappgic

features and considering gradients aid in resiiesfeecosystems (Cadman et al., 2010; Driver g2@05).
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“The products of systematic biodiversity planninglude maps displaying networks of critical biodsity
areas and ecological support areas, and land-ugeliges linked to these areas” (Cadman et al.02p1).
South Africa has a number of biodiversity planglifferent scales; these vary according to theinpilag
and decision making purposes. Broader scaled nrapgsad in national or provincial planning ideritity
broad areas of conservation importance. Finer dcalaps are used in local and regional planning to
examine the important areas identified in the brezaled map (Cadman et al., 2010). These toolssae

by conservationists to address biodiversity losg] #hey need to be proactively used to guide datisi
making (Cadman et al., 2010).

2.3 Policy framework for the conservation of South Africa’s biodiversity

Biodiversity conservation is governed by a seriesoltilateral biodiversity agreements, servingstop the
degradation of the biological resources (Adam, 2088significant number of international convention
treaties and protocols have been signed and whtifie South Africa. The principles of many of these
international agreements, such as sustainable fusataral resources, are echoed in many strategids
management plans (DEAT, 2005; Algotsson, 2009). WMudtilateral Environmental Agreements’ (MEA)
which are related to biodiversity serve to enhagtmbal biodiversity governance, promote synergetic

agreements, and harmonise implementation ideallyaieg biodiversity loss (Adam, 2008).

2.3.1 International and national policy directives
In South Africa, the founding principles and polit\ave led to very good environmental legislation
extending to biodiversity conservation. South Adricontinues to update legislation and a vast amotint
South Africa’s environmental legislation is based or draws from, international agreements andogais
(DEAT, 2005; Algotsson, 2009). One of the most im@ot international policies to influence SCP wae t
1992 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). TH&BD is regarded as one of the most imperative
international legal instruments for supporting aaddressing protection of biodiversity worldwide
(Mulongoy and Chape, 2004; Mace and Baillie, 2G&Gholes and Biggs, 2005; Berliner et al., 2006).

The CBD’s guiding principles and strategies areléngented in South African through national polices
laws (Kuntonen-van ‘t Riet, 2007; Muller, 2009). Ssuth Africa is a signatory of the CBD, there iis a
obligation to “...establish and effectively manageetwork of PAs that are ecologically representatife
the countries biodiversity” (Berliner et al., 2005:

The CBD principles are further echoed in much ofitBoAfrica’s national legislation. Policy relatirtg
biodiversity in the National Environmental ManagemeBiodiversity Act No. 10 of 2004 (NEM: BA),
Section 52(1) (a) states that “ecosystems thathaeatened and in need of protection... may be degtlar
nationally by the Minister, or provincially by a MEfor environmental affairs by notice in the Gagé{The
Republic of South Africa, 2004:42).
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The progressive nature of this legislation is dateed by the recognition of endangerment and degjicu
of ecosystems and biodiversity (Pierce et al., 20BBwever, the capacity of the South African nadl
provincial and local governmental departments igllehged by integration of biodiversity into plangi
(Pierce et al., 2005). South Africa is inundatethvé backlog of service delivery, low budgets aaking
capacity and biodiversity conservation holds tlestémportance (Pierce et al., 2005). Despite tdvendalls,
South Africa is committed to biodiversity consefgatand its environmental legislation is highly atmed
and recognised as one of the most progressivesimvthld (Pierce et al., 2005). The legislation rifoeced
and supported by institutions that ideally uphale principles of environmental management.

2.3.2 Institutional arrangements and applicable legislaton

Institutional arrangements

The national sphere of government’s lead agertaepartment of Environmental Affairs (DEA) (Miille
2009). Although DEA is the lead agent, the envirental functions are spread across a number ofrelife
ministries, Department of Water Affairs (DWA), Depaent of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF
and Department of Mineral Resources (DMR). There ‘aarious parastatal institutions, which aid in
environmental governance, including South Africaatibhal Parks (SANParks) and the South African
National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) (Miller, Z®). The national agencies and departments infoem t
provincial and local spheres of government, ang #ssentially are the implementing agencies witjareg

to environmental governance (Muller, 2009).

The implementation of environmental policies intarming and implementation are key responsibilités
the local and provincial environmental governmeMiller, 2009; BSSA, 2009). The provincial
environmental departments are often supported bgnge of other institutions; tourism, agricultureda
conservation that are often governed by separatatsty boards such as EKZNW in KwaZulu-Natal and
CapeNature in the Western Cape (Muller, 2009). dioeincial authority also has a role to play in sy
that there is sufficient staff for the maintenarafefollow-up support and partnerships between NGOs
(BSSA, 2009).

NGOs commonly align with the government policiesl gians, complementing and aiding with planning
(BSSA, 2009). NGOs are involved in a multitude dfedlent conservation planning approaches (Brodks e
al., 2006). Playing an active role in placing puesson administrative actions guaranteeing thaedudre
fulfilled is common practice for NGOs. They bringariety of different skills and tools to consergatand
can often be more adaptive (BSSA, 2009).

According to BSSA (2009:10) “In the foreseeablaifat NGOs can play a significant gap-filling rolaeve
provincial agencies are under-resourced and urtdéed, and can continually motivate for greatelitjpal

and financial investment in agencies, priority aread biodiversity-sensitive decision-making”. Amernt
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initiative which can aid in filing gaps in consation biodiversity is the Expanded Public Works
Programme (EPWP) which was established in 2003&ysbuth African government (Kuntonen-van ‘t Riet,
2007). EPWP is identified as an employment creatinigative in the various social, economic,
environmental and infrastructure sectors (Kuntowam-‘t Riet, 2007). The environmental sector which
relates to biodiversity includes LandCare, WorliogWater (WfW) and Working for Fire (WfF).

According to Nel and Kotzé (2009), achieving goodisnmental governance is when there is integnatio

of environmental management at all levels and sshethrough policy and planning. The nature of
management within South Africa is extremely complissues arise due to fragmentation and the legal
underpinnings of South African environmental lavoy® to have a negative effect on environmental

governance and management (Nel and Kotzé, 2009).

Fragmentation occurs as the different organs @é $tave conflicting environmental governance maesiat
The decision-making becomes extremely difficulitas hindered by policies, processes, authorigatiand
legislation (Nel and Kotzé, 2009). The DEA does make full control and lead pertaining to the
environmental matters within the country. The DE#Ay provides framework guidance and acts mora as
coordinator (Nel and Kotzé, 2009). Governmentalnages are notorious for inconsistency and ineffecti
governance that has a negative effect on envirotahgovernance (Nel and Kotzé, 2009). As outlinbe,
laws that are applicable to biodiversity managenei@outh Africa are governed by various departsaint
different levels and integration and co-operat®ulifficult; nonetheless, South Africa’s legislatics some

of the most progressive in the world (Kuntonen-tdRiet, 2007).

Legislative framework

South Africa’s Constitution (Act No. 108 of 1996jopides the overall framework for environmental
governance in South Africa (DEAT, 2005). The Cdnsitn (Act No. 108 of 1996) states that everyone h
a right to a healthy environment, one that is natmful to their health or well-being, and to have a
environment that will be conducive for future geatems (The Republic of South Africa, 1996). Thatates

to issues of pollution prevention, conservationcpeas and achieving development with economicjasoc
and environmental security. The Constitution gogeBouth Africa’s provincial, national and local spés
and co-operation between the various tiers of gowent is strongly encouraged (DEAT, 2005; Algotsson
2009).

The Constitution does not specifically refer to dinersity; however, it does refer to terms such as
‘environment’, ‘nature conservation’ and naturadaerces (The Republic of South Africa. 1996). Altgb
there are various acts that have been promulgatedy of them related specifically to water, forgstr
marine resources and national parks, they all sesuweols to protect the biodiversity of the coOufDEAT,
2005). The various aspects that many of thesedaetswith incorporate biodiversity and the respbifisy
falls on the state departments (DEAT, 2005).
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The National Environmental Management Act 1998 (NEMct 107 of 1998 was the driving force behind
many of South Africa’s current biodiversity printdp. NEMA was instrumental in ensuring people were
placed at the forefront of the legislation while king specific allowance for biodiversity. It statdsat if
biodiversity loss cannot be avoided altogether titeshould be minimised. Reference is also made to
development and how natural resources should heisably used, such that the integrity of the reseus

not jeopardised (DEAT, 2005). NEMA also pays pattic attention to the management and planning for

sensitive ecosystems such as wetlands, estuadesoastal shores (The Republic of South Africa,8)99

National environmental legislation has been infezh by many governmental papers, one in particular
being the White Paper on the Conservation and Basie Use of South Africa’s Biological Diversity,
which paved the way for a suite of legislation (DEA005; Algotsson, 2009). Subsequently, mechanisms

were imposed causing consistency in implementiondibérsity policy countrywide (DEAT, 2005).

South Africa has good environmental legislation #mel hierarchical nature of the legislation ensubhed
there is integration of all the policies and plam® a main driving ideology. Ideally all guidelisepolices

and plans should be interconnected and inform aothar (Figure 2-3).

National Environmental Managemeant Act
‘Estahlishment and managemant Took for hiodiversity planning and management
of protecied araas outside of PAs
MNESAP
Long term
strategy and
e framewnrk
. NPAES. NEF
Mational Protected Ares Fivie-year strategy
‘Enparsion Sirstegy. and prarity actions MEEA
: Spatial
Priarities
Informs other polices
Other Sectors Biodnersity Sector
National Action
National Strategy ’:T_I:I:Ff;:::: Programme: Driher (curnent and Mational
tor Sustainable i ‘r-'t;'TTJ i Cambating land tuture) national Environmental
Development E;n:-”; :11:“; “ u‘u_Egmuaﬁl::.'- to _ strategies and policies Sector Plan
alleviate rural poverty
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Figure 2-3: A schematic of the hierarchy of the mai biodiversity legislation and supporting
policies and programmes (Cadman et al., 2010:35)

The biodiversity legislation presented in Figurd @4ll be examined further below.

2.3.3 National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act (Act 10 of 2004) (NEM:
BA)

The National Environmental Management: Biodivergiigt, 2004 (Act 10 of 2004) (NEM: BA) serves to
resolve fragmentation that existed between natiandlprovincial levels. This Act provides for maaagent
and conservation of biodiversity within the Repaldf South Africa (The Republic of South Africa,(2b).
NEM: BA also established the South African NatioBabdiversity Institute (SANBI) (The Republic of
South Africa, 2004b). SANBI was initially only respsible for the expansion of botanical gardens radtou
South Africa, however, its responsibility furthérified to expanding the PA network (DEA and SANBI,
2009).

Subsequent to NEM: BA, many policies and actiomplaere drafted to ensure several of the clausenise
by the Act were achieved. The National Biodiversiyategy and Action Plan (NBSAP) was finalised in
May 2005. The NBSAP sets out “a comprehensive keng strategy for the conservation and sustainable

use of South Africa’s biodiversity, including mediwand long-term targets” (DEAT, 2006: 10).

NBSAP set out five strategic objectives to be agkdeover a period of twenty years. One of the first
objectives was to integrate biodiversity managenietot the economy. Secondly, it set out to ensuredg
governance in the biodiversity sector by enhanaisgtutional effectiveness and efficiency (DEATUB).
Thirdly, terrestrial and aquatic management needeointegrated, reducing threats for biodiversitg a
enhancing ecosystem services (DEAT, 2006). Thetticgtrategic objective was to promote the sustdénab
use of biological resources and sharing of the fitsn(OEAT, 2006). The final objective identifiedhe
importance of a network of conservation areasithéirn conserves a representative sample of béoslity

and ensures ecological processes are maintaine8T{DHD06).

To further achieve the policies and plans of NEMA, Bhe National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment
(NSBA) was published in 2005 and was to be updatedly five years (DEAT, 2006). The NSBA spatially
identifies the threatened and under-protected atesys of South Africa (DEAT, 2006; Driver et al0(®).
The classification scheme of the NSBA is basedheriniternational Union for Conservation Nature (N)C
categories: critically endangered (CR), endangdfed), vulnerable (VU) and Least Threatened (LT)
species (Figure 2-4) (Driver et al., 2005).
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Figure 2-4: Classification of vegetation types intdour levels of ecosystem status based on
percent of remaining untransformed area and the bidiversity target (Driver et
al., 2005:38)
The NSBA uses two principles from the SCP apprdadbiodiversity conservation. It identified the dete
conserve an all-inclusive representative sample tandnsure persistence of the biodiversity overetim
(DEAT, 2006). Essentially, the NSBA had some kewliings. South Africa has a biased PA network and a
representative sample of biodiversity was not baingserved (DEAT, 2006). From these deductions,
appropriate management of land and natural respuvagside PAS, especially in terms of biodiversity

conservation is essential (DEAT, 2006).

From the NBSAP and the NSBA immediate priories wgeeiged which then informed the National
Biodiversity Framework (NBF) (DEAT, 2006). Drafteéd 2007, the NBF provides a framework for
conservation and development (DEAT, 2006). Payitgntion to biodiversity management and addressing
responsibilities and roles of the various stakebidds the focus of the NBF (DEAT, 2006).

Strategic guidelines informing management and agweént in local municipalities are outlined by the
Municipal Systems Act, 2000 (Act No. 32 of 2000)dathe Integrated Development Plans (IDPs)
(Kuntonen-van ‘t Riet, 2007). The spatial extensainthe IDP is the Spatial Development Framework
(SDF). In terms of NEMBA, the IDPs should be aligrveith bioregional plans and the NBF (Kuntonen-van
‘t Riet, 2007; Pierce et al., 2005).

Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal, Western Cape and Mpumaldrayee developed extensive Conservation Plans,
which is a direct extension of the NSBA and the MBSKuntonen-van ‘t Riet, 2007). These plans pilevi
the cornerstone for sustainable development anditidiversity conservation strategy aimed at infioign
the SDF/IDP (Kuntonen-van ‘t Riet, 2007) (See Feg3).
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NEM: BA is at the forefront of developing a numlnérdifferent tools, policies and guidelines to emsthe
protection of biodiversity. NEM: BA and National Hronmental Management: Protected Areas Act 2003
(Act 57 of 2003) (NEM: PAA) should be consideredygther as they both have the same underlying
principles and goals of biodiversity conservatiNEM: BA is used for the protection of biodiversautside

of PAs and NEM: PAA is extensively used in protegtand managing biodiversity within PAs.

2.3.4 National Environmental Management: Protected AreasAct (Act 57 of 2003)
(NEM: PAA)

The main purpose of National Environmental ManagamBrotected Areas Act 2003 (Act 57 of 2003)
(NEM: PAA) is to provide legislative representatiéor the protection and conservation of biodiversit
within South Africa.

NEM: PAA outlines the different kinds of PAs: SpacNature Reserves, National Parks, Nature Reserves
and Protected Environments (DEAT, 2009). Each ef fibur protected areas have differing objectives,

management authorities, restrictions and legafityithdrawal, these are outlined in Table 2-1 below

Table 2-1: Summary of the legal characteristics othe four protected areas defined in the
NEM: PAA (DEAT, 2009:13)

Objective: To protect highly sensitive, outstandéogsystems, species or
geological or physical features in the area. Toerthk area primarily
available for scientific research or environmemahitoring.

Management authority: Designated by the Ministdenms of an approved
Management Plan that may include co-managemeng iagres.

Use restrictions: Strict access restrictions theluide aircraft restrictions. No
mining. No commercial activities specifically prded for. Additional
restrictions may be imposed by management authority

Withdrawal: Requires resolution of Parliament.

Special nature reserve

Objective: To protect an area that is of natiomahternational biodiversity
importance; or which contains a viable, represematample of South

Africa’s natural systems, scenic areas or cultbeaitage sites; or that protects
the ecological integrity of one or more ecosystanthe area.

Management authority: South African National Pgd&&NParks) or any
other management authority assigned by the Minister

Use restrictions: Access restriction. No miningrchaft restrictions.
Commercial activities subject to certain requiretadieing met. Additional
management authority imposed restrictions.

Withdrawal: Requires resolution of Parliament, gslendowner withdraws
from contractual agreement.

National park

Objective: To protect an area that has significettiral features or
biodiversity; that is of scientific, cultural, hisical or archaeological interest;
that is in need of long-term protection for the meanance of biodiversity; or
for the provision of environmental goods or sersice

Management authority: Management authority desgghby the MEC in
terms of approved Management Plan. Co-managemesgragnts may be
entered into.

Nature reserve

21



Use restrictions: Access restriction. No miningn@oercial activities subject
to certain requirements being met. Additional mamagnt authority imposed
restrictions.

Withdrawal: Requires resolution of Parliament ao\fmucial Legislature,
unless landowner withdraws from contractual agregme

Objective: To protect an area or ecosystem thatiiside of a special nature

Protected environment  f€serve, national park, world heritage site or reataserve and is sensitive to
development due to its biological diversity; natwtaaracteristics; scientific,
cultural, historical, archaeological or geologiealue; scenic and landscape
value; or provision of environmental goods and iseis:

Management authority: Management authority mayedségmated by the
MEC or Minister.

Use restrictions: No mining without Minister andrisiter of Minerals and
Energy’s consent. Restrictions may be gazetted.

Withdrawal: By notice in relevant government (prmial or national).

PAs serve to protect biodiversity in ecologicallable areas and representation of all ecosysterds an
habitats ensures the ecological integrity of the(lPle Republic of South Africa, 2003). The Act sets to
conserve ecologically sensitive areas as well &sevable, threatened or rare species (The Repabfouth
Africa, 2003). NEM: PAA further addresses goods aatlices, sustainable use of biological resouanes
the promotion of tourism (The Republic of Southigdi; 2003).

2.3.5 Managing biodiversity inside protected areas
Protected Areas (PAs) are at the forefront of atiamal and regional biodiversity conservation tefgaes
(Mulongoy and Chape, 2004). PAs are a valid, mederindicator of progress in conserving biodivgrsi
(Chape et al., 2005:450). The importance of PAddras been recognised (Chape et al., 2005).

Although PAs are pivotal in conserving biodiversityis argued by Chape et al., (2005) that the lmemand
extent of PAs may only provide a superficial indiica of the political commitment. It is not cleaiom
purely looking at area whether conservation objestiare being reached by the PAs (Chape et ak)2T0
assess the reaching of conservation objectivesieads to assess the ‘effectiveness of coveragelpEhbt
al., 2005). It is assumed that once an area iggted it is a permanent feature, and for the neard, it will
be protected. PAs are thought to protect 100% efbiodiversity features, meaning that the bioditgrs
target for the vegetation or species are assumbdvie been met (Driver et al., 2005). However, Rjas,
Andelman, Bakarr, Boitani, Brooks, Cowling, Fishpata Fonseca, Gaston and Hoffmann (2004) conclude
that worldwide the representation of biodiversitighin the PAs is unknown. PAs are sometimes peetkiv
as ‘paper parks’ and due to their design or pooation they simply cannot function properly (Mulayg
and Chape, 2004). It is then argued that if PAstarke used as biodiversity indicators, their desgd

location should be optimal (Rodrigues et al., 2004)

PAs are not static and the threats which they mpesed to need to be managed. Some of the magatshr

to PAs include, infringement by human settlemed, removal of important elements or keystone sgdoie
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the ecosystem, agricultural conversion, damagehd¢oecology due to poor management, pollution from

external sources, fire, poor catchment managenmehoeergrazing (Mulongoy and Chape, 2004).

One of the most long-term threatening aspects te BAheir isolation, species are unable to migeate
genetically species are limited (Rodrigues, et 2004; Dudley et. al, 2005). Isolated PAs are ugual
surrounded by radically altered land, and unlessatiea is large enough the species within thatwailehe
threatened (Dudley et. al, 2005). Thus, connegtamitd buffer zones with regard to PAs are largetepted
in the conservation community (Dudley et. al, 2008)is is one of the goals of SCP, and arguably afne

the most important ones especially with regarditoate change and allowing migrating of species.

“PAs also only function effectively as tools fornservation if they are well managed and they rettagir
constituent species and habitats” (Dudley et &052458). Many PAs worldwide and in South Africa ar
under threat or are experiencing degradation thropgor management (Dudley et al., 2005). The
management effectiveness of PAs is seldom evaluatésl causes scepticism amongst funding agents,
politicians and policy makers (Parrish, Braun amoh&kch, 2003).

Despite the heavy reliance on PAs, there is a anohbat gap in the PA network in South Africa (Dnivat al.,
2005). PAs are central to the future of biodivgrditowever, they are not adequately meeting thatiengial

as they are too small, too few, unconnected andter@nce and administration is costly (Ehrlich and
Pringle, 2008).

To evaluate how well ecosystems are being prote&adIBl has developed a guide based on a percentage
how much of the target has been conserved (TaBle Bhis enables an evaluation of ecosystems tlagt m

need specific attention.

Table 2-2: SANBI conservation status categories (uer et al., 2005)

Conservation status Criterion

Not protected 0% of target conserved

Hardly protected 0-<5% of target conserved
Poorly protected 5>-<50% of target conserved
Moderately protected >50-<100% of target conserved
Well protected 100% of target conserved

Most ecosystems in South Africa are not suffickeotinserved (Driver et al., 2005). To bridge thp gathe
inadequate protection of ecosystems, the PA netweekls to be expanded.

2.3.6 National Protected Area Expansion Strategy
South Africa’s current PA network falls short inffeziently sustaining biodiversity and ecologicabpesses

thus mechanisms such as the National Protected Bxgansion Strategy (NPAES) are required (The
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Republic of South Africa, 2010). The primary gtalto achieve cost effective protected area exipanfor
ecological sustainability and adaptation to climgtange” (DEA & SANBI, 2009:7). It is the resporibiip
of the provincial conservation body to develop thein specific PA expansion, and to play a rolehie
monitoring and implementation of the NPAES (The i#jg of South Africa, 2010). The implementation of
the NPAES is undertaken by provincial conservatarhorities, SANParks and World Heritage Site
Authorities, they are also supported by other oiggdgions and NGOs (The Republic of South Africal @0

Approximately 6, 5% of the land surface area oftBd\frica is PAs. The fifteen-year PA target idéietl in
the NBSAP was 12% of terrestrial areas; this itagting point for the more ecosystem specific tesgéhe

terrestrial target then informs targets for vegetagroups and biome levels (DEA and SANBI, 2009a).

The provinces’ PA and requirements for reachingets are outlined (Table 2-3). Mpumalanga, the @rast
Cape, Limpopo and KwaZulu-Natal have the highestgrgage of PAs. The Free State and North West

have extremely low percentages under PAs.

Table 2-3: Land based protected area targets for &a province in South Africa (The Republic
of South Africa, 2010:20)

Province Province 20-year Current Protected

Area PAtarget Areas

(ha) (%) (ha) (%)
Eastern Cape 16893000 12 687000 4.1
Free State 12983000 13 167000 1.3
Gauteng 1655000 13 84000 5.1
KwaZulu-Natal 9333000 13 731000 7.8
Limpopo 12575000 11 1489000 11.8
Mpumalanga 7649000 13 1168000 15.3
North West 10651000 11 199000 1.9
Northern Cape 37289000 11 1582000 4.2
Western Cape 12945000 13 1632000 12.6

Spatial analysis is imperative for identifying pitg areas for expansion. For the NPAES, the Plelay

reflected the most up to date data on PAs frompadlvincial agencies (DEA and SANBI, 2009). The
fragmentation and transformation layers were useddéntify the areas that had not been irreversibly
transformed by human activity (DEA and SANBI, 2009)

There exists a direct correlation between the aptioexpand the PA and the degree of the compéimd)
resource or uses. The price of the land correlatds competing land uses such as cultivation, ngnim

urban expansion, and land price will be highet lias economic potential (The Republic of Southicafr
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2010). The above-mentioned problem is usuallydaige for biomes such as Grasslands and Fynbos and

other land uses appear to be more profitable.

PA expansion has to integrate multiple aspectsstioégo-economic development being one of them. Rural
development and local economic development havee hugtential in PA expansion, benefitting the
surrounding communities and becoming attractivarfeestments and tourism opportunities. (The Republ
of South Africa, 2010; Jackelman et al., 2007). @xding to The Republic of South Africa (2010), théras
been little research into the potential of landraef and PA expansion. There is an opportunityHerttvo to
support one another “...for example through contepeements which establish nature reserves or other
forms of biodiversity stewardship agreement on |#mat remains in the hands of its owners rathen tha
being transferred to a protected area agency” @é&eublic of South Africa, 2010:2). The positiontbé
South African cabinet on land restitution claimshivi protected areas addresses various aspectsitl€he

the land within a PA is transferred to the claimlaut it is stipulated that there is no physicalugzation of
land claimants within protected areas (EKZNW, 200%urthermore, the land is to be solely used and
maintained for conservation purposes and activitidge continued management of the PA is still the
responsibility of the state conservation authoatd it is governed by legislation and managemeansl
(EKZNW, 2009b).

As outlined, cost of land is high and funding fbe texpansion of PAs is one of the many hindrances.
Government funding is relied upon heavily; howewanme funding may come from income from tourism,
for example, entities such as EKZNW, CapeNature BIdPA get income from entrance, recreation,
harvesting and accommodation. Game sales are aisaja funding tool, especially for entities such a
SANParks (DEA and SANBI, 2009a). Financial assisgamay also come from NGOs and donor funding,
and the pooling of resources in South Africa isdmeing more common as most entities have the same
common goal (DEA and SANBI, 2009a).

There are three main mechanisms for the PA expangicquisition of land for PAs can be done by land
donations, land purchase, land leasing and landopxpation. According to SANBI, (2009b) fears of
nationalisation among white farmers has caused spigad concern. If the regulations in terms of the
Constitution amount to land expropriation then fidinpensation must be paid out (The Republic ofttSou
Africa. 1996). Land expropriation is unlikely as Wehthe Constitution provides redistributive laredarm it

also provides for the protection of property rigffthe Republic of South Africa. 1996).

Negotiation of contract agreements with landownsranother mechanism and this includes biodiversity
stewardship. Biodiversity stewardship is seen psactive approach that allows for the facilitatisapport
and implementation of biodiversity management pcast (DEA and SANBI, 2009a). Biodiversity
stewardship plays an essential role to the NPAEStla@ achievement of South Africa’s targets, anchit
play a role in the securing of threatened ecosyst@B8SA, 2009; McCann, 2011). Biodiversity stewhips

is seen as a cost effective way for the governmensecure land for conservation, and, since the
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implementation of biodiversity stewardship, it Hesen seen as a key mechanism for the securingdf la
outside of state owned land (BSSA, 2009).

The NPAES is extensive and aims to conserve arbdsghb biodiversity aiding in reaching important
targets; however, protection of all areas will redch all targets. Resultantly, there is a neegddicy and
mechanisms that will ensure the persistence ofim@osity outside of PAs and these will be examined

below.

2.3.7 Conservation of critical biodiversity outside of protected areas

According to Gallo, Pasquini, Reyers and Cowlin@0@), the foundation for biodiversity conservation
many countries of the world are the formal PAs, aaesr, these PAs fall short of reaching the target$
goals of biodiversity conservation. Although PAs aivotal for conservation strategies, it has beatised
that strict protection alone will not secure therldis biodiversity (Pierce et al., 2005). Dudleyagt (2005)
argue that most of the world’s biodiversity existgside of PAs and only 11 % of the Earth’s surftadis
under a PA. This then means that approximately 8®%he world’'s land surface remains outside of PAs
(Dudley et al., 2005; Cousins, Sadler and Evan88R@Both sustainable use and further expansidpAs
should be considered (Dudley et al., 2005).

Worldwide and in South Africa, having a network BAs is not enough to conserve biodiversity. As
discussed, the PAs are often not representing \@egity fully and they simply cannot serve as sgates
(Dudley et al., 2005). Furthermore conservatiors lnieeds to be addressed as certain ecosystemasstich
forest, fynbos and desert biome fall under mor¢ghefPAs than grasslands or the Nama-Karoo ecosgstem
(Driver et al., 2005).

PAs are not the only mechanism for biodiversity ssymation in South Africa. A suite of legal toolea
identified by NEM: BA, which includes bioregionalaps, National Biodiversity Framework (NBF), alien
invasive initiatives, Biodiversity Management Plgi@VIPs), mainstreaming biodiversity into production
sectors and listing of threatened and endangeresysiems, these tools can complement the PA network
(The Republic of South Africa, 2010). As discusdadregional plans can identify critical biodivaysareas

at local scale, decision making and land-use ptanfor these areas can then be undertaken atrasiaée
(Reeves and Marom, 2009). The NBF aims at sustiing® of resources managed by both governmental

and non-governmental organisations (Reeves andrivj&009).

The Biodiversity Management Plans can be desigoedspecies of specific concern such as migratory
species of threatened and endangered species §RaprgdeMarom, 2009). The listing of species that are
threatened and endangered brings attention to espdbiat need protection. The IUCN Red List of
Threatened Species (henceforth ‘Red list’) is & diemplied which identifies Near Threatened (NT),
Vulnerable (V), Endangered (E) and Critically Endared species based on various criterion outliredolb

(Table 2-4). Critically Endangered (CE) specied #r@ decreasing in number, have small rangesaeand
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nearing extinction will be of high priority when msidering conservation strategies (Table 2-4). [iimg

of threatened and endangered species is a key misghased in conserving biodiversity outside of PAs

Table 2-4: Summary of IUCN Red list categories antheir thresholds (IUCN, 2011; Hodgetts,

2000: 295)
Criterion IUCN Red list Categories
Critically Endangered Endangered (EN) Vulnerable Near
(CE) (VU) Threatened
(NT)
Rapid decline > 80% over 10 yrs > 50% over 10 yrs> 20% over 10 Does not
yrs qualify for
criteria
Small range extent of occurrence extent of extent of Does not
(fragmented, <100knf or area of occurrence occurrence qualify for
declining or occupancy <10 kfn <5000knf or area  <20000kmior  criteria
fluctuating) of occupancy <500 area of
km? occupancy
<2000 knd
Small <250 mature individuals, <2500 mature <10000 mature Does not
population and | population declining individuals, individuals, qualify for
declining population population criteria
declining declining
Probability of >50%within 5 years >20%within 20 >10%within Does not
extinction years 100 years qualify for
criteria

There is an ongoing argument about whether are@addsbe protected or if there should be sustainabée
Addressing sustainability, mainstreaming of conatow into policies and practices of these seciersds to
be accomplished. “If biodiversity is to be conservautside PA networks, in economically productive
landscapes, this implies that biodiversity useustanable in the overall landscape and in additfat
management is compatible with the survival of samall of the biodiversity originally present” (Dlay et
al., 2005:458).

2.3.8 Mainstreaming conservation into production sectors
The mainstreaming of biodiversity conservation vather land uses needs to be incorporated intampign
as many of the biomes support a multitude of déffiédand uses, many of which have a marked impact o
the biodiversity integrity (O’Connor, Martindale,dvtis, Short, Witkowski and Scott-Shaw, 2011). Thts
is agreed that the burden of biodiversity cons@waill rely on other sectors such as agricultdoeestry,
mining and land-use planning (Pierce et al., 2006)ensure further protection of biodiversity iroguctive
sectors, conservation plans should be mainstrealtieglly mainstreaming of the conservation plarcugh

be incorporated into policies and decision-makBigkeholders should be consulted on a continucgis
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ensure a participatory nature (Knight et al., 2008ividuals and organisations that form effective

partnerships between the sectors are committeditaidor successful mainstreaming (Knight et 2006).

An important biome which mainstreaming should beomorated into is the grassland biome, as it is
extensively used and is poorly conserved (O'Coretal, 2009). For example, to protect the Blue &wal
(Hirundo atrocaerule) their habitat (grasslands) should be protectedi the Blue Swallow conservation
efforts should be integrated into broad conseratiotiatives and planning. Sites need to be setime
perpetuity to ensure the persistence of the speuigs as the Blue Swallow. It was further suggetitatitax
reductions, incentives or stewardship type appresicthould be employed to protect the habitat and
consequently the Blue Swallow (Wakelin and HillpZ). “Conservation cannot work in isolation, justvee
now recognise the importance of ecosystem and dtabinservation as a holistic approach we need to
recognise that conservation can only succeed thrdabg involvement of all stakeholders, conservation

bodies, commercial farmers or surrounding rural momities” (Wakelin and Hill, 2005:255).

A notable issue regarding mainstreaming biodiversito the production sector is the issue with |arse
planning; often there is a lack of infiltration. dlstakeholders are ultimately the ones who intiegitplans.
However, the stakeholders such as government afficknd landowners are not considered during the
planning process (Pierce et al., 2005). Infiltnaténd integration of many of the SCP assessmetitslavid

use planning is difficult as goals and output pcogns have little value for land use plannersr¢tiest al.,
2005). Additionally, the planning units used in servation plans are often arbitrary units; these gells
make integration more difficult for land-use plamgpiwho require actual land management units (Pietce
al., 2005).

The tools that are outlined and governed by NEM:a@84& important for conservation of biodiversity side

of formal PAs; other initiatives that contribute ¢onservation outside of formal PAs include infokma
conservation areas (ICAs) (Jackelman et al., 2B855man, Lozier, Comendant, Kareiva, KieseckerwSha
and Merenlender, 2007).

2.3.9 Informal conservation areas
There are numerous ICAs (Table 2-5): non-statupomate nature reserves, which many private gammada
function as; biodiversity corridor reserves suctGasden Route Initiative; National Heritage sitesl dird
sanctuaries, to name a few. Arguably, ICAs may rdoumte to conservation targets and secure biodiyers
however, they do not meet the national definitiba éormal PA in terms of the legislation (Jackem® al.,
2007).
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Table 2-5: Conservation areas under some form of ogervation management/tenure (DEA
and SANBI, 2009a:22).

Biosphere Reserve (in terms of UNESCO’s Man andibsphere Program)
Non-statutory Private Nature Reserve

“Mega-Reserve” initiatives (e.g. Baviaanskloof Mdgeserve) and biodiversity corridor initiativesge.
Greater Cederberg Biodiversity Corridor, Garden tRduitiative)

National Heritage Site

Bird Sanctuary

Community Conservation Area

“Headman'’s Forest”

Voluntary conservation area

Special Management Area

Sectoral (e.g. wine) “partner”, “member” or “champi sites (or equivalent)
Non-statutory Wilderness Areas

Estuary Protected/Conservation Area or Estuary lgement Area

These ICAs were not utilised in the PA expansioatsgy, although they can play an important role in
biodiversity conservation, there generally is aklat effective mechanisms to guarantee that sufidess
management systems are in place to protect bigiiygdackelman et al., 2007; DEA and SANBI, 2009a)
The long-term persistence and security of theseslBAalso questionable. Another limitation of 1ICi8dhe
extremely poor database (DEA and SANBI, 2009a)h@lgh there are no legal guarantees, in the rdsearc
conducted by Biggs et al. (2006), it is suggested areas that do not fall under the formal PA oetvstill

play an intricate role in the maintenance of biedsity within South Africa.

The strengthening of the ICAs is examined by Gatlal. (2009) and previous studies indicate th&tsl@
conjunction with PAs would save the state cosecmuisition of new land. According to Gallo et(@009),
ICAs are often not considered in conservationgtes or in national planning, as there is limisahdemic
research on them. Gallo et al. (2009) identify thet that the ICAs do contribute, as private landers
show capacity and willingness regarding conseraatiomillions of hectares. Conservation of land sloet
necessarily translate into biodiversity conservgtioowever, the indirect benefits may include brifig
PAs, and creating contiguity in the landscape @ellal., 2009; Jackelman et al., 2007). A studydcated
by Gallo et al. (2009) in the Eastern Cape founat #CAs played an integral role in protection of
biodiversity and ICAs were found to represent theerthreatened habitats and conserve twice as tandh
as the PAs.

The acquirement of PAs in many areas of South Afiscexpensive due to high acquisition and manageme
costs, and the land is often in undesirable aradsfragmented from main PAs (Gallo et al., 2009)uq,

ICAs are further identified as being important he amount of area conserved is increased, and er wid

29



range of habitats are conserved and often halitatsare more endangered are conserved (Gallo.,et al
20009).

Although the validity of ICAs is often queried, egistered ICAs are likely to operate over a longqueof
time (Gallo et al., 2009). These ICAs also haveseovation management plans that have been formalise
and goals identified, and they are strongly drilsgrconservation motives. Although some of the IGhay

be degraded in some way, the ecological processes@ntained and they may return to a pristineegta

managed correctly (Gallo et al., 2009).

Moderate land use within ICAs forms the basis ohaor argument surrounding the grazing of ungulates
such as cattle and sheep (Table 2-6). It was steghéizat if they were stocked within grazing northgn

the biodiversity intactness would be sustained tsu@iable conservation level (Biggs et al., 2006).
Rangelands defined as a moderate land use coutimeedegraded if not managed correctly, thus making
the moderate land use significantly important fonmservation (Biggs et al., 2006). These areas dhbeh

be addressed in conservation planning especially tve notion of sustainable use of resources Baal.,
2006).

Table 2-6: Land use classes and their descriptiodpdified from Biggs et al., 2006:279)

Land-use Class| Description Examples

Protected Minimal recent human impact on Large protected areas, national,
structure, composition or function of the provincial and private nature
ecosystem. Biotic populations inferred taeserves, wilderness areas and
be near their potential mountain catchments

Moderate use Extractive use of populations and Grasslands grazed within their
associated disturbance, but not enough sustainable carrying capacity,
cause continuing or irreversible declinesforest areas harvested within
in populations. Processes, communities their regenerative capacity.
and population largely intact

Degraded Extractive use at a rate exceeding Area subject to intensive
replenishment and widespread harvesting, grazing, hunting or
disturbance. Often associated with high fishing, areas invaded by alien
human population densities and povertyvegetation.

in rural areas. Productive capacity

reduced to approximately 60% of natural

state.

The persistence of ICAs in the future is of condamconservation planners; however Gallo et 800&@
argue that policies and mechanisms need to berexpto strengthen ICA persistence. “In the Littlar&o,

it appears that the most effective and low costtnents would be to publicly recognise the stewasls
valued managers of the landscape while also pgyargonnel knowledgeable about agriculture, ecology,

and conservation to assist the stewards on a rieetasis” (Gallo et al., 2009:452).
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A mechanism for conservation implementation, batkide and outside formal PAs, is biodiversity
stewardship. “Contract agreements with landowneess) usually developed through biodiversity
stewardship programmes, are identified in the NPAES key mechanism for expanding the protecteal are
network” (DEA and SANBI, 2009a: x). Land acquisitior conservation is very expensive and bioditersi
stewardship is a cost effective alternative asdamgrs commit to conservation and take managemént i
their own hands (Purnell, 2008; Ferrar and LOt28Q7). Prior to stewardship, most formal conseovati
efforts lie with the state, the province or munédifies. Biodiversity stewardship is a very powethol that
can be used to assist national and provincial gowent in securing biodiversity outside of formalhAs
(Purnell, 2008).

2.4 Stewardship

Stewardship pertains to the sustainable use otiress (Rossouw, 2012). Generally, stewardshipe=®
agricultural practices (Rossouw, 2012). Farmersidwide are stewards and have a deep appreciatidn an
awareness of their land; however farmers are aiswh for misusing the land (Ahnstrom, Hockert, Bexg
Francis, Skelton and Hallgren, 2009). Claiming ¢ogood stewards, many farmers in the USA declag th
sustainably use their land (Ahnstrom et al., 2009}he UK, conservation farming practices havdtstiito

a more conservation based approach leading to asede awareness of important species. In raising
awareness about important species, more conservaiiioded decisions are being taken (Ahnstrom et al.
2009).

While the UK and the USA do not have an activewstelship’ programme, a wide range of tools for
conservation are offered; subsidised managemebticgarivate restrictions, achievement recognitimd
environmental education (Rossouw, 2012). “Spedtiewardship tools vary according to social, legal,
institutional and ecological constraints howevet aperate to encourage and enable responsible
management” (Rossouw, 2012:21). These tools ahereregulatory or voluntary methods of achieving
biodiversity conservation (Rossouw, 2012). Anycae proclaim their land as a protected area (Regsou
2012). In the countries such as the USA, Australiel New Zealand, farmers and landowners are
encouraged to follow conservation farming practiogghe national and local government (Ahnstroralet
2009). Enticing farmers to apply conservation fargniechniques to their land requires the incorpamabf

the broader conservation goals into the goals effdhm (Ahnstrom et al., 2009). Realistic goalsuitidoe
adopted, as often there is mistrust between fararedcommercial experts (Ahnstrém et al., 2009)eafer

conservation success is obtained if there is dipesittitude towards the approach (Ahnstrom e8i09).

In Australia an active stewardship programme hasdermed, a number of different systems have been
developed to encourage ‘stewardship’ (Port Phidlipd Westernport Catchment Management Authority
(PWCMA), 2007). Landowners in Australia have a styosense of stewardship and will to practise
conservation farming techniques. The Australianegoment is developing strategies, which rewardibins

and sustainable land stewardship practice. To aehtieis there are agricultural extension improvetsien
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encouragement of strong partnerships between sillers and offering of tangible benefits (PWCMA,
2007).

Worldwide the stewardship approach is becoming rpopilar, the biodiversity stewardship programme of
South Africa is gaining momentum as a credible tmoimplement biodiversity conservation (Rossouw,
2012). The legislature and guiding process of stésdp is described below.

2.5 Biodiversity stewardship in South Africa

As discussed previously, South Africa has a richdiviersity and it is under threat. Most valuable
biodiversity is on private owned land or commurahd, consequently conservation efforts should be
expanded to include areas outside of the formalnefwvork (BSSA, 2009; Botha, Martens and Winter,
2006). Biodiversity stewardship was developed lith primary goal to secure biodiversity featuredarn

voluntary agreements with private and communaldamers (BSSA, 2009).

Stewardship initially started in the Western Capbere the conservation authority CapeNature officia
launched the Conservation Stewardship Programme@QOi3 (Botha, Martens, and Winter, 2006:24;
EKZNW, 2010a). Later, the Biodiversity StewardsBiputh Africa (BSSA) initiative was formulated dugin

a non-governmental exploratory workshop. Drawirgrirthe experiences of the Western Cape and KZN,
the structure of BSSA was formulated by a numbedifierent representatives including BotSoc, EWT,
WWF, the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Projeud he DEA (EKZNW, 2009).

According to Ezemvelo KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife (EKZNYW2009), Botha et al., (2006:24) and Abdu-
Raheem (2010:25), stewardship means “the wisermmaaagement and protection of that which has been
entrusted to you as a landowner or is rightfullyngd. Biodiversity stewardship is the voluntary pess
whereby landowners or land users agree to part&ipabiodiversity conservation (Jackelman et 2007;
EKZNW, 2010a; Harrison, n.d; BSSA, 2009). Stewaiplsha proactive approach to achieving consermatio
goals (EKZNW, 2009). The choice to conserve malfjl feither the protection of important ecosyste s
promotion of sustainable use of natural resourcee@management of threats to natural environmemds
biodiversity (Jackelman et al., 2007; DEA and SANBI09a; Ferrar and Loétter, 2007).

2.5.1 Characteristics and principles of biodiversity stevardship
Biodiversity stewardship is appealing as it is acessful conservation implementation tool on pavand;
it is target specific and forms an integral par6afP (Reeves and Marom, 2009). “One of the criisplects
of biodiversity stewardship is to improve and budd the existing capacity of landowners to become
stewards of the land with the objective of consag\vihe elements of biodiversity occurring and irtdes
broader ecosystem” (Morris, 2011: 13). Formal cotnrant is required by the landowner and commitment
varies according to different categories which wamderpinned by national legislation (Reeves andovhar
2009; EKZNW, 2010a; Harrison, n.d). The managemainthe conservation area under biodiversity
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stewardship is clearly outlined and support anditde benefits are available to the landowner (Reeand
Marom, 2009; BSSA, 2009; EKZNW, 2009).

Legally, the developments in legislature of Soufrica allow private landowners to declare theirdaas a
PA. The land does not have to adjoin a current Ré the declaration can be warranted by biodiversity
value; furthermore, the sustainable use of ressusithin the PAs is encouraged (Reeves and Mar@09;2
EKZNW, 2009). Biodiversity stewardship gives leg&nding for the property of landowners seriousuabo
a permanent conservation status (Botha et al.,)2@l6édiversity stewardship is unique in the setisst
while they take responsibility of conservation lireit own hands, they are aided by the provincialybim
take the right steps in ensuring the protectionsensitive ecosystems (EKZNW, 2009; Mpumalanga
Tourism and Parks Agency (MTPA), 2009).

As biodiversity conservation is one of the maineatiyes, when sites are selected they are select¢de
sites’ biodiversity merit and not on political, ewmic or ownership status (BSSA, 2009; Reeves and
Marom, 2009; MTPA, 2009). To make best use of reszsiand energy, biodiversity targets are mostly
based on spatial priorities (EKZNW, 2009).

Ongoing support for the landowner ensuring suffitieapacity and resources is a fundamental pria@pl
biodiversity stewardship. Landowners’ needs andspgestives are considered and supported. Although
landowners are required to make a commitment toagii@e ongoing conservation, their commitment & th
biodiversity stewardship is voluntary. To ensurenogtment, the motivations for conservation by the
landowner are identified, this also aids in detaeing the best way forward in terms of manageme®SR,
2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009; MTPA, 2009). Whatewdkis process so attractive to landowners is that

if they enter into these agreements, they are stgghby government.

2.5.2 Roles and responsibilities in biodiversity stewardsip
The biodiversity stewardship process involves alemof different role players. The lead agentsHEA,
the provincial conservation authorities, the landerg, NGOs and SANBI (BSSA, 2009). Co-operative
governance is promoted in biodiversity stewardstifghe conservation body will not be acting inasioh
and a variety of different stakeholders will beatwed (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009). According to BSSA
(2009) the biodiversity stewardship programmeilsat evolving process, and there needs to bereoioy
between national and provincial frameworks. Clegicps and norms and standards need to be estdblish
with the allowance of flexibility between the difemt provinces (BSSA, 2009). The roles and
responsibilities of the implementing agencies irodbiersity stewardship include the building of

relationships between landowners, local authoritesernmental departments and NGOs.

The responsibility of DEA includes co-ordination bbfiman resources, making funding available to the
implementing agencies and building political supg&KZNW, 2009; Olivier, 2011). DEA should provide

guidance and co-ordination for the provincial auties so that the standard of biodiversity is nteiimed.

33



DEA should also play an enabling role in terms ational frameworks, legislation and regulationshibuld
further aid landowners who commit their propertyctmservation by promoting the provision of inceas
(BSSA, 2009). DEA can also play an active role mitiating NGOs to get involved in biodiversity
stewardship.

NGOs frequently take the responsibility of being throker and mediator for the conservation agreémen
between the conservation agencies and the landeWB&SA, 2009). Moreover, NGOs play a major role in
incentives and support for biodiversity stewardsaimlowners (BSSA, 2009). World Wildlife Fund (WWF)
and Climate Action Partnership (CAP) have and cmmtito support policy frameworks and guidelines for
DEA and SANBI, specifically for biodiversity stewtship and PAE (Bourne, 2011). WWF plays both a
strategic and technical supporting role, and spéuierest has been applied to the grasslands coempon

the biodiversity stewardship programme (WWF, 20@)od cooperative governance between the relevant

stakeholders renders a very successful programiKeN&/, 2009).

According to BSSA (2009), the dedication of stafpeovincial and national level must be ensuredrno
and standards should also be practised as oftetidnaand inconsistency leads to the disillusiom an
frustration of landowners (BSSA, 2009). A limitatiovith biodiversity stewardship is bureaucracygepft
causing major blockages and hindering swift andciefit processes. Bureaucracy sustains inefficiency
through processes, procedures and systems thay getmluct and service delivery (Meyer, 2007).
Bureaucracy can be characterised by over-regulatimh control, South Africa governmental departments
and organisations are notorious for bureaucracy yévle 2007). Bureaucracy is prominent in the
environmental sector in South Africa; this is due the relatively new environmental laws and the
interpretation of them, and the regulatory constsahave negative effects especially in termsroétdelays
(Meyer, 2007).

Despite the limitations in terms of bureaucracye tBnvironmental legislation guiding biodiversity

stewardship is one of its key strengths makingvighle programme for conservation of biodiversity.

2.5.3 National legislation and policy guiding biodiversiy stewardship
According to EKZNW (2009: web page), “the BSSAais umbrella programme that provides a powerful
new tool to assist national and provincial governmia fulfilling its mandate to conserve biodiveysi
outside of state-owned PAs, in terms of the Nati@revironmental Management: Protected Areas (Act 57
of 2003) and Biodiversity (Act 10 of 2004) Actsh terms of the NEM: PAA, a platform is created for
biodiversity stewardship, legal cooperation and tbgal framework outlined by NEM: PAA allows
landowners to declare and manage their land as.@BRAiversity stewardship is guided and governgd b
the two categories as outlined by NEM: PAA: NatiReserve and Protected Environment (Reeves and
Marom, 2009). NEM: BA also provides for planningi®and guidelines that assist provincial authesito

identify and address biodiversity priority areasheT fundamental building block for biodiversity
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conservation is legislation, although additionatiats and implementation need to be supplemented
(EZKNW, 2008; Reeves and Marom, 2009). NEM: BA'steswf tools (bioregional plans, NBF, alien
invasive initiatives and IEM) are supported by thiediversity stewardship programme. Biodiversity
stewardship serves to help meet targets that ve¢ieus in the NBF and NPAES (Reeves and Marom, 2009

In terms of the Municipal Property Rates Act, 24t 6 of 2004) provisions are made for compensatio
for landowners who conserve their properties; thdone through the participation in formal agreetagin
which some of the biodiversity stewardship categpifiall (The Republic of South Africa, 2004a). Thus
Nature Reserves and national parks that are ddclaréerms of Section 23 of NEM: PAA that are not
“developed or used for commercial, business, aljual or residential purposes” are, in terms af Hct,
excluded from paying property rates (Section 1&)IMunicipal Property Rates Act, Act 6 of 2004:30xa
private landowner withdraws from the agreementeinms of NEM: PAA the full property rates that the
property was excluded from are owed and payabileetanunicipality concerned (Section 17.2 (a) Mypati
Property Rates Act, Act 6 of 2004:30). The MunitiPeoperty Rates Act, Act 6 of 2004 makes provision
for the considerations of rebates or rate exemptioh landowners who enter into a Biodiversity

Management Agreement or Protected Environment agrets (Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The Income Tax Act (Act 58 of 1962) and the Revelnaws Amendment Act (Act 60 of 2008) allow for tax
incentives for landowners who are in agreementonitracted to Nature Reserves, Protected Envirorsnent
or Biodiversity Management Agreements (The RepubficSouth Africa, 2008). The tax incentives for
biodiversity conservation were only proposed in Bevenue Laws Amendment Act (Act 60 of 2008),
mainly introduced to encourage biodiversity conagon by private landowners. Landowners, in ters o
Income Tax Act paragraph 12(1), are able to claideduction on the capital expenditure incurredtifier
prevention of soil erosion and eradication of nasiplants. Secondly, under the amendment, if solandr

is to develop an approved conservation managentant the deductions are attainable in terms of Tdne
Government of the Republic of South, 2008).

The conservation management plan is facilitateigrims of the NEM: BA and NEM: PAA, and is aimed at
promoting biodiversity conservation on private lgivhn Wyk, 2010:66). The Revenue Laws Amendment
Act 2008 makes allocations for donations, whereopgrty is declared in terms of NEM: PAA as a Natur
Reserve it is considered to be donated to a péahstmservation authority and thus it qualifies ddncome
tax deduction in terms of section 18A of the Incoiax Act 58 of 1962 (The Republic of South Africa,
2008).

Higher categories such as Nature Reserves andcBrotEnvironments receive more legislative suppod
higher rebates and tax exemptions are availablés Vary principle is fundamental for encouraging
landowners to enter into high categories if thelhiersity value of their property so warrants. Tikerent

categories are discussed in more detail below.
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2.5.4 The categories of biodiversity stewardship

The four categories of biodiversity stewardshiptzeed on a hierarchical structure (Figure 2-5Taatde 2-

7). These four categories (the Conservation Agree¢mthe Biodiversity Management Agreement, the
Protected Environment and the Nature Reserve) @timed and discussed in more detail below. Tha ide
behind the hierarchical approach is that the lamdwvean start at an entry level and as they becoore
comfortable with the concept, they can move up oume (BSSA, 2009). The landowner does not
necessarily have to follow the tiered approach @rdsubscribe to the higher level, if the biodiitgrgalue

of the property warrants it (BSSA, 2009).

CONSERVATION AREA
Voluntary Conservation Areas (single sites or
multiple properties). Could include Sites of
Conservation Significance (SoCS), CCAs, NHP

sites and Conservancies.

Figure 2-5: The hierarchical categories of biodivesity stewardship (BSSA, 2009:28)

The categories of biodiversity stewardship, theirppse, conservation security, duration, the daitéor
each category, their legal status and land usésliions are presented below (Table 2-7). The caiegwvill
then be discussed further below.
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Table 2-7: The categories of biodiversity stewardsp (Cadman et al., 2010:79)

Biodiversity Informal Agreements Formal protected areas

stewardship agreements under contract

category (Conservation  law
Area) (Biodiversity Protected Nature

Agreements) Environments Reserves

Degree of Weakest Intermediate Intermediate to Strongest

conservation strong

security

Purpose Informal, A formalised Flexible category Provides long-
flexible partnership providing medium to term protection
agreements that between a long term protection and management
enable landowner or of important of important
landowner or community and  biodiversity, but biodiversity on
communities to  the conservation allowing some other private or
conserve and authority, to land-use types that communally
manage their improve are compatible with owned land; this
properties; may management of wise biodiversity category is
provide a specific management preferred for sites
platform for biodiversity of highest
greater site features or biodiversity
security later elements of the priority

landscape

Qualifying Any natural land Land of at least Landscape that Areas of highest

criteria (if rare or moderate include areas of biodiversity
threatened biodiversity biodiversity importance;
ecosystems or  importance importance that contain critically
species are Applicable to require conservation important
present, rather portion of management; other ecosystems,
progress to property, whole biodiversity- habit_ats and
higher Iev_eI of property or a compatible land species and
conservation group of users acceptable conservation
security) properties Applicable to portion Managementis
Applicable to of property, whole ~ the primary use
portion of a property or a group Applicable to
property, whole of properties portion of

Legal status

Duration

property or a
group of
properties

No legal status

Voluntary
Memorandum of
Agreement
(non-
contractual)
registered with
conservation
authority

Flexible, no
fixed period of

Legal status
under contract
law

Contract
between
landowner and a
conservation
authority

Minimum period
5-10 years

property, whole
property or a
group of
properties

Declared in terms of national legislation
governing protected areas (Protected

Areas Act)

Minimum 30 years

Minimum 30

preferred (may be in years, but
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commitment

Few limitations
but area must
retain its overall
natural
character.

Invasive alien
plant clearing
plan must be put
into place

Land-use
limitations

Basic extension
services (e.g.

Benefits to
landowners

management)

Guidance on
management
plans and farm
maps

preferred. May
be longer (even
in perpetuity)
Few land-use
limitations; the
property or
properties to
which the
agreement
applies must be
kept in a natural
or near natural

perpetuity) preferably 50 or
more or in
perpetuity

Biodiversity- Land use

compatible land-uses restricted by
permissible provisions of the
(determined by Protected Areas
provisions in the Act governing
declaration notice), Nature Reserves;
area should be kept to be keptin a

in a natural or near- natural or near
natural state and natural state and

state and must bemust be managed in must be managed

managed in
accordance with
the agreed
management
plan

Advanced
extension

advice on habitat services (e.g.

planning for
invasive alien
clearing)

Specific
agreements for
fire, invasive
alien species,
plants and
animal
management

accordance with the in accordance
agreed management with the agreed
plan management plan

Advanced extension Advanced
services extension services

Use of the landscape and_ practical_
regulated through co- assistance with

operation between  habitat
landowners management

Some income tax ~ Increased
deductions recognition and

marketing
exposure

Income tax
deductions and
municipal
property rate
exclusions

The Conservation Area

The Conservation Area (CA) (Table 2-7) may incluabmservancies and community conservation areas.

Although the CA does not have a legal status, thera signed agreement between the landowner and
conservation body (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reevws Marom, 2009). There is no defined timeframe
for the CA and the agreement can be terminatechwntstage. The CA serves to protect land that has

important biodiversity value but the landowner &uctant to enter into a more binding agreement,

alternatively, the CA can be used for collectivéaacand co-management between property ownersABSS
2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The Eralild retain its natural character and be managed

accordingly. The incentives for the CA include praial recognition, advice and support from profesals

from the conservation agency and management gne&e(BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom,

2009).
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The Biodiversity Management Agreement

The Biodiversity Management Agreement (BMA) (Taldle’) is a negotiation between the owner and
conservation authority who acts on behalf of theQvithe agreement is a medium term agreement and the
terms are defined in terms of NEM: BA (BSSA, 2008TPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The
agreement has legal standing in terms of the cbatdered into, according to NEM: BA the contratends

to formalise the conservation agreement, however adaptable (BSSA, 2009).

The provision of security for the land is due ttegal agreement and a management plan. The BMAean
applied to land which conservation is worthy, thedition should be relatively pristine, and ideathye land
should make an important contribution to vegetatygpes, species or ecological processes (BSSA, ;2009
MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). If the landlightly degraded and has alien infestationspag |

as the densities are low and can be managed, apeny is still of conservation value (BSSA, 2008fPA,
2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009).

In the case that either party should not adhetba@ontractual agreement, the offending partyleafound

to be in breach of contract and thus the mattelrhbeildealt with accordingly (BSSA, 2009). Furthermo
any fiscal incentives that were awarded can beaireeld (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom,
2009). The minimum period for the BMA is 5-10 yearsl can be extended to in perpetuity (BSSA, 2009;
MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The BMA ispgufed by a management plan aimed at achieving
common conservation objectives (BSSA, 2009).

The activities that are permissible for the BMA argestricted. The landowner retains all rightshi® land;
however, the land should be managed in such a waprserve biodiversity and other natural processes
acts that adversely affect the natural state ofléimel are non-permissible (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009;
Reeves and Marom, 2009). Development may be pewdnittowever, sustainable management of the land

should be practised.

The BMA only receives fiscal incentives in termstaX deductions in the management and maintenance o
conservation initiatives such as erosion contd§ klearing and burning firebreaks. The activitystnhe
included in the management plan for the activitgtedo be deducted (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves
and Marom, 2009). The management plan that is drgwior the property is developed by the conseovati
agency with the landowner’s input (BSSA, 2009; MTRB09; Reeves and Marom, 2009). Other NGOs will
be informed of the BMA and support from these oiggiions may be included (BSSA, 2009).

Protected Environment

The third category is the Protected Environmentb{@a2-7). In terms of NEM: PAA, the Protected
Environments are the least secure type of PA (BZRA9; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The
Protected Environment serves as a legal mechamistiov landowners to control the land activitieBile

protecting the environment from threatened acésitiThe Protected Environment also enables co-typera
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action between landowners and the conservatiorogtythn conserving biodiversity (BSSA, 2009; MTPA,
2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The owner retainsghts to the property (BSSA, 2009). Protected
Environments can serve as a starting point foh&rrconservation and they can complement curretst PA
either serving as a buffer or creating potentialdarridor development (BSSA, 2009). The landowmery

seek some legal recognition for having a conseyaatiinded approach.

The legal status which the Protected Environmendshds in terms of Section 28 of NEM: PAA; the

agreement is a contractual agreement between th€, NEhdowner and conservation authority (most
agreements are signed by a notarial agreement)AB3®9; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). To
regulate the management of the Protected Envirofjnmermanagement agreement is signed by the
conservation authority and conservation agency B2809; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The

title deeds do not legally have to be endorsed;dvaw the biodiversity stewardship programme presadit

The purpose of the Protected Environment varies fsiiuation to situation. A Protected Environmeai c
serve to implement a management plan which alloswservation without hindering the activities on the
land drastically (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeved &arom, 2009). The incentives that are associated
with the Protected Environment include the develepiof a management plan, technical advice, adoess
public works programmes and covering of the legatts that will be incurred (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009;

Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The Protected Environment can serve a bigger parpgsprotecting the area from development threats,
specifically if the biodiversity would be drastitabltered by the process. The Protected Envirorimah

be able to ensure persistence of biodiversity,irretlae natural character of the land and promote th
sustainable use of resources (BSSA, 2009; MTPA92B@eves and Marom, 2009). Although the activities
on the Protected Environment are not limited, tbaynot have a detrimental effect on the naturalacter

of the land as no transformation of natural vegatat allowed; neither is the introduction of alispecies,
nor mining, dumping of waste and activities thdeelf water resources are not permitted (BSSA, 2009)
Development and or subdivision of the ProtectediBnment are only permitted if it aligns with the
Protected Environment objectives (BSSA, 2009; MTP@Q9; Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The higher categories such as the Protected Emagohmust be signed for more than 30 years tovecei
fiscal incentive; all conservation management amihtenance is deductible in section 18A of the ineo
Tax Act (Act 58 of 1962) (Figure 2-5).

Nature Reserve

The fourth category in biodiversity stewardshipSouth Africa is the Nature Reserve (Table 2-7). The
Nature Reserves are the optimal biodiversity stdsldp category. The Nature Reserve is based on a
contract signed between the MEC, landowner andergason authority; the management agreement is
signed by the landowner and conservation auth@@Bi8SA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009).
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The Nature Reserve category is for critically intpot biodiversity areas, specifically if the aresubes
threatened ecosystems and contains unique biodywératures. Essentially, the area must contrittoitieey
conservation initiatives, whether it is through legical processes, key vegetation types or species,
contribution to the PAES (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 200@&eRes and Marom, 2009). Important areas for Nature
Reserves also include sites adjacent to current ®&Aareas contributing to corridors (BSSA, 200 RA,
2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The legal status of the Nature Reserve is detedrigea number of different levels; in terms of NERRA
(No. 57 of 2003) the contracting of land into aibNia&l Park or Provincial Nature Reserve is decldmngthe
MEC (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2008e Protected Area Management Agreement
is another contract that is entered into by theldamer and the conservation agency (BSSA, 2009. Th
Notarial agreement regarding the restriction ontitteedeeds is also signed by a public Notary kaalged at
the Deeds Office, thus, if there is ever a new owiiey will have to adhere to the restrictions jpuplace
(BSSA, 2009). Despite the title deed restrictioownership is not transferred. Agreements can range
duration from 30 years to perpetuity (forever); leear, contracts can only be signed for 99 years. A

management authority will need to be assignedédasite and this could be the landowner or a wiltimgd

party.

Activities that are permissible on the Nature Reséanclude ecotourism; however, these endeavourt mu
align with the management plan. The sustainableetxn of resources is also allowed, however, st

be agreed to by the conservation authority, the MBQ the landowner (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves
and Marom, 2009). Activities that may be allowedinle grazing, fishing, capture and sale of surgamse,
hunting and controlled harvesting (BSSA, 2009). Aaxtivity that will have a negative impact on the
biodiversity and or natural processes should ngbdrenitted, for example, dumping, or the introdoictof
alien species (including extra-limital species). wéwer, written authorisation from the management
authority and conservation agency will allow somealimital species (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeve
and Marom, 2009). As with the other categoriesivitiets affecting water supply, flow and qualityear
strictly non-permissible, as are off road vehialedess they align with the objectives of the managyet
agreement (BSSA, 2009).

The development restrictions that are imposed enNhture Reserve include no new infrastructure ithat

not compatible with the zonation plan, absolutety ploughing, cutting or transforming any ecosystem
within the Nature Reserve (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 206®eves and Marom, 2009). There may be no
commercial mining and prospecting, no placementrarismission lines, no subdivision and no trade or
industry in the Nature Reserve unless stipulatetiénmanagement agreement (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009;

Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The incentives that are associated with Nature iIResenclude exemption from municipal property sate

The landowner may also be able to deduct from irctem at a rate of 10% of the land value (which the
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landowner bought it for) over 10 years (BSSA, 20AFPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009) (Figure 2-6).
Other incentives include technical advice and test® from the conservation authority, alien ptdearing,
fencing, fire control, game management as wellbabying assistance from other organisations andiqoub
works initiatives (BSSA, 2009). The recognition andrketing exposure is also an incentive for larnuens.

The biodiversity stewardship programme offers ageanf different incentives to landowners willing to
commit their land to conservation (BSSA, 2009; MTRA09; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The landowners
committed to conservation incur costs in the mameage of the land and thus there are a number célfis
incentives available to them. Tax incentives andsaebates are mechanisms that have been docuhiente
the Revenue Laws Amendment Act (Act 60 of 2008)FBS2009).

Conservation Catagories National Flscal Incenthves
Special Nature Reserve _ Property rates exclusion
g S
€ B Protectad ‘National Park: Property rates exclusion
E E Areas Act EE——
8- Nature Reserve Property rates exclusion
22
LU
'E 'E Protected Enviranment Income tax deductions
g8 |
B BlUﬂ:EFS'W — Biodiversity Management Agreement Income tax deductions
ct
Informal consarvation areas
— -

Figure 2-6: Incentives applying to biodiversity stevardship categories (Cadman et al., 2010:81)

The non-statutory incentives include technical stasce and extension, such as management plans, IAS
plans and expertise (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; ReewvesMarom, 2009). Areas that have entered in the
biodiversity stewardship will receive priority fus@nd assistance from NGOs and other programmeslas

as training and skills building (BSSA, 2009; MTF2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The tiered categories allow landowners to enteo iobnservation that is firstly, most suited to the
biodiversity value of their land and secondly, tismost suited to their commitment level. Biodsigr
stewardship has the potential to become a fundainm for securing biodiversity both inside anaside

formal PAs.

The biodiversity stewardship practice of other fmoes is discussed below; a detailed examinatiothef

biodiversity stewardship practice in KZN is docursghin Chapter Three.
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2.5.5 Biodiversity stewardship practice in other provinces of South Africa
The role the provincial authority plays in the higdsity stewardship programme is instrumental.
Responsibilities include: initiating negotiations priority areas, doing site assessments, drawipg u
management plans, negotiating terms with landowdréring consultation process and proclaiming the, s

and they are further responsible for annual ass#snand national report backs (Olivier, 2011).

The responsibilities of the provincial authoriti@se numerous and thus cooperative governance and ke
partnerships between conservation agencies, NGOdaaulowners is imperative (Morris, 2011). NGOs
assist in the negotiations in priority areas, &isgjswith site assessments, and expertise in dgwm the
management plan, support and assistance with thguttation process (Olivier, 2011). In Mpumalangg k
NGOs such as WWF, EWT Crane Working group and Bedouth Africa have had key partnerships with
landowners for a number of years, a long assoaiatiith landowners enables a fundamental in-road as
biodiversity stewardship and other conservatiororedf can be promoted (Morris, 2011). The NGO-
landowner relationship in Mpumalanga has been goitant driver in the biodiversity stewardship @ss,

providing an important link between the landownad ¢he conservation authority (Morris, 2011).

The biodiversity stewardship programme in the Wastape that is directed by CapeNature has been
successful in implementing conservation on priyateined land (Hayward, 2011). The focus of many of
the Western Cape’s biodiversity stewardship sigetoi mitigate against climate change by formingecor
corridor sites promoting ecological functioning. €Be biodiversity stewardship sites have exceptional
biodiversity but are facing significant threat o§$ (Olivier, 2011).

CapeNature identify the primary limitations of thiediversity stewardship programme in the WesteapeC

to be the issue of trust, as often landowners maigtrust towards the conservation authority dudigh
staff turnover. The relationship of trust betwebke stewardship practitioner and the landowners rnest
maintained (Haward, 2011; Geldenhuys, 2011). Inlimgavith multiple landowners, it is important to
ensure the intentions of the landowners from thisesuHayward, 2011). A further complication arisess
any non-compliance by the landowners has to berteghdy the stewardship extension officer, further
diminishing poor relationships (Rossouw, 2012). d@nner confidence is based on a deeper understandin
of stewardship (Rossouw, 2012). Numerous landowseesthe positive side of stewardship but alsorente
into the programme for the positive spinoffs imisrof incentives and marketing as some landowngrsre

produce to an international market (Hayward, 2@dldenhuys, 2011).

Funding of the biodiversity conservation in all pires is a major limiting factor. In Mpumalangaith is a
need for more biodiversity stewardship officersypwer, funding is not available (Morris, 2011). €ftin
agreements, costs and support is not clear, thigieate mistrust between landowners and the ocatsam
authority (Hayward, 2011; Geldenhuys, 2011). Inrémord of decision it should be clear who is resjide
for which costs and open regular conversation shbelensured so as to keep all parties happy (Hdywa

2011; Geldenhuys, 2011). Other limitations incldle reluctance to enter into long-term agreememdsaa
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refusal to commit to future generations especialythere may be political uncertainty. Landowneh® w
enter the stewardship programme reactively dubdadentification of the importance of their lang aften
difficult and unwilling (Rossouw, 2012). Reactiviewardship depletes the limited provincial consgova

authority resources.

The biodiversity stewardship officers can only supga certain amount of sites; this is a seriommstéition
(Olivier, 2011). Capacity is a major constraint.p€ature has too few staff to maintain the current
stewardship sites and sign on more sites; thigesdaustration among landowners as their suppase bis
spread too thin (Hayward, 2011; Geldenhuys, 20Ad¢ording to Steyn (2011), it is more importanta&e

on fewer sites and service them properly, tharake ton too many sites and not perform properly. &om
landowners get frustrated as they commit their kana Nature Reserve but find commitment from tHeAD

is poor; they are not conservationists, botanistscologists and need the technical support (Hagw2(11;
Geldenhuys, 2011). Rossouw (2012) identifies thedrfer a platform for likeminded landowners to egga
and interact with each other and conservation iaféic

The biodiversity stewardship programme in Mpumadardyiven by MTPA, identifies the time consuming
nature of the biodiversity stewardship processealprincipal limitation. The process of enteringpithe
biodiversity stewardship process is lengthy andvdraut, and landowners get frustrated. It is imgotrto
keep a positive approach to landowners and keep thisrmed (Morris, 2011). Steyn (2011) identifibe

need to outline the time consuming nature, nottduecompetence, but because of due diligence.

Another limitation is scepticism by landowners abdestrictions’ on farming practices. It is vitgll
important to provide technical information in suchses so that a positive relationship is maintained
(Hayward, 2011; Geldenhuys, 2011). The site assa#sntonducted need to have scientific and ecabgic
support, and a concise and credible motivatiorpfoclamation should be compiled (Morris, 2011). Fite
assessments should be as accurate as possiblefandable against objections and scrutiny (Mo2@d,1).

It is difficult to be subjective when the landowrng®l willing participant. The site should adhey@atnumber

of different factors and not simply be based oml¢tamer willingness (Steyn, 2011).

2.6 South Africa’s grasslands

South Africa’s surface area is about 2% of the evatrface, containing approximately 10% of the disrl
plant species, 6% of the total mammal species, 7#beoworld’s bird species and 6% of the known @ise
species (DEAT, 2005:61; DEA and SANBI, 2009a).dmis of richness in biodiversity, South Africa rank
twenty-fourth worldwide and fifth in Africa (DEAT2005). South Africa is also recognised as havimgeth
biodiversity hotspots. A biodiversity hotspot isamea with extremely high biodiversity but at tlaene time,
is also under extreme pressure and threat (DEAJD5RThese hotspots include the Cape Floristic #am,
which only covers about four percent of Southernio&f but contains forty percent of the sub-contiisen

flora (DEAT, 2005). Succulent Karoo is an arid lpatsand has a number of succulents that are engdemic
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consequently, there are also a number of spedalisgects and mammals. The Maputaland-Pondoland-
Albany centre of endemism is also a biodiversitishot (DEAT, 2005).

Although South Africa’s other biomes do not falldem the biodiversity hotspots, many of the biom#s s
have a high level of biodiversity. Other biomeslie South Africa’s smallest biome, the desert k@pm
Nama Karoo biome, the Savanna biome, the AlbanycKehibiome, the Forest biome and finally the

Grassland biome.

2.6.1 Grassland biome
A grassland is any piece of land that has grasséiseadominant form of vegetation. Although it gsranon
practice to include all grass dominated land in‘“grassland biome” there are two distinct types algm
temperate and tropical (Mucina, Hoare, Lotter, Rtfthrd, Scott-Shaw, Bredenkamp, Powrie, Scott, Gamp
Cillers, Bezuidenhout, Mostert, Siebert, Winter, ri®ws, Dobson, Ward, Stalmans, Oliver, Siebert,
Schmidt, Kobisi and Kose, 2006). Mucina et al. @381) go on to describe grassland as follows:
“...grassland refers to herbaceous vegetation ofivels short simple structure”. Grasslands are galhea
vacant tree or woody plant niche, usually chargsedrby fertile soil, seasonal precipitation angr@wing

season lasting about half a year (Mucina et a0620

The grassland biome of South Africa makes up betv@de3% and 26.4% of the landscape (Figure 2-7). In
South Africa, the grassland biome is environmeptaéfined by summer rainfall and relatively low
temperatures during wintertime (Mucina et al., 2006occurs primarily in the Highveld (central #au),
inland of the eastern seaboard and in the mountsirmveas of KwaZulu-Natal and the Eastern Cape
(Mucina et al., 2006) (Figure 2-7). Grasslands fanend at varying elevations. Characteristically the
Midlands Mistbelt grassland and various others gypee evident from 300-400 metres above sea level.
Other types of grasslands can be found up to 3G&fesabove sea level (Mucina et al., 2006).

The grassland vegetation types are based on th®emental factors, floristic factors, altitude amaisture
(Mucina et al. 2006). Some examples of the gradsl@getation types include the Drakensberg Gragslan
the Dry Highveld Grassland and the Sub-escarpmeas<Band to name a few. Topographically grasslands
are associated with ‘flat to rolling’ hills; howayehey also occur on mountainous escarpments (hauet

al., 2006).
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Figure 2-7: The biomes of South Africa (adapted frmm Mucina and Rutherford, 2006)

The grassland biome has numerous vegetation types with varying conservation statuses. According t
O'Connor and Kuyler (2009), the grassland biomepsttp many different species, communities and
ecosystems; it harbours numerous centres of enderplant species, butterflies, mammals and birdisge
Nonetheless, it is one of the “...most poorly maim¢ai biomes in southern Africa, 23% is under culibrg
60% is irreversibly transformed and only 2% is potéd, and most of the remaining natural areaed as
rangeland for livestock” (O'Connor and Kuyler, 2B®4; O’'Connor, Kuyler, Kirkman and Corcoran,
2010). Erosion and improvement in agricultural ficas further increase the loss of the grasslancei
More than half of South Africa’s grassland biomes lien transformed, and more concerning is that the
remaining grasslands are highly fragmented, sormglmnly a few hectares in extent (Mucina et €006&).
Sandwith (2002) argues that grasslands have onigidntally been protected. Grasslands provide &asen
ecosystem services and a large amount of the hymamlation is reliant on the resources it providses,
serious implications are attached to the loss asgland biodiversity (O'Connor and Kuyler, 2009).
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2.6.2 Grassland biodiversity and ecosystem goods and s@egs
Highly dynamic, the grassland biome provides goadd services that support flora, fauna and humans
worldwide. EGS provided by grasslands include: fdodage for livestock, biodiversity, carbon stozeand
tourism and recreation (White, Murray, and Rohwe#800) (Figure 2-8).

The production of food is dependent on biodiversityl numerous ecological processes; natural predato
such as birds and wasps play a role in pest cotieA, 2010; Fischlin, Midgley, Price, Leemans, @bp
Turley, Rounsevell, Dube, Tarazona, Velichko, 20@migination of grains for food such as wheat, zeai
and barley stem from grasslands (White et al., pGB8netic resources grasslands aid in the imprene it
crops and development of pharmaceuticals (Whital.et2000). The forage produced by grasslands for
domestic livestock indirectly supports human likiebbds as meat, milk, wool and leather are the pisdof
livestock (White et al., 2000). Grasslands alsopsupthe breeding and migration of many bird spgcie
providing the perfect habitat for soil fauna andtvierbivores (White et al., 2000).

The ecosystem functioning of the grassland systesures water and nutrients are effectively recycled
Most of South Africa’s water originates from modlntaianges in grasslands (Egoh, Reyers, Rouget and
Richardson, 2011). Grasslands play an importamt irothe hydrological cycle reducing immediate rfino
and erosion (DEA, 2010; Egoh et al., 2011).

Grasslands provide large storehouses of carboh, dmive and below ground (White et al., 2000; Egbh
al., 2011). Furthermore, the aesthetic and reacnealiactivities which grassland supply extends from
wildlife watching and tourism, to spiritual gratiéition and hunting (White et al., 2000; Egoh et211). In
South Africa, traditional uses of grasslands extienthe collection of medicinal plants and the asgrass
for thatching in buildings (Egoh et al., 2011).
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Figure 2-8: Ecosystem goods and services provided grasslands (modified from White et al.,
2000)

The EGS provided by grasslands are extensive; henvéve main uses of grasslands, if exploited esatiu
incorrectly, will become the biggest threats tosgtands (Aguiar, 2005; White et al., 2000). Otteeats
include “...climate, atmospheric composition, andn4planned species exchanges, and these changes
combine to threaten ecosystem integrity on a glebale” (Aguiar, 2005:262). The main consequendbef
loss of biodiversity in grasslands is the reduct@nthe ecosystem health to provide natural ressurc
(Aguiar, 2005).

2.6.3 Threats to grassland biodiversity
Grassland areas are extensively used and are tdjeca wide variety of threats. Key threats arelluse
pressures and poor management of fire, grazinghgddblogical processes. IAS and climate change also

threaten grassland biodiversity (Biggs et al., 2008

Agriculture is associated with habitat destructiatiered land use through grazing, cropping andsfioy
(Aguiar, 2005; Ehrlich and Pringle, 2008; Berlirearxd Desmet, 2007). Both cropping and forestry have
negative effect on grassland biodiversity (Berlinad Desmet, 2007). The planting of crops modifieth
the above and below plant biomass and the orgailiensitter is altered. The forestry component clesng
both the light environment and soil nutrient dynesniAguiar, 2005). Cropping, forestry and graziagtfer

place pressure on the hydrological aspect of gradsl
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Watersheds connecting many ecosystems are infldege changes to those ecosystems. From a
hydrological perspective, grasslands are oftentdidhby the availability of water and humans caerathe

flow regimes of grasslands (Gitzen, Wilson, BrunBynum, Wrede, Millspaugh and Paintner, 2010).

Fire is another major component in the maintenarak structural dynamics of many types of grasslands
“Landscape heterogeneity due to grazing (and f&ren important characteristic of grassland ecesyst
and responsible for much of the biological divefs{Gitzen et al., 2010:15). If there were to beadrsence

of fire, much of South Africa’s grasslands woulddmeminated by woody plants and shrub land (Mucina e
al., 2006). Fire is critical in temperate grasskad nitrogen levels are altered and plant grosvitimulated
thus attracting ungulates to graze. Conversely,irttensity of the fire is affected by the previograzing
regime (Gitzen et al., 2010).

Intense and prolonged grazing has a detrimentacefin the health and diversity of grasslandsum t
affecting the species reliant on the grasslandzg@itet al., 2010). Selective grazing patterns ohekiic

herbivores cause compositional changes of the mantmunity, affecting biodiversity (Aguiar, 2005).
Moreover, heavy grazing by livestock and tramploggmpacts the soil and alters the soil charactesisti

reducing basic functions such as infiltration. Piodiltration aggravates soil erosion (Gitzen et 2010).

Previously grasslands may have been grazed witlgta ihtensity but a low frequency. Many types of
grasslands have evolved with grazing by ungula@szers can increase aboveground productivity as
nutrient uptake may be stimulated and nitrogenbmredistributed by the faecal and urine depo§itzén

et al.,, 2010). Generally grazing species would atigr however, most agricultural grazing practices a
homogenous and uniform (Gitzen et al., 2010). Hemwy intensive grazing can alter the plant commgunit
beyond rehabilitation: hindrance of seed productimss of pollinators or seed dispersers and Idss o
organisms that aerate the soil (Gitzen et al., 20Aicina et al., 2006; Aguiar, 2005). The degrautatf
grasslands would not be conducive to a stable emvient, as grasslands supply humans with a nuniber o
EGS.

Introduced by people, the non-native species infliavoc on local species through predation and
competition for natural resources (Ehrlich and §len 2008). Grasslands are susceptible to invadigns
alien species, especially if the grassland is digtdl or degraded (White et al., 2000). Dukes (2@0gles
that the more diversity and composition within desit species, the less susceptible they are tsimvaf
alien species. Diverse species are thought to emmirces more efficiently, making them more reststa
invasion. Therefore, as Dukes (2001) suggestsrsBbveommunities buffer the ecosystem against iowasi
Breaking down of dispersal barriers that enable-indigenous species to invade and alter habitatcande
extinction of grassland species (White et al., 200le transformation of habitats alters vegetatol
impacts on biodiversity in grasslands (White et 2000). In South Africa, extensive invasion ofgglands

by non-native species is apparent, black watlea¢ia mearnsji and Pompom weedCé&mpuloclinium
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macrocephalumare only two of the many IAS threatening grassléodiversity (Richardson and van
Wilgen, 2004; van Wilgen, Khan and Marais, 2011).

Climate change will influence grassland biodiversiA prediction of an increase of 2°C or more would
dramatically reduce the grassland biome. Starkipiieds are made by Mucina et al. (2006:354) thihis"
increase in temperature and aridity may oblitetagewestern portion of the biome and possibly edtto
55% of the biome extent may be lost”. An increastemperature would allow more woody plants to deja
as their seedlings would not be eradicated by tbst f{Mucina et al., 2006). Aguiar (2005) arguest th
although grasslands are susceptible to climate gghatihe sensitivity of the grassland biome to clena

change is not as severe as other biomes as thégcated at mainly temperate regions.

There is no escaping the fact that grasslandsstillibe extensively used ecosystems and conservati

grasslands needs to address a multitude of ditféaetors.

2.6.4 Conserving South Africa’s grasslands
Some biomes such as forests, fynbos and desertthaivearea target secured in PAs, while the gaass|
biome, Nama and Succulent Karoo biomes fall comaltg short of the PA target (Table 2-8) (DEA and
SANBI, 2009a). There is potential to cost effediivmeet the targets for Nama-Karoo and parts of the
Succulent Karoo (The Republic of South Africa, 201Dhe grassland biome lacks potential, due to the
competing land and resource uses. This makes gnalsstosystems a priority for conservation efffrtse
Republic of South Africa, 2010; Egoh et al., 2011).

Table 2-8: Area protected and percentage of proteetl area target met by biome (DEA and
SANBI, 2009a:45)

Biome data Area protected
Biome Biome area Biome PA PAs % of PA % of
(ha) target(ha) (ha) target biome
Water bodies 67 300 8 800 54 300 614 81
Forests 471 500 108 700 176 200 162 37
Fynbos Biome 8 395 200 1257 600 1662 132 20
600
Desert Biome 716 400 130 700 159800 122 22
Savanna Biome 41 266 300 4 233 900 3779 89 9
600
Albany Thicket Biome 2 913 300 303 300 208 0069
Azonal Vegetation 2 898 300 405 800 203000 50
Indian Ocean Coastal 1 428 200 195 700 97 000 50 7
Belt
Succulent Karoo Biome 8 328 700 1 025 300 434700 42 5
Grassland Biome 35449 300 4 771 500 701300 15 2
Nama Karoo Biome 24 819 600 2 769 900 180400 7 1
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The current protected network of the grassland biimSouth Africa comprises a few small reserves, a
the cumulative area is inadequate for conservindibersity (O'Connor and Kuyler, 2009). Characestipy
rich biodiversity, the South African contribution the Transfrontier Park (the uKhahlamba Drakergber
Park) supports many endemic plant species and high &iodiversity (Mucina et al., 2006). Althoughe
Maloti-Drakensberg Park and uKhahlamba Drakenskéngd Heritage site is about 2000knit protects a

higher altitudinal montane environment and thuy enlimited portion of the grassland biome.

The grassland biome forms part of the local econplaying an integral part in the livelihoods andtare

of people (Berliner et al., 2006). Activities sual conservation, livestock or game ranching, tourdsd
recreation were also more favourable uses for lgrads. Other activities such as dairy, timber artlzthn
activities had severe impacts on grassland biosgitye(O'Connor and Kuyler, 2009). Continuing land
transformation and lack of prospect for PAs expamsnakes mainstreaming biodiversity within otherdlia

uses significant (O'Connor and Kuyler, 2009).

Identifying sustainable ways of conserving grasslabiodiversity without hindering agricultural
development is important (Biggs et al., 2008). ddiersity loss in grasslands is not necessarilypnfgyazing
and agriculture, but the result of poor grazing aggicultural practice (Donaldson, 2002). Contrali
grazing practices and stocking rates can favouraligr plant composition. According to Gitzen et al
(2010), under certain conditions species diverséy be increased by grazing. Grazing pressurespgan
structure and species composition is subject tarttemsity of the grazing. There are indeed exoagtias
different thresholds may be held by different plantnmunities (Aguiar, 2005). “A recent review okth
effects of grazing on spatial structure of plantoaunities found that currently there is no stronglence
that grazing disrupts vegetation patterns” (Agu2f05:266). However, grazing does have an effedhe
composition of the plants and the population lesklthe plants (Aguiar, 2005). The rangeland theory
assumes that species reduced by overgrazing aegabécover only if there is proper managementiand

the environment has not been changed considerAglyigr, 2005).

Improvements in farming practices and managementldvthus have a positive effect on biodiversity
(Donaldson, 2002). Farming practice and consemaitioSouth Africa has been based on the policy of
optimum resource utilisation. Principally agricuushould be in harmony with the natural environtrien

be economically viable and sustainable (Donald2092). Conservation farming practices are adopied b
many committed farmers who are aided and informgédgricultural policy, legislation and conservation
authorities. Biodiversity issues have increasingben addressed by farmers (Donaldson, 2002). “An
important feature of South African agriculture Heeen conservation farming, which seeks to mairttaen
balance between utilisation and conservation oicaljural resources above the level at which resesir
totally collapse” (Donaldson, 2002:43).

Initially soil underpinned how conservation techrég were implemented into farming practices; nowsda

greater emphasis is placed on veld condition, agvdiversity and sustainability (Donaldson, 200Key
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events such as droughts, economic crises, scierdifivances and political developments have been
responsible for the development of conservatiomiiag (Donaldson, 2002). A good conditioned veld
performs better for water infiltration with lessilsioss and higher production (Donaldson, 2002).whs
recognised that farmers needed to manage theis laotdonly to reduce soil erosion, but also to datti

other environmental problems that impacted on atitical production” (Donaldson, 2002:45).

The planning and implementation of grassland bi@omservation stretch across numerous administrative
boundaries (Berliner et al., 2006). The lack ofamly of the different levels of government acquiriand

for grassland conservation is a primary limitatidregislation is well rounded but implementation is
inefficient and conservation of grasslands is manpletely based on systematic conservation priasipl
(Mucina et al., 2006; DEAT, 2005).

2.6.5 Systematic conservation planning of the grasslandicime

In the past, SCP has not been a guiding methogrémsland conservation; however, aspects of SCRoare
being adopted. Generally, the conservation apprt@the grassland biome in South Africa is to foous
highly threatened, endangered, or rare species ascthe Blue SwallowHirundo atrocaerulg crane
species: Wattled Crané&(us carunculat)y, Blue Crane Anthropoides paradisg@u Grey Crowned Crane
(Balearica regulory, Oribi (Ourebia ourebj and other bird species (Mucina et al., 2006).dnid avifauna

is one of the most common measures used to defioety areas for grassland conservation. Endemic
species are species that are restricted to arcemaa and a prescribed extent, thus importartésntifying
critical conservation areas (Brooks et al., 200#j)is umbrella approach identifies the need to camsthe

grassland habitats in which these species livajrergsthe conservation of other species.

South African National Parks (SANParks) manage #as already exist and participate in the planrand
expansion of new and existing PAs (Holness and 8i@§11). SANParks is subsequently responsible for
the conservation of the grassland biome. The piesiof SCP influence the SANParks spatial planning
process, and aid in underpinning threats and respsinategies for climate change and habitat fragamtien
(Holness and Biggs, 2011).

The Grasslands Programme is a national initiatiite & primary goal to sustain and secure the guadsl
biome (Grasslands Programme, 2010). This natiavitétive aims to secure grassland biodiversity dred
ecosystem goods and services provided by grassfandature generations. The Grasslands Programme
adopts the SCP principles and aims to secure amdhgeaPAs that conserve a representative sample of
biodiversity and consider key ecological proces@@sasslands Programme, 2010). One of the main
objectives of the Grassland Programme is to maasirbiodiversity into plans, policies and prograrame
ensuring the ecological integrity of the grassldnidme is upheld. Supporting SCP, the Grassland
Programme is pivotal in the managing and monitodhthe grassland biome. SCP has influence ovacypol

and legislation in South Africa and these filtemaioto grassland conservation. While SCP is therphen
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aspect of conservation, a mechanism such as bisdivstewardship is an implementing tool to achki¢ve

goals set out by the SCP.

A biome such as the grassland biome will beneéaty from the biodiversity stewardship programifiee
grassland biome is extensively used, yet undeeptet, and a mechanism of implementation such as
biodiversity stewardship can promote sustainable wgile securing and promoting biodiversity

conservation.

Fundamental to biodiversity stewardship is the ip@dtion of multiple stakeholders, the theory on

stakeholder dynamics is explored.

2.7 Theory on stakeholder dynamics

Conservation planning is faced with an “implementatcrisis” as many conservation planners are
preoccupied with the refinement of conservatioresssents (Knight et al., 2006). The success oésyaic
conservation planning and its usefulness for impletation of conservation plans is largely dependant
stakeholder partnerships (Knight et al., 2006). abhieve conservation goals multiple stakeholdees ar
involved (Biggs, Abel, Knight, Leitch, Langston aBdn, 2011).

Environmental problems are dynamic and require sparency during decision-making as a diverse
knowledge base is embraced (Reed, 2008). Commdelstiers involved in conservation are local
communities, non-governmental organisations (NG@syate landowners, local government and special
interest groups (Desai, 2010). The diversity of skekeholders results in different values and matspes
(Biggs et. al, 2011). Lack of commitment among staitders, internal tensions and conflicting inttyex
stakeholders are the primary causes for unsucdessioservation initiatives (Reed, 2008; Pelser,
Redelinghuys and Velelo, 2009). Despite the faat people are the cause for conservation issueg,dte
also responsible for the solutions (Knight, Cowlargl Campbell, 2006).

Developing lasting partnerships between stakehs|dgvernment and NGOs coupled with persistence of
nature is the ultimate aim of conservation. (Knighal., 2006). Collaborative management is theirsaf
responsibility, rights, power, management and dutietween different stakeholders and government
(Carlssona and Berkes, 2005). Each stakeholdethbasown specific function and responsibilitiesighey

can jointly address any emerging problems or issG¢skeholder collaboration, which spans across the
different scales and organisations results in &ctfe means to bridge gaps in environmental guevece
and protected area use (Jamal and Stronza, 20@&et®lder collaboration is recognised as an ingmbrt
aspect of conservation planning and natural regomanagement (Knight et al., 2006).
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As some stakeholders may be unable to provideisegaources such as technology or diverse infoomat
they may rely on NGOs or the government for thegeets. Collaborative management is adaptive Hilexi

and active learning and changes are expected §0adsand Berkes, 2005).

“Core to the planning-implementation gap in conagon is the failure to achieve the necessary share
vision and collaboration among typically diversekstholder groups to translate conservation assetsme
and plans into sustained on-ground outcomes fosarwation” (Biggs et al., 2011:169). Interrelatioips
and interdependencies of multiple stakeholderscamplex due to diverse and opposing views and salue
(Jamal and Stronza, 2009). To address these coitigseix is suggested that there is mutual undedsiay
and decision-making (Jamal and Stronza, 2009).t/emgthen stakeholder collaboration and the suazess

conservation implementation the following ideolsg@n be addressed (Reed, 2008; Biggs et al., 2011)

transparency, clear and open communication;

- flexibility to changing circumstances;

- overcoming obstacles by incorporating diverseranttiple sources of knowledge and values;
- sharing ownership of the conservation plan; and

- strengthening partnerships.

Addressing these pertinent ideologies aims to imgnservation implementation. As identified byidgn
et al. (2006), stakeholder collaboration is equally important to conservation implementation as the
conservation assessments. Collaboration of a nurolbediverse stakeholders promotes adaptive co

management. Adaptive co management promotes lggitmiough feedback, and helps to build capacity.

In South Africa, stakeholder involvement in envimental decision-making is embedded into national
policy. A number of principles reflected in the Gatution and the National Environmental Management
Protected Areas Act (Act No. 57 of 2003) guidekalt®lder participation and collaboration (The Rejgub
of South Africa. 1996). Ongoing policy trends engibavorking partnerships and sustainable developmen
(Reed, 2008). Grassroot participation of stakehsld® managing natural resources is a key aspeitteto
sustainability principle (Jamal and Stronza, 200Sharing information and telling people about the
protected area is also integral to the manageménhat area (Jamal and Stronza, 2009). Destination
marketing, land uses planning and conservatioménpiast have been isolated from each other (Jamdal a
Stronza, 2009). This is detrimental as informedkettalders and their active participation is valealn
terms of policy support, appreciation of proteciedas and taking on stewardship roles (Jamal andZ3t,
2009).
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The complexity of conservation planning and implataéon is owed to the fact that it spans acroshiphel
municipal boundaries and biomes and has a numbdiffefent stakeholders. Conservation of all bioraés

South Africa faces these challenges, specifichllygrassland biome.

2.8 Conclusion

The well-being of humans is dependent on bioditaerand ecosystem health. Biodiversity provides a
number of goods and services. It is apparent lieatonservation of biodiversity throughout the \wahd in
South Africa has not been done in a methodical \Regradation and threats to biodiversity are evideil
protection of biodiversity has not been adequaterd@ have been a number of attempts to address thes
threats from legislation to guiding principles. Approach that has brought a much-needed structured
approach to conservation planning is SCP. The ipliee of SCP incorporate the ideologies of
representation, persistence, ecological connegtiaiid spatial efficiency. The biodiversity stewdnigs
programme is based on these principles of SCP arfdriher supported by South African legislation.
Biodiversity stewardship is a fundamental tool fmnservation of threatened biomes in South Africa,

specifically the grassland biome.

Building on the literature, Chapter Three provides overview of the broader conservation-planning
situation and the biodiversity stewardship programm KZN, specifically for the grassland biome. The

biodiversity stewardship sites that were used ae studies for the current research are described.
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Chapter 3. Background of KwaZulu-Natal conservation planning ad case
study sites

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of conservatiamming and the biodiversity stewardship progranime
KZN, as well as a description of each of the biedéity stewardship sites that were used as cadéestu
This sets the local context for the research pweesl provides a basis from which to understand the

research results.

The mandate for the conservation of biodiversitythe responsibility of national, provincial and &bc
governments (Ferrar and Lotter, 2007). The cooperaransparent and participatory nature of dealiith

the environment and sustainable use of resourcéstieer promoted in other national laws (Ferrad an
Loétter, 2007). Consequently, provincial agencieshsas KZN follow approaches outlined at nationaéle
Guided by the National Spatial Biodiversity Assesain(NSBA), the National Protected Areas Expansion
Strategy (NPAES) and SCP, KZN has developed corepigte plans for biodiversity conservation in the
province.

This chapter provides a background to the developrogthe conservation approach adopted in KZN. It
discusses how features are analysed and integratethe spatial conservation plan, and goes ddentify
how conservation initiatives are being implemeritedchieve targets set out in these spatial pfans.such
strategy of implementing conservation initiativesthie biodiversity stewardship programme. Casatiestu
of three biodiversity stewardship sites are exathirie evaluate their contribution to biodiversity

conservation, achieving grassland biodiversity igggsce, representation and spatial efficiency.

3.2 Conservation planning in KwaZulu-Natal

KZN falls within an extremely biologically rich “ansition zone between the tropical biota foundh#rtorth
and sub-tropical biota to the south” (Goodman, 2803 he rich biodiversity of KZN makes conservatia

the province important both nationally and inteiorally (Goodman, 2003).

Provincial governmental departments are responsilenvironmental governance in the provincialesgh
(Muller, 2009). In KZN, the provincial governmentiépartment mandated with environmental management
is the Department of Agriculture Environmental Affa(DAEA): decision making regarding sustainafilit
environmental issues and land use planning areflmegtions of DAEA (DAEA, 2011). EKZNW is a
parastatal conservation body, mandated with biosgitye conservation and DAEA and EKZNW work

towards the same goal of promoting sustainableldpreent.

EKZNW is a relatively newly formed entity: the foem Natal Parks Board and the KwaZulu-Natal

Department of Nature Conservation amalgamated Ighaiter the democratic elections of South Africa i
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1994 (Goodman, 2003). Politically, conservation wmag seen as a priority, making resource allocation
within the provincial conservation bodies diffic¢@oodman, 2003). The newly formed EKZNW has faced

many limitations and difficulties as there are toany staff lacking resources.

One of EKZNW’s main goals is to work towards th@tpction and sustainable utilisation of the natural
environment so that the life-supporting naturaltelys can be available for the people of the country
According to EKZNW (2009), conservation goes handhand with sustainable development, in that
biological resources should be managed in suchyaswahat they can meet the needs of future gaéoesat

Ideally, conservation should include a multitude different factors, preservation, maintenance and

sustainable use of the ecological resources, andrthancing of the natural environment (EKZNW, 2009

EKZNW is accountable to the community of KZN, arltheugh EZKNW is mandated to manage the 96
PAs that cover only 8% of the area, ecologicallysitese habitats and ecosystems outside of PAsfalso
under EKZNW'’s directive (EKZNW, 2009). EKZNW hadegislative backing driving its initiatives in the
KZN Nature Conservation Act of 1997 (EKZNW, 2009).

Upholding their responsibility to conserve biodsigr assets, EKZNW has a well-developed fine sc&lad
expansion plan that aligns with the NPAES. Therfiseale of the KZN PA expansion plan allows for
specific focus on more threatened ecosystems, ascthe grassland biome. KZN also has a resolute
systematic conservation plan, the Terrestrial $yatee Conservation Plan (TSCP), last updated in0201
that builds on the national plans at a provin@akl (Escott, 2011). The TSCP provides a basiE KENW

and DAEA to review biodiversity conservation andritify high value areas for future attention. TH&CP

is extensively used in supplementing and suppourdthgr spatial planning tools such as municipald@Rd
SDFs. The subsections below will describe bothKE&l PAES and the EKZNW spatial plans. The role
they play in biodiversity conservation and land p&mnning will be highlighted and their link to ratal
plans and strategies such as the NSBA will be roedli

3.2.1 Ezemvelo KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife spatial conservatio plans

NEMA mandates EKZNW to ensure the SCP principlesepfesentation of important biodiversity features
and persistence of those features within the KZNndaries (Escott, 2011). In KZN, the C-Plan and the
Maputaland Conservation Planning System and CoaservAssessment identify spatially explicit prigri
areas and aid in decision-making (Smith and Le&di#iams, 2006). C-Plan has been used extensively i
many bioregional conservation plans and by manyipees in South Africa. Municipalities such as the
Msunduzi Municipality in KZN are utilising the C-#&t software for planning (Berliner et al., 2006).
Municipalities use the C-Plan software in the Eonmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and SDF process to
identify and avoid biodiversity rich and sensitimeeas, while focusing development on the transfdrme

areas.
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As set out in the NSBA, most provincial Systemafionservation Plans adopt a scientific analytical
approach and the procedure is data and assessnigrt (Ferrar and Loétter, 2007). In 2007, EKZNW
developed the KZN C-Plan: it used irreplaceabiityd Minset to spatially map and identify sites theld

high irreplaceability values and those that did. it updated version is the EKZNW 2010 Terrestrial
Systematic Conservation Plan (TSCP) hereafterredfeio as the TSCP (Figure 3-1). The TSCP has great

significance and is a pivotal aspect in the GlSraf@ens performed in this research.

Legend

- Existing Protected Area MNetwork
' 100% Transformed {2005 LC)

- Biodiversity Priorty Area 1
Biodiversity Priorty Area 2
Biodiversity Priorty Area 3

Kilometers
0 40 a0 160 240 220

Figure 3-1: TSCP (adapted from EKZNW, 2010b)
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TSCP spatially identifies biodiversity importaneas, potential impacts on the biodiversity and tigeg

the best possible way forward (Escott, 2011). TBEF uses broad environmental surrogates to repiresen
the planning region’s biodiversity to ensure thegderm maintenance, aiding in representation and
persistence (Smith and Leader-Williams, 2006). TWEN Red list status species are used to inform the
TSCP; these species act as an umbrella speciesttE2@11). The vast number of plant species méazats

in the planning process, ecosystems are incorgbeatd if a representative portion of the ecosystambe

conserved, the features within it will be conserteal(Escott, 2011).

Minset is based on a ‘minimum set’ of planning snibat fulfil the predefined conservation targets
(Margules and Pressey, 2000). In the TSCP, the éflimauutput maps identify negotiable areas for
conservation. The TSCP is based on the Minset butlap analysing the irreplaceability map and in
conjunction with decision support layers it locagegninimum area requirement to meet targets while
simultaneously meeting as many decision objectasepossible (EKZNW, 2010). Targets for conservation
planning are formulated by an extensive consulgtinocess with input from a multitude of differexperts
and stakeholders (Berliner et al., 2006). Stipdaenservation targets vary from species to ecesystdue

to the specificity required, a combination of fi@dpertise, scientific study and raw data are lseithe
determination of the targets adopted in the TS@Xcdtt, 2011:31). In the TSCP, the decision support
layers incorporated in this process include higliewaroduction, macro ecological processes, adticall
potential, combined minimum patch size and degraddEKZNW, 2010).

1. Agricultural potential: avoiding areas of high agitural potential to minimise future land use
conflicts;

2. Macro-ecological corridors are provincial and afperto establish linkages from east to west and
north south;

3. Minimum patch size/degradation coverage, this seteon viable patch sizes within the EKZNW
provincial vegetation map, this coverage also astfor proximity to low density settlements;

4. Water production areas; areas of net water proafucti

The TSCP identifies the Protected Area Network (PAhNe Transformation areas and the three Biodiyers
Priority Areas (BPAS). Biodiversity Priority Area(BPA 1) indicates areas with a high irreplacegbgcore
of 1, and there are no replacements for this &BZ KW, 2010). Biodiversity Priority Area 2 (BPA Bave
irreplaceability scores of >= 0.8 and <1.0 andcdatks areas where only a few localities that cplace this
area. Biodiversity Priority Area 3 (BPA 3) indicatareas have lower irreplaceability score of <@é&ier
localities can replace this area (EKZNW, 2010).

Thus, the best possible areas will be selectectdoservation and should the areas have conflidéing
uses, the next best option are selected. Areasl@wtified as priority areas, by either the irreggability or

the Minset output map, do not necessarily haveiodiersity value.
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The TSCP differs from the 2007 C-Plan (Table 3The planning units differ as the C-Plan uses Geitsc
The TSCP uses watersheds to determine the planmiitg, better reflecting topography and aspects thu
more suitable for biodiversity (Escott, 2011). Thiatershed approach also makes allowance for ecalog
processes. The size of the planning unit alsordiféethe TSCP has a higher resolution than the 20B1an.

In the TSCP a new decision support layer is usedpumting for fragmentation and condition (based on
proximity to settlements). In the updated TSCPfdllewing were assessed by EKZNW: macro ecological
processes, agricultural potential, combined minimpaich size and degradation to determine priority
conservation areas (Escott, 2011). These diffeeence a significant component of the current retear
answering objective three which is to review anghlight in a GIS environment the potential diffecen in
the KZN C-Plan (2007) and the updated TSCP (204@stts to verify currebiodiversity stewardship site
suitability, and to understand the implicationstbé site suitability for meeting grassland constova

objectives.

Table 3-1: Key differences between 2007 C-Plan ar2a®10 TSCP

Systematic 2007 C-Plan 2010 TSCP

Conservation Plan of

KwaZulu-Natal

Planning Unit Grid cells Polygon (based on watershed, better
reflecting topography and aspect).

Resolution 2 by 2km grid cells Smaller polygons average size 45

hectares, smaller planning unit
improving resolution

Land cover data used

Data sources

Decision support layers

used

NLC 2000 v1.2

Provincial and national
protected areas of the
province

National Vegetation Map
(December 2003)

Forests of KZN
Wetlands of KZN
Biophysical data

Species distributions from
EKZNW

2005 v2 Landcover

Most of data incorporated has been
updated and additional taxon
incorporated.

New decision support layer used,
accounting for fragmentation and
condition (based on proximity to
settlements)
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Irreplaceability and Minset are used in the TSCRIémtify Biodiversity Priority Areas. The Minseglects
sites based on the minimum optimum that will besetitonservation targets outlined by the user Esco
2011). Irreplaceability is determined for spechiodiversity features that the user selects arglishilone in
the C-Plan software. For example, if there is aigsethat is endangered it will carry a high iresgability
value and therefore if it falls within a specificea, then that area has a high irreplaceabilitye/ar is
totally irreplaceable. The final output is theniaaplaceability map (Escott, 2011). Forming pdr6€P, the
TSCP can be used in conjunction with other spataining mechanisms such as the PAES of KZN (Escott
2011).

3.2.2 KwaZulu-Natal protected area expansion strategy
According to McCann (2011), the PA targets in tlextn20 years stipulate that KZN should contribute
approximately 9% of the province’s area to PA egi@m The PAES of KZN is based on the priority area
in terms of transformation area avoidance, areabigli irreplaceability, threat avoidance and NPAES
alignment. The PAES of KZN also places focus onenggent conservation dependant biomes such as the
grassland biome. Targets for PAES for KZN biomes @utlined below (Table 3-2). The grassland biome
requires a further 386,343 hectares to be declamg@ér formal protection (McCann, 2011). The Savanna
biome also needs a further 353,855 hectares tedareéd under formal protection. The Azonal Vegetat
and Forest biome only require a further 9,915 lestand 19,928 hectares respectively (McCann, 2011)
The total area in KZN required to be declared urfiolenal protection is 849,627 hectares (McCann 1201

Table 3-2: Protected area expansion strategy targefor KwazZulu-Natal (McCann, 2011)

Biome Area (ha) % of total
Grassland 386,343 45.5
Savanna 353,855 41.7
Coastal Belt 78,374 9.2
Forest 19,928 2.3
Azonal 9,915 1.2
Vegetation

Water bodies 1182 0.1
Total 849,627 100

KZN has an extremely diverse landscape. The gregdidome has one of the highest diversities in ISout
Africa; it is also characterised by a number oerand endangered species (Martingale, 2007). Graiss!
are found primarily across the central plateau ddsd inland, and these inland areas fall underkii

boundaries.

Millions of hectares need to be protected to enpuegalence of biodiversity within the province wever,

the land which falls under priority areas is uspairivately owned land and faces serious threats an
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pressures from other land uses (Abdu-Raheem, 2040man et al., 2010). The rapid rate of degradation
and transformation and the inability of securingviand for formal conservation is a real threaséguring

a representative sample of biodiversity. Lackingesources, personnel and budget, it is in EKZNWé&st
interest to have strategic partnerships with lantere (EKZNW, 2009).

3.2.3 Biodiversity stewardship in KwaZulu-Natal
Using the Western Cape’s CapeNature as a bluef@KZNW developed a stewardship programme that
secured a legal back up and offered various benefil incentives for landowners to enter into fdrma
conservation (EKZNW, 2009; Abdu-Raheem, 2010; Cadetaal., 2010). The idea behind the biodiversity
stewardship programme was a win-win situation. TEmelowner would be offered a number of incentives
and the costs incurred to commit to conservatiorevabsorbed by EKZNW, thus the biodiversity witttie
land would be managed by the landowner and se¢gtedNW, 2009).

Biodiversity stewardship in KZN promotes approgiananagement of land use activities. Improving
management within the stewardship sites will mainthe viability for species through alien planéating,
correct fire management, rehabilitation of soilséoa, training of staff and site security in terofslegal
standing (EKZNW, 2009).

To date, KZN has many successful biodiversity stdslaip sites declared under the NEM: PAA including
the Dalton Private Nature Reserve (2383ha) andtteland Rhino Reserves (18, 429 hectares) (McCann,
2011) (Table 3-3). Other areas in KZN which haverbeeclared as Nature Reserves include Roselands
Nature Reserve, Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi NaReserve, and Mount Gilboa Nature Reserve, to name a
few. These areas contribute just over 22, 000 hesta formal conservation, and this is not evetusiing

the other biodiversity agreements and protectedir@mwents contribution (McCann, 2011). Nature
Reserves which are in the process of being declanddr NEM: PAA, having had biodiversity stewargshi

as the driving mechanism, include a further 13, 88€&ares (McCann, 2011).
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Table 3-3: The protected areas in KwaZulu-Natal delared under NEM: PAA (Section 23)
through biodiversity stewardship (McCann, 2011)

Protected Area Area (ha) Declared under Mechanism

NEM:PA Act (Section

23)
Dalton Private Nature 2,383 Nature Reserve Biodiversity Stewardship
Reserve
Zululand Rhino Reserve| 18,429 Nature Reserve Biodiversity Stewardship
Bill Barnes Crane and | 450 Nature Reserve Biodiversity Stewardship
Oribi Nature Reserve
Mt. Gilboa Nature 725 Nature Reserve Biodiversity Stewardship
Reserve
Roselands Nature 412 Nature Reserve Biodiversity Stewardship
Reserve
TOTAL 22,399

Not only do the biodiversity sites contribute landerms of hectares and habitats for pertinendil@rsity
features, they contribute to corridor expansiorgFé 3-2). These sites promote a north-south cdiomec
and major altitudinal gradients (Bourne, 2011). Séhaltitudinal gradients and north-south and eastw
connections allow species movement in responsdirt@ate variability, species are thus able to adapt
changing conditions (Bourne, 2011). The altitudigghdients, north-south and east-west connections
strongly align with the principle of ecological cwectivity of SCP. Forest patches, linking watershadd
areas acting as a stepping-stone (refugia) aiepbrtant to climate change (EKZNW, 2009). Biodsigr
stewardship enables the securing of land that igeleenough to allow ecological processes, and
incorporating sites that have the potential foridor formation (EKZNW, 2009). Biodiversity stewasttp
encourages landowners to partake in land use tesivihat will allow species to persist or be atde

migrate.

Numerous biodiversity stewardship pilot sites péewyintegral role in corridor formation (Figure 3-Zhe
Zululand Rhino Nature Reserve forms part of a wuitafth-south corridor in northern KZN, the Dalton
Private Nature Reserve in western KZN plays argmaterole in corridor formation in the grasslandroe
(Figure 3-2). The Umgano Biodiversity Managementre&gnent site (hereafter Umgano) is pivotal for

corridor formation; it is identified as importanielto its relative size and its rich biodiversigygure 3-2).

63



KZN Biodiversity Stewardship
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Dalbon Private

y Resance

Figure 3-2: Biodiversity stewardship sites playinga major role in corridor development in
KwaZulu-Natal (EKZNW, 2009)

Biodiversity stewardship in KZN has been successfpromoting conservation management of land datsi
PAs and actively securing land under formal pradegtmaking this possible is the meticulous andadat

driven process.

The biodiversity stewardship process

In Chapter Two, with specific focus on South Afritlae literature broadly examined the charactesstind
principles, the roles and responsibilities, theéamatl legislation and policy guiding biodiversitiewardship;
the different categories of biodiversity stewargslaind biodiversity stewardship practice in othevpces.

In this section the EKZNW process of entering itite biodiversity stewardship programme is docuntente
Achieving biodiversity stewardship involves a numloé different steps. For the highest categories of

biodiversity stewardship, Protected Environment$ [dature Reserves, the process is described below.

Provincial and local priority areas are identifiedsystematic conservation plans (Cadman et allpR0
Although it is the best possible practice for bieisity stewardship to fall within these prioritseas, other
factors should also be considered if they do nibifhin the priority areas (BSSA, 2009; McCani@912).
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Including, existing conservation initiatives anck throximity to other conservation areas, the siz¢he
property and the threats associated with that ptpBSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011).

Landowner consultation

The selection of sites can be undertaken in twéemint ways: landowners approach the conservation
authority to determine if their land falls withinobliversity priority areas, or the conservationhauity can
approach landowners who have important biodiver@gtures (BSSA, 2009; Olivier, 2011; Hayward,
2011). Interaction with the landowners involvedtis next step after spatially identifying pertinaneas.
Information regarding the site and all applicabkpexts related to biodiversity stewardship showdd b
gathered (McCann, 2011). The attitude and needbeflandowners are assessed giving an idea of the
commitment to conservation, the obstacles they &ackhow they will best fit into biodiversity stemlahip
(BSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011).

The stewardship options are presented to the laneloand the landowner considers the various options
(BSSA, 2009). The importance of threatened vegeidiipes and the biodiversity value of their propeare
stressed to the landowner. Long-term thinking tasazonservation is promoted (BSSA, 2009; McCann,
2011). The background and limitations of previotswsrdship programmes are discussed to keep the
landowner informed of possible outcomes (BSSA, 20d@Cann, 2011). The limitations in terms of
capacity and availability of resources are expladine the landowner (BSSA, 2009). The fears of the
landowner should be addressed upfront, such ascpblinstability. It must be stressed that stewsaig is

not a strategy for land expropriation and the lawder will retain all the rights to the land (BSS2009;
McCann, 2011; Olivier, 2011).

Site Assessments

Once the landowners have been engaged, site agsassamd reviews of the assessments are undertaken;
suggestions are then made as to which categories@ions are available to the landowner (Cadmaai. et
2010). According to BSSA (2009), biodiversity assesnts are carried out by both the Biodiversity
Stewardship Programme: Desktop Assessments (BSP:abd the Biodiversity Stewardship Programme:
Field Assessment (BSP: FA), and both assessmeotgdsbomplement each other. These assessments aim
to: i) establish the preferred biodiversity stevghnig category and ii) identify key management dijes

from an early stage (Reeves and Marom, 2009). T3e: B)A involves a spatial analysis and evaluatibn o
biodiversity value and ecological processes, wihigEeBSP: FA is in place to ground truth the findirgf the
BSP: DA and collect any additional information. ifnple scoring system developed by EKZNW used in the
BSP: DA to guide the assessors in determining tb@iversity value of the biodiversity stewardshifesis
summarised below (Figure 3-3) (McCann, 2011). Thason for using such a system is to ensure
repeatability and transparency when selecting ba@rdity stewardship sites and deciding on theitgmtion
status. The scoring systems identify a number #émnt factors all contributing to the validity dfe site

for biodiversity conservation.
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The habitats are examined against their ecosydanss those carrying a more vulnerable or crititatus
score higher in the matrix (Figure 3-3). This gngicant for grasslands as they generally carvulaerable
or critical state meaning they score higher basedhe matrix. The degree of fragmentation, ecosyste
condition and potential for rehabilitation are atated in the matrix (Figure 3-3). Species whioh @riority
species, IUCN Red list species, endemic speciesspadies with high recovery rates score highehén t
matrix all contributing to the final score whichlwiletermine the category most suited for the prigpe
(Figure 3-4). The ecological processes are alspedcaccording to the matrix; properties that argdain
size, with higher habitat heterogeneity, showingatgr altitudinal gradients and corridor or bufietential,

will receive higher ratings contributing to a higlwerall score (Figure 3-4).

INDICATOR SCORING 0 1 2 3 4 5
HABITATS Ecosystem status Cther Lc NT v E CE
Degree of - W 0 Joderat p— Wy
fragmentation jof nazural Very High High Moderate o Very Low
arzas)
Ecosystem condition - Poor Reasonable Good Very Good Excellent
(Bl 1) (Bl 2) (BI 3} (B4} (B15)
Potential for Mone Poor Reasonable Good Very Good Excellent
rehabilitation
SPECIES KZM Priority species, Mone *Nice to” moniiored Zpecles may be Specios must b2
-E?‘g;‘?‘ wonaldacfor st of ard reported on — manitaraa arid — manitored and
Species) reporiad on repartad on
RE il :t?LErE (Viable Other Rare or other NT W E CE
pop RD category
Endemism [KZM erdemics . . oa oA y o = i
o earenramice) SA 23 5A 1HEZN iz 554 =3 KM 25 KZIMN
5 i W AT N, ra Wy -
:EE.ESEEH_"@:?E%\;%“}..:, Very low Low Moderale High Very high
modelied distibution)
EcoLOGICAL | Habitat heterogeneity - Low i . Moderate - . High
FROCESSES 1 habitat 2 habitats 2 3 habitats
Froperty size - «100ha 100-500ha 500-1000ha 1000-5000ha = 5000ha
Altitudinal gradient - <100m 100-200m 200-300m 300-400m = 400m
Corridors (stepping R Cutside - _ _ Within
stones)
Buffer | conselidation / - Maone None Buffer Consclidation FA exp
PA expansion
Ecological Processes -
i i hessd oy ' - Mediurn . v
Rt S able TR 3y - Very small Small (MINIMUM) Large Very large
EcOSYSTEM | Benefitavailability None Poor (0-18%) Reasanable Good (40-50%) Very Good Excellent
SERVICES (20-28%) (B0-79%) {80-100%)
User demand Mo users Vary low Low Moderate High Wery high

Figure 3-3: Scoring matrix for proposed biodiversiy stewardship site (McCann, 2011)

The scores for the habitat, species, ecosystemegges and EGS are out of a total of 5. These seoees
added together and a final score out of 20 is tatied. From the final score out of 20 ascertaimecthfthe
matrix scoring system described above, the leveprotection for the site, in terms of Nature Reserv
Protected Environment, Biodiversity Management A&gnent, or Conservation Area, can be determined
(Figure 3-4).
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If any Indicator’s score is £ o higher (for Al indicators are scored between 0 and 5, anc
Habitats or Species), then the stewardship site STEP 1 averaged by the nurnber of indicators, to get a
automatically guatfies a5 a Mature Reserve Conservation Value score outof 5. The tota! score is a sum ofthe 4
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Figure 3-4: Scoring system to determine the categprof protection for proposed stewardship
site (McCann, 2011)

From these assessments, it will be determined whetie site is suitable for the biodiversity stesdip
programme and at what level (BSSA, 2009; McCani,120A management plan for the proposed site can
also be considered at this stage. The site assetsare conducted by a number of pertinent stakiehs|
usually the stewardship facilitator, the landownegplogists, Department of Agriculture (DoA) stébf
possible Veld Condition Assessments (VCAs) and roteéevant NGOs (BSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011).
VCAs can be undertaken for biodiversity stewardgiips, which then render well-informed management

plans (Botha, 2009). After all the assessmentsiitldengs are presented to a review panel of sfistsa

Report-back

Once the review process has been completed, tlvernas can be presented to the landowner; the way in
which the decision was arrived at is explainedhi landowner, ensuring transparency (BSSA, 2009%. T
landowner can then make a decision as to whicheaggat they would like to enter into. Once thisasel

cost calculations and negotiations can begin. Keyyagement objectives can be determined; these will
relate to the greatest threats to biodiversithatsite (BSSA, 2009; McCann et al., 2010).
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Management plans

The management plan that is drawn up for the berdity stewardship site is drafted in terms of NEM:
PAA. There are a number of different principleseThanagement plans should be applicable and well co
ordinated, and the planning and costing must haviemplementation process defined (BSSA, 2009; @tivi
2011). Some key management objectives include Ié8ral and the strict rotating regimes for grazofg
livestock (McCann, 2011). An estimate of costshid imnanagement objectives also needs to be taken int

account and, where possible, other agencies sheuldilised such as NGOs (BSSA, 2009).

Proclamation

The actual process of  proclamation is outlinedBI®5A (2009), where a Notarial agreement that igrin f

of power of attorney has to be signed by the lamdowconservation agency and the MEC. This contsact
prepared by the head office and it should outlme gatisfaction with the management agreement (BSSA
2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009). The notice to decaiPA also has to be published in a national
newspaper, and this is paid for by the conservatgency (BSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011). Additionalhg t
final management agreement for the PA should beesdigat the same time (BSSA, 2009). The local
municipalities need to be informed of the proclaomabf a PA, in a letter informing the local mumalities

of the intention to submit, including the possiblkelusion from rates and re-zoning of the propeny the
appropriate conservation zoning (BSSA, 2009). Thlip participation is required in terms of NEM: RA
The various requirements suggest that the surragnidindowners give a letter of support, proof ¢ th
consultation with affected landowners within theamas well as proof of notice from the local farsner
associations which should be documented (BSSA, ;2R86ves and Marom, 2009).

The MEC must publish the intent to issue noticéwn national hewspapers, and a copy of the proposed
notice should be sent by mail to each of the landw within the area to be declared (BSSA, 2008y A
objections should be in the form of a written suksitn to the MEC, barring some circumstances wliyereb
an oral objection can be accepted (BSSA, 2009) eGrticthe applications and recommendations from the
conservation agency are received, the MEC evaluatdie material and makes a decision (BSSA, 2009;

Reeves and Marom, 2009).

The publication of the property proclamation in gvernment gazette takes place once the MECstsigna
is obtained; the final proclamation happens at gust when it is published (BSSA, 2009). Once the
Protected Area Management Agreement comes intatetfee notarial deeds should be registered wigh th
Notary Public; this will in turn have the restramis registered against the title deeds (BSSA, 2B@@yves
and Marom, 2009).

Follow up and Support
The final stage of stewardship is the follow up aogport, as well as auditing for the PA (BSSA, 200

Reeves and Marom, 2009; McCann, 2011). This isrihst important phase as real protection and adequat
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management should be practised (BSSA, 2009). Themitinents that were made by the agency and
landowner now need to be achieved, and constatacoshould be kept (BSSA, 2009 Reeves and Marom,
2009). All efforts that were put in to drawing Upetmanagement strategy should be followed throtégh.

fundamental principle of the Stewardship Programisieto establish well managed sites where the
biodiversity status is not jeopardised by neglectbad management a number of years down the line”
(BSSA, 2009:26). Annual reviews regarding the résglof objectives in the management plan should be

conducted, and the achievements and outstandinggearent actions can be identified.

Concluding Remarks

The process of evaluating the contribution of #edlto biodiversity and ecological processes isiragve
in the biodiversity stewardship procedure. This iowbus scoring system ensures that appropriate

conservation measures are put into place for theageament of the land in question.

The process of stewardship outlined above is tihhermgéd process that the provincial conservation aittes
are adopting. KZN has been a lead agent in adoptidgdeveloping biodiversity stewardship. The Ritet
Environment and Nature Reserve categories of bévdity stewardship complement the existing KZN and
national PA network, and the CA and BMA catego&gksin sustainable use of resources and mainstngami

biodiversity conservation into productive sectors.

Biodiversity stewardship plays an important roleanservation of the different biomes of South édriAs
stated previously, one of the most poorly consehiedhes is the grassland biome. The grassland bisme
also extensively used in agriculture for grazirgagool such as biodiversity stewardship could/erm be

a key mechanism for achieving biodiversity conseovaof the grassland biome. To understand and
document the role biodiversity stewardship playgiiassland conservation, a case study analysisreé t
biodiversity stewardship case study sites is ua#tert. The case studies are used to assess howdgityi

stewardship functions and weighs up as a conservaibl.

3.3 Grassland biodiversity stewardship case study sites KwaZulu-Natal

The broad research setting is in KwaZulu-Natal (KZhth a particular focus on three sites namely
Roselands Nature Reserve in Richmond, Bill Barnes )€ and Oribi Nature Reserve in Nottingham Road

and Umgano in Umzimkhulu (Figure 3-5).

All the case study sites were rigorously assesyeBKYNW. The case study sites were proclaimed under
the biodiversity stewardship programme preciselgabse they contribute to targets. Examining the cas
study sites and gleaning out the information thattgins specifically to grasslands enables a better
understanding of the role the case study sitesiplayeeting grassland conservation objectives.h&sfacus
of the research is to understand the contributiendase study sites play in grassland conservatias,

significant that all case study sites have thegigasl biome as the primary biome. Accessibilityhie sites
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and access to information and documentation rgjdtirthe sites, as made available by EKZNW, was als

strong reason for choosing these sites for invatstig.
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Figure 3-5: Study area, representing the biodiversy stewardship case sites selected in
KwaZulu-Natal

As discussed above, the EKZNW BSP: DA and BSP: ke&dafter referred to as the BSP documentation)
undertaken for each biodiversity stewardship sieeextensive. The objective of the BSP documentéasio
to determine the biodiversity value of the propostrlvardship area and it is potential at achietamgets

using spatial information (EKZNW, 2007a). The cdnition of the case study sites to conservatiogetsr
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is a primary reason the site was declared for cgatien under stewardship. Gleaning out informatioat
pertains specifically to grasslands enables theratainding of the role the sites play in meetingsgiand
conservation objectives. This speaks directly tewaaring objective two of the research. For the psepof
this research, grasslands were singled out frorB8f documentation.

The BSP documentation undertaken by EKZNW for ateptial biodiversity stewardship sites assessds an

gauges the following:

The ecosystem status of the vegetation types wilti@biodiversity stewardship site;

— The contribution of the vegetation within the bigatisity stewardship to vegetation

targets;

— Whether the biodiversity stewardship site complitneristing PAs, and if there is

potential for corridor formation;

— The transformation, fragmentation and degraded saredthin the biodiversity

stewardship site;

— lrreplaceability from the 2007 C-Plan for the bigtisity stewardship site, species

driving the irreplaceability;
— Rare and endangered species occurring within thdirsity stewardship site;
— Ecosystem processes: altitudinal changes and anadtivetlands;
— Alien invasive occurrence and severity on the hiediity stewardship site;

— Threats to biodiversity such as grazing, fire, mayand soil erosion.

Roselands Nature Reserve

Roselands farm is 1,152 hectares in size and &dddn the Richmond region in KwaZulu-Natal Praén
(Figure 3-5). Within this, the Roselands Nature d®es biodiversity stewardship site is 412ha. The
Roselands farm has been in the family for a nunob@enerations (Respondent K, pers. com., 2011¢. Th
different farming practices that occur on the fantlude beef, haymaking, sugar cane growing, kiwitf
production and a game reserve (Respondent K, pans., 2011). In the late 1970s, Roselands farmrbheca
part of the National Heritage; this was driven bg hesting sites of Blue Swallowdifundo atrocaerulg
However, the National Heritage system collapsed @mservation on the farm was not acknowledged;
despite this, Roselands farm encapsulates a nuafbdifferent biodiverse features (Respondent Ksper
com., 2011).

In 2007, the owners of Roselands farm were appexhdby EKZNW to enter into the biodiversity
stewardship programme (EKZNW, 2007a; Responderefs. com., 2011). Biodiversity stewardship was
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seen as a good option as the land would be formatiiected and the incentives in terms of tax ebatere

appealing (Respondent K, pers. com., 2011). Thecadand support offered by EKZNW was also an
attractive quality (Respondent K, pers. com., 200) 15 July 2010, 412 hectares of the Roselanus fa
was formally declared as a Nature Reserve underNB&: PA (Section 23), the mechanism for

proclamation was biodiversity stewardship (Respah#e pers. com., 2011).

The Roselands Nature Reserve forms part of a mawstogical corridor (KZN Bioregional Conservation
Plan) (EKZNW, 2007a). In relation to PAs and are&sigh conservation value, the Roselands Nature
Reserve is to the north west of the Soada Forestrél&eserve only about 3.5 km away. The Roselands
Nature Reserve is not identified as a priority dogadhe EKZNW PAES (EKZNW, 2007a).

According to the BSP documentation, the Roselaratsifd Reserve contributes approximately 0.2% to the
five-year KZN PA target and approximately 0.05%the twenty-year KZN PA target (EKZNW, 2007a;
McCann, 2011). According to the BSP documentatithe Roselands Nature Reserve contains both
endangered (E) and vulnerable (V) ecosystems (EKZRO®@7a). The endangered ecosystems include the
Midlands Mistbelt Grassland where only 0.6% is faliljpconserved in national PAs; it is thus classifas
hardly protected (EKZNW, 2007a; Mucina and Ruthetfo2006). The Roselands Nature Reserve
contributes 161 hectares (0.12%) to the nationalté&get of the Midlands Mistbelt Grassland vegetati
type (EKZNW, 2007a) (Table 3-4). The poorly praget and endangered Southern Moist Grassland has
only 3.1% in formally conserved in PAs in South iéd& According to the BSP documentation, the
Roselands Nature Reserve site contributes 14 lesc{@r02%) to the national PA target for the Sauthe
Moist Grassland vegetation type (EKZNW, 2007a; €a®i4). The vulnerable ecosystem contained within
Roselands Nature Reserve is the Eastern Valley\v@lsland the Roselands Nature Reserve contrib@tes 2
hectares, 0.52% to the national PA target of th&tdfa Valley Bushveld vegetation type. Additionaltye
Least Threatened (LT) ecosystem contained in tteelRods Nature Reserve is the Southern Mistbeéistor
that contributes 18 hectares, 0.43% to the natiBAalarget of the Southern Mistbelt Forest vegetatype
(EKZNW, 2007a).
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Table 3-4: Vegetation types occurring within Roselads Nature Reserve (adapted from
EKZNW, 2007a)

Vegetation type NSBA Conserved Protection National Extentof Contribution of
Ecosystem in formal level PA target vegetation biodiversity
Status national PA (Mucina  of contained stewardship site
(%) and vegetatio within the to national PA
Rutherfor n type property  target of
d, 2006) (ha) (ha) vegetation type
(%)
Midlands Mistbelt | E 0.6 Hardly 130,225 161 0.12
Grassland protected
Southern KZN E 3.1 Poorly 55,257 14 0.02
Moist Grassland protected
Eastern Valley V 0.1 Hardly 51,861 221 0.52
Bushveld protected
Southern Mistbelt | LT 15 Poorly 2,484 18 0.43
Forest protected

The BSP: DA identified the Roselands Nature Resas/@ ‘Mandatory Reserve’; this was in terms of the
2007 C-Plan and this was due to its high irreplaitisa (EKZNW, 2007a). The irreplaceability as idédred

by the BSP: DA was more than two thirds of the prop (EKZNW, 2007a). The irreplaceability is driven
by the Blue SwallowHirundo atrocaerule)(CE), the millipede Centrobolus lawrenceifCE), the Hilton
Daisy Gerbera aurantica(V) and the Oribi buck@urebia ourebji (E) (EKZNW, 2007a).

The Roselands Nature Reserve is approximately 6dé#isformed due to sugar cane and plantations
(EKZNW, 2007a) (Table 3-5). Plantations also forniarier to natural process. The Roselands Nature
Reserve also has various wetlands; however, matheaf are also transformed and heavily impacteldyon

the sugar cane and grazing farming practices (EKZR®®7a). Alien invasive species are regarded g be
of low severity and where black wattl&dacia mearnsii) American bramble(Rubus cuneifoliuspnd
eucaluptugEucalyptus globulusire apparent, the invasionscur mainly along the roads and water courses

(EKZNW, 2007a).
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Table 3-5: Roselands farm biodiversity value, ecostem processes, land use pressures, context,
and location (EKZNW, 2007a)

Determinants of conservation Site characteristics

significance

Irreplaceability 768ha of high irreplaceability.§@-1)
384ha of low irreplaceability (0-0.33)

Species of concern Blue Swallow (Hirundo atrocaerule) (CE)

Millipede (Centrobolus lawrencei) (CE)
Hilton Daisy (Gerbera aurantica) (V)
Oribi buck (Ourebia ourebi) (E)

Ecosystem process and services Elevation drop 400m from 1,200m (interface betwgeassland
and valley bushveld)

Various wetlands (may need rehabilitation)

Transformation Irreversible transformation by plantations and scgae 738
(64%)

10ha degraded (1%)

Adjacent land use (barriers to natural] Plantations

processes)
Relation to PA or areas of Near Soada Forest Nature Reserve (3.5km)
conservation value Not identified in EKZNW PA expansion plan

Could link with other important Blue Swallow (Hirda
atrocaerule) (CE) breeding sites.

Threats Black wattle (Acacia mearnsii)
American bramble (Rubus cuneifolius)
Eucaluptus (Eucalyptus globulus)

Prior to biodiversity stewardship, the RoselandsuaReserve did not have a written management plan
(EKZNW, 2007a). It was identified that although @tewardship site would still have mowing and grgzi

of the grasslands, it would have to be done in r@roled manner. The management plan of Roselands
Nature Reserve aligns with conservation princigad addresses burning and grazing management, IAS

control and fencing.

A Veld Condition Assessment (VCA) was conductedBlogha (2008) and the veld condition for Roselands
Nature Reserve was found to be moderate to goatl treen weighted average of the veld condition was
62.9%. From the VCA a detailed and complete managérplan was drawn up for the grasslands of

Roselands Nature Reserve.

The development potential of the Roselands NatwseRe was also assessed, as well as the intéation

sell. As the landowner had no intention to developell, site security was ensured.
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Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve

The Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve (BBIR) is located in the Nottingham Road district,
KwaZulu-Natal (EKZNW, 2007b) (Figure 3-5). It is @& hectares in size; contributing approximateBp0.

to the five-year KZN PA target and 0.05% to thertyeyear KZN PA target (EKZNW, 2007b; McCann,
2011). The BBCONR, initially managed by the KwaZiatal Crane foundation, was known as the Usher
Conservation Centre. The Usher conservation cemé® a grassland and wetland sanctuary for all three
crane species: Wattled Cran@r@s carunculaty (CE), Blue CraneAnthropoides paradisgu(V), Grey
Crowned CraneBRalearica regulor) (V), and other species of significance such asQhibi buck Qurebia

oureb) (E) (Respondent J, pers. com., 2011).

The farmers surrounding the Usher conservationreewinted to donate land for the conservation of
grasslands and fauna and flora and for the aesthaliie (Respondent J, pers. com., 2011). Threerdon
made vital contributions and signed a founding egrent that reserved the right of the landownersake
hay, burn and graze the land. The three farmeeedgio undertake their farming practices on thd lara
conservative way: there would be no ploughing angblanting of crops (Respondent J, pers. com., 2011
The Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve feasally declared under the NEM: PA Act (Sectior) 23
as a Nature Reserve on 15 January 2009, the meahndar proclamation was biodiversity stewardship

(Respondent J, pers. com., 2011).

The vegetation that occurs at BBCONR as identibigdthe BSP: DA is the Drakensberg Foothill Moist
Grassland that is classified as vulnerable (V) (BE¥Z 2007b; Mucina and Rutherford). The entire prope
is classified as Drakensberg Foothill Moist GrasdlaOnly 4.2% is formally conserved in national PAs
consequently it is classified as poorly protecfEable 3-6). BBCONR contributes 449.7 hectares, %.33
the total national PA target for the Drakensberg@thil Moist Grassland vegetation (EKZNW, 2007b)
(Table 3-6).

The 2007 C-Plan also indicates that the whole BBEOdclassified as a ‘Mandatory Reserve’ (EKZNW,
2007b). The entire BBCONR was identified as hawamgirreplaceability of one; the entire property was
irreplaceable (EKZNW, 2007b). The species influegcthe high irreplaceability include Wattled Crane
(Grus carunculaty (CE), Oribi Qurebia ourebi (E) and the Natal Midlands Dwarf Chameleon
(Bradypodium thamnobatef}) (EKZNW, 2007b).

BBCONR is not included as a priority area in terofsthe EKZNW PAES, the nearest PA is Fort
Nottingham that is approximately nine kilometresagvio the south west, and the distance is too deeat

form a buffer or corridor for Fort Nottingham.
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Table 3-6: Vegetation types occurring within Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve
(adapted from EKZNW, 2007b)

Vegetation NSBA Conserved Protection  National PA  Extent of Contribution
type Ecosystem in formal  level target of vegetation of biodiversity
Status national (Mucina and vegetation contained stewardship
PA (%) Rutherford, type (ha) within the site to national
2006) property (ha) PA target of
vegetation type
(%)
Drakensberg | V 4.2 Poorly 120,630 4497 0.37
Foothill protected
Moist
grassland

In terms of contribution to local scale ecologipabcesses and ecosystem services, the BBCONR pmogid
habitat for a number of different species in pattc a breeding habitat for crane pairs (EKZNW, Z8)0
The wetland that exists on the BBCONR is a palustvetland system that does not have flowing wiétter,
function of the wetland is vitally important for we& retention and purification. BBCONR forms pafrttoe
Mooi River catchment and plays a key ecologicak ril terms of wetland functions of regulation and
retention of water (EKZNW, 2007b). Additional ecgical process which the BBCONR contribute to the
broad landscape include a fire maintained ecosyatewell as acting as a corridor for the Berg torikield
(EKZNW, 2007b). In terms of the 2007 C-Plan, BBCOfélits within a macro ecological corridor identdie
in the KZN biodiversity spatial framework (EKZNW,0@Q7b). According to the BSP documentation,
BBCONR falls within one of the macro-ecological wdors as identified in the KZN SDF (EKZNW,
2007b).

Transformation of the BBCONR was identified by EREN2007b) to be a dam, quarry, farm buildings and
alien plants contributing to approximately 2% o #ntire property. There is extensive transformaiticthe

surrounding areas of BBCONR; this can be owed & hiyhly commercial cropland. Alien invasion is
considered low: some invaders include black waf#eacia mearnsii),American bramble (Rubus

cuneifolius) pine treegPinus speciesind eucaluptuéEucalyptus globulugEKZNW, 2007b).

The veld condition for BBCONR was considered togafrom moderate to excellent (Botha, 2009). The
grazing capacities were determined, the grazingadties varied between the different camps and the
capacity for conservation was reduced to 70% ofcaljural grazing capacity (Botha, 2009). As the
intention was to improve the condition of grassianthe stocking rate was lower than the capacitthef
farm. This is of significance as it is an indicatiof the role biodiversity stewardship plays in noying
grassland conservation and aiding in meeting targétiis speaks directly to answering objective oiithe

research. For the biodiversity stewardship sites dbnservation-stocking rate is slightly lower thae
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agricultural rate: this also means, however, Bgsplementary feed was needed in the winter months
(Botha, 2009).

The management objective outlined above was incatpd into the management plan designed for
BBCONR. Other management needs related to detdileding regimes, IAS clearing assistance, and
rehabilitation of the degraded wetland and realigntof fencing to adhere to rotational grazingaetby
VCA. The development potential of BBCONR was algarsined and the owners had no intention of selling
and agreed to title deed restrictions (EKZNW, 2Q07b

Table 3-7: Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reseve biodiversity value, ecosystem
processes, land use pressures, context, and locat{&EKZNW, 2007b)

Determinants of conservation significance Site abt@ristics

Irreplaceability 440.4ha of high Irreplaceabil{6.67-1)

Ecosystem process and services Provides a habitat for a breeding habitat for crane
pairs.

Palustrine wetland system that does not have
flowing water, the function of the wetland is
vitally important for water retention and
purification.

Forms part of the Mooi River catchment and
plays a key ecological role in terms of wetland
functions of regulation and retention of water

Fire maintained ecosystem
Acting as a corridor for the Berg to Thornveld

Transformation Dam, quarry, farm buildings and alien plants
contributing to approximately 2% of
transformation

Adjacent land use (barriers to natural processes) gricAltural in nature, roads

Relation to PA or areas of conservation value | Approximately 9km southwest is Fort
Nottingham (too great to form a buffer or
corridor).

Falls within a macro ecological corridor
identified in the KZN biodiversity spatial
framework.

Aligns with the KZN SDF.

Threats Black wattle Acacia mearnsji
American brambleRubus cuneifolius)
EucaluptugEucalyptus globulus)
Pine treegPinusspecies)
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Umgano Biodiversity Management Agreement site

Umgano is located in the Umzimkulu, uKhahlambariisin KwaZulu-Natal; owned by the Mabandla
community trust (Figure 3-5). The total area is5B,3hectares. It was set aside for environmentally
sustainable economic upliftment (Bourne, 2011). Thregano Community Project Area forms part of a
broader corridor development, aimed to link withikéai and the Coleford Nature Reserves (Bournelp01
The biodiversity stewardship category that is iacpl is a thirty-year Biodiversity Agreement. A pamt of

the site is set aside to be declared as a NatwerRe (Bourne, 2011). Although not formally deathes a
Protected Environment or Nature Reserve, the darttan to PA targets is considered by EKZNW. Tlsis i
done not only to assess its conservation signifiedyut also to determine its potential contributganthere

is intention to enter into a higher biodiversityewardship category. The Mabandla community was
approached by EKZNW in 2007 and the managemeneagyet was signed between the community and
EKZNW in 2007 (Bourne, 2011).

An endangered vegetation type that the Umgano esimompasses is Southern KZN Moist Grassland
(EKZNW, 2007c). Umgano contributes 1,690 hectaBe$% to the national PA target for Southern KZN

Moist Grassland vegetation target (EKZNW, 2007@K(€ 3-8). The Drakensberg Foothill Moist Grassland
and the Eastern Mistbelt Forest are also both vabie and will contribute 1.7% and 10.7% respebtive

the national PA target for the vegetation typesZENV, 2007c).

Although not contributing to formal PA targets, tbengano site secures significant grassland vegetati

types, such as the endangered Southern KZN Moiasgnd and the vulnerable Drakensberg Foothill
Moist Grassland are placed under conservation n@megt. The Eastern Mistbelt Forest contained in
Umgano is a significant sized area and is imporfantconserving biodiversity. These endangered and

vulnerable vegetation types are well representédarmgano site.

Transformation of Umgano is isolated to the pldoratzone, transformed by afforestation; howeveereh
are large natural areas still intact (EKZNW, 2007the transformation of adjacent property is nat to

extensive. Identifying the threats to the site iislly important in setting up management to conamnd
mitigate against the threats. Alien invasive plaalso pose a threat; black wattlacacia mearns)i is

identified as a problem along many of the watersesir

Despite the transformation and limitations in temfisurrounding land, there is little fragmentationthe
natural zones (EKZNW, 2007c). According to the V@ie weighted average of veld condition for Umgano

was 67.2% and was considered moderate to goodtmondi

The Umgano site is heavily used by the Mabandlanconity and thus a management plan for the Umgano
site was vitally important. At the time of enteriimgo the Biodiversity Agreement the site did neivl a
management plan, burning was done to favour grazingzing was not controlled and the community

entered the Umgano area and collected resourchsnaitontrol (EKZNW, 2007c). The management plan
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encompasses IAS control, fire management, medigilsait collection, firewood collection, and colliect
of building material, thatch grass collection, sdbace hunting and fishing and illegal grazing &uodting
of neighbours (EKZNW, 2007c).

Table 0-1: Vegetation types occurring within Umgandadapted from EKZNW, 2007c)

Vegetation NSBA Conserved Protection  PAtargetof Area of Contribution
type Ecosystem in formal  level vegetation vegetation of biodiversity
Status PA (%) (Mucina and type (ha) contained stewardship
Rutherford, within the site to PA
2006) property (ha) target of
vegetation
type (%)
Southern E 31 Poorly 55,257 1,690 31
KZN Moist protected
Grassland
Drakensberg | V 4.2 Poorly 120,630 2,010 1.7
Foothill protected
Moist
Grassland
Southern LT 15 Poorly 2,484 265 10.7
Mistbelt protected
Forest

The White-winged flufftail $arothrura ayregi (CE), Cape ParroPpicephalus artocaerul@gE) Southern
Ground Hornbill Bucorvus leadbeateri(V) have all been recorded on the Umgano siteZ[&%W, 2007c).
There are also a number of species which occuriw@ah5km radius of the Umgano site: Wattled Crane

(Burgerananus carunculaty$CE) and Oribi Qurebia oureb) (E), to name a few.

Umgano is also in close proximity to several NaturReserves, namely: Coleford Nature Reserve,
iGxalingenwa Nature Reserve, Ntsikeni Nature Resemd Kwa Yili Nature Reserve (EKZNW, 2007c).
The possibility of forming corridors and linking thithe other Nature Reserves is high; despitedssipility

of being part of a corridor, it does not form pairthe NPAES of EKZNW.

In terms of climate change mitigation the Umgarte sbontains a major altitudinal gradient of 800he t
highest point being 2,000m above sea level andatiest point being 1,200m above sea level (EKZNW,
2007c). This may allow for migration and dispersaites along mountain ranges: the low-lying rivaiteys

link to downstream valleys (EKZNW, 2007c). Umgaram @lso be a seed resource to surrounding aredhs, an
the forest patches can form part of the migratioairc between other forest species (EKZNW, 2007c).
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Table 0-2: Umgano biodiversity value, ecosystem pcesses, land use pressures, context, and
location (EKZNW, 2007c)

Determinants of conservation significance Site abt@ristics
Irreplaceability 1,438ha of low irreplaceabili§-0.33)
Ecosystem process and services Major altitudinal gradient of 800m (highest point

being 2,000m above sea level and the lowest
point being 1,200m above sea level).

Seed resource to surrounding areas, and the forest
patches can form part of the migration chain
between other forest species.

Transformation Approximately 26% transformed byoedktation.
Natural areas largely untransformed.

Adjacent Land use (barriers to natural processeshultivated
Urban

Relation to PA or areas of conservation value Cpsaimity to several Nature Reserves:
5km from Coleford Nature Reserve

1km from iGxalingenwa Nature Reserve
8km from Ntsikeni Nature Reserve

4km from Kwa Yili Nature Reserve

Threats Black wattle Acacia mearnsji

According to the 2007 C-Plan, the Umgano site dul earry high irreplaceability values, however, the
impression of the assessors was that the irredditgadid not reflect the true importance of thiées
(EKZNW, 2007c). The taxonomic data for the aredhat time was poor, and under documented. With
improved research it was felt by the assessors til@tUmgano site would have greater conservation
significance in the updated conservation planehmmns of 2007 C-Plan the Umgano site did not fatlern

either a ‘mandatory reserve’ or a ‘negotiated neser
Concluding Remarks

This chapter provides an overview of the status glibroader conservation planning and provides the
researcher with an understanding of the purposeparmckss of the biodiversity stewardship progranmime
KZN. It describes the specific case study sitas thus sets the scene for further examining thelteethat
are presented in Chapters Five and Six. The rdseasign and the chosen methods are describedapté€h

Four below.
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Chapter 4. Methodology

4.1 Introduction

The research methodology is used to answer the @minassess the potential for the KwaZulu-Natal
biodiversity stewardship programme to contributevamlds achieving grassland biome conservation
objectives in the province. Chapter One outlinesdhm and objectives of the study and introduce&ety
themes. To answer the aim and objectives, the ndsexamines existing stewardship site assessmadts
undertakes general GIS operations to understandaiship site suitability, with a focus on grasslan
biomes. The research is primarily undertaken withie framework of qualitative research methodology
Qualitative data was gathered from attending wasgshand interviewing key stakeholders and subsdlyuen
analysed to obtain stakeholder insights into thedlehges facing the Biodiversity Stewardship Progree

in KZN and South Africa. These stakeholders wese alsked to share their perceptions and attitudeseo
manner in which implementation prospects of thevatdship programme can be improved to effectively

contribute to grassland biome conservation in tlogipce.

In this chapter, the general theory on the mettzalibpted is presented. This chapter discusses étteods
employed in this study to gather, analyse and dgvebnclusions to answer the aim and objectiveshvhi
included a number of different techniques and wddh including quantitative (to a limited extent)da

gualitative techniques

4.2 Quantitative and qualitative research design

Mouton and Marais (1999) describe quantitative aeseas research that is more formalised, anauitge is
highly defined. Quantitative analysis involves thee of data obtained through measurement, andiaha
unambiguous meaning (Mouton and Marias, 1993). Qtasime and qualitative data are collected and
analysed in different ways, whereby quantitativalgsis usually has numerical data as an outpubab t
statistical analysis can be undertaken, while tptale research has non-numerical forms (Gelo, IBrean
and Benetka, 2008). Quantitative analysis includaethematical techniques or computer aided studiss,
GIS is considered a tool to analyse quantitativea douton, 1998). Historically quantitative datasw
favoured over qualitative data this was largely ttueéhe positivist paradigm; that everything neeabe
guantified in a scientific manner (Durrheim andrfeai, 2006). It is often claimed that qualitativethods
are too biased; however, today, it is realised itpide data can tell us a great deal about pebples

perceptions and experiences relating to certaiicsqPurrheim and Painter, 2006).

Qualitative research is explorative and descripfNeemann, 2005). Qualitative research proves tanbe
depth, intensive (which can coincide well with theantitative methods that are extrusive) (Dwyer and
Limb, 2001). Qualitative approaches are proceduubich are not formalised, but more philosophiadi
prove to be difficult to quantify accurately (Moateand Marais, 1993; Niemann, 2005). “Qualitative
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research designs begin with specific observatimashkaild towards general patterns” (Mouton and Mara
1993:204).

Data interpretation of qualitative research rebesthe creation of meaningful and consistent exlans,
drawing from the theoretical framework, and theesbations of the phenomena (Gelo et. al, 2008). The
interpretation of qualitative data requires theeegsher to give meaning to the results and puatdt ¢context

of the study (Gelo et. al, 2008). Qualitative reskaids in the understanding of phenomena and aeng
data driven hypotheses. Qualitative research enggsadescription and not observation; it is therefeery
difficult to reject as it is based on opinions arker people’s points of view (Niemann, 2005). Alvantage

of qualitative research is the ability of the resbar to observe the behaviour of the subject enrthtural
surroundings enabling the researcher to understhadintegrated communication (Niemann, 2005).
Qualitative methods are also flexible; the researdan explore points of interest, allowing thedgtto be
enhanced. Disadvantages to qualitative researtidiecinrepresentative sample sizes and formingiieco
generalisations. Objectivity can be lost due to ¢puantification of data (Niemann, 2005). Qualitativ
methods involve the greater understanding of cascepd constructs, and Mouton and Marais (1993)

indicate that qualitative studies are richer whilantitative studies are more specific.

It is argued by Mouton (1998) that the most comdexl highest level of research is the methodoldgica
aspect that includes qualitative and quantitater@eaches and techniques (Niemann, 2005). Accortding
Bryman (2006), the integration of quantitative amuklitative techniques is becoming more and more

popular in research.

4.2.1 Research methodology design and techniques used
Academic literature, the research questions, thecequal framework and the knowledge of different
techniques influence the research design (Maxv2€l05). This section describes the theoretical regtti
behind the methods and techniques utilised in éisearch. The research design steers the researdher
collection, analysis and interpretation of the datd observations. The primary research techniguieish
are used to extract relevant information, includasge study analysis, documentary analysis, GlSatipes

and semi-structured interviews.

This research is undertaken predominantly withi fitamework of the qualitative research methodology
relying mainly on documentary analysis, case stuhalysis and semi-structured interviews. The
documentary analysis and literature review yieldedondary data and provided the conceptual framewor
that guided the research. The case study anaigid & identifying the real-life context of thegoess and

practice of the biodiversity stewardship programifige semi-structured interviews aided in understand

the implementation prospects of the biodiversigwstrdship programme from the perspectives of &l th
stakeholders involved in stewardship. This enabted researcher to develop insight into how

implementation can be improved.
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4.3 Case Study Approach

The case study approach allows the real life carniteke examined and investigated, thus depth aatity

of data is provided (Cousins et al., 2008). Caseliss are pivotal in dealing with explanatory sasdi
serving as an overall research design and cerggatHemes can be highlighted (Abdu-Raheen, 20185eC
studies are a favoured research design for therstadeling of processes not well-studied (Abdu-Rahee
2010).

Case study research uses both quantitative andajival research, with the result that it suppbelolistic
approach. A case study approach is used to estalzliel and reliable information to improve undarsting

of a particular subject that is outside the bouiedaof existing knowledge (Lubbe, 2003). By examgni
case studies, the real life context can be estaulisand interactions and perceptions can be obtaine
illustrating relationships, political issues anaduging patterns (Lubbe, 2003). A case study apprda
more in-depth than any other research method aaldlenthe collection of multiple sources of datd an
variety of perspectives (Thomas, 2010; Lubbe, 2088hough case studies are subjective, using pialti
sources can prove the validity and reliability loé research (Lubbe, 2003).

4.3.1 Case study methods
For the purpose of the current study, a case samdyysis is a suitable research method as biodliyers
stewardship is a relatively new concept. The eiffeoess of biodiversity stewardship as mechanism fo
achieving conservation targets is not well docum@ntA case study analysis was considered the most
appropriate methodology to employ as it enabledghi@wing of a wide range of information pertaito

the biodiversity stewardship sites.

As described in Chapter Three above, three casly sites were selected. Each was declared under the
biodiversity stewardship process by EKZNW and takynclude grassland vegetation as the primarynigio
They are Roselands Nature Reserve in Richmond, Balines Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve in

Nottingham Road and Umgano Biodiversity Managemgmeement site in Umzimkhulu (Figure 3-5).

Pertinent to the case study analysis is the BSRirdentation, which was compiled by EKZNW in 2007
when the case study sites entered into the BSPieRigyg the BSP documentation aided in answering
objective two by providing an overview of the KZlbbiversity stewardship programme and attempting to

understand the role it plays in grassland consiervat

4.4 Sampling and data collection

Qualitative research involves sampling a represieet@opulation and this can be done through puvgos
sampling, whereby criteria for the sampling ardioetl (Gelo et. al, 2008). Qualitative researchadlected

to allow in-depth understanding of the perspectofabe participants (Gelo et. al, 2008).
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4.4.1 Purposive sampling
The techniques for selecting stakeholders for temistructured interviews was undertaken through
purposive sampling which gave the researcher coasr@pecific respondents are selected (Barbo@1)20
Purposive sampling is also referred to as seles@mpling, where certain elements or incidentspare of
the selection of the respondent, and ‘informatich cases’ result in the researcher obtaining atgteal of
pertinent information on the specified topic (Buamsl Groves, 2005). The reason for purposive sagpti
this research was because the respondents selentedextensive knowledge, experience and informatio

that was specific and relevant for the researdtaad.

4.4.2 Primary and secondary data collection
Primary data is any data collected by the reseatbiieis original data. Secondary data is any datiected

by someone other than the researcher.

Interview theory

Interviews enable the researcher to gain an inkddlgtixible response from the research participéviartin

and Pavlovskaya, 2010). Interviews are undertakesugh direct contact between the researcher amd th
researched. There are various types of intervigliffering in structure, purpose and method. Theisem
structured interview has questions that are opelednand the interviewer may prompt the interviewaee
challenge, clarify and elaborate on pertinent isstertain to reconceptualise and to establish icpkar
style of conversing (Corbetta and Patrick, 200Bhey provide greater breadth and depth of inforomatihe
opportunity to discover the respondent’s experieacd interpretation of reality. And access to petpl
ideas, thoughts and memories in their own wordgerahan in the words of the researcher, but atdise of
reduced ability to make systematic comparisons é&etw interview responses” (Klandermans and
Staggenborg, 2002:92).

A semi-structured interview gives both the intemee and the respondent freedom, while at the samee t
ensuring that all the relevant themes are dealt aiiid all the necessary information is collectedtdad of
the interview being guided by rules, it is steebydguidelines; this enables absolute flexibilitydate
interviewer to extract more information than fromstuctured interview (Corbetta and Patrick, 2003;
Klandermans and Staggenborg, 2002).

In conducting semi-structured interviews, the migwer refers to an outline of topics to be covededng
the open-ended conversation (Corbetta and Pai@B3). The interviewer controls the questions and i
responsible for the wording and the other variayscs that are to be dealt with. Semi-structuredrinews
require active engagement with the interviewee.islt important that the interviewer encourage
comprehensive answers (Klandermans and StaggenB0@g). The interviewer should construct an
interview guide that takes into account the certtraines of the research. At the onset of the ien\it is
vital for the interviewer to explain the purposetioé interview, the topics that will be covered avitht the

interviewer would like to obtain from the questidif$andermans and Staggenborg, 2002).
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There are, however, limitations with regard to setnictured interviews, the research is largelyetejgnt
on an interpersonal relationship and the intervigsMestening skills. Further limitations includee ethical
and privacy issues concerning protecting the rebegrarticipants (Martin and Pavlovskaya, 2010).
Concerning this point, it is important that the emsher assure confidentiality regarding sensitive

discussions; however, there is the risk of omitsigmificant information (Martin and Paviovskay81D).

Semi-structured interviews and workshops

The academic literature on biodiversity stewardstég found to be minimal and biodiversity stewaiplsts

a mechanism for achieving conservation objectiveSA has not been thoroughly evaluated. A series of
semi-structured interviews were conducted to anskgctive four. Key stakeholders were asked toesha
their perceptions and attitudes on the manner inclwlimplementation prospects of the stewardship
programme can be improved. The interview guideuithetl possible questions for the different stakedrsld

to answer which enabled the researcher to gaighitssinto the different perspectives on the kegaesh
issues and themes. The semi-structured natureeofntlerviews allowed each stakeholder to offerrthei
insights on these broad thematic areas and thegiv® specific responses to the mainly open-ended

guestions posed by the researcher.

The key informants were from a variety of instituis and agencies and private endeavours, with all
informants actively involved in biodiversity stewlahip. They were grouped into two broad categories
(Table 4-1):

» Biodiversity conservation experts (including prizatpecialists working in the field of
biodiversity stewardship conservation, statutorydibs, NGOs and spheres of

government);

» Stewardship landowners and/or managers (usuallyreaoial farmers, but sometimes
community owned), farm managers, previous farm mearsa and biodiversity

stewardship site representatives).

These stakeholders were from various hierarch@adl$ so that information and knowledge pertinerthe
biodiversity stewardship programme were accesseditfe purpose of this study, the various stakedrsld
were not referred to by name; this was to mainéianymity amongst the stakeholders, as many sansiti
issues were dealt with and many informants indic#tey would like to remain anonymous on the infedm

consent formAppendix A).
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Table 4-1: Key informants interviewed for the purpcses of the research

Number of stakeholdersfrom Date of interview with

organisation interviewed stakeholders
Biodiversity conservation experts
EKZNW 2 15/03/2011 and 24/03/2011
Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks 1 1/06/2011
Agency
CapeNature 2 1/06/2011
Wildlands Trust 1 3/06/2011
DEA 1 2/06/2011
SANBI 1 28/05/2011
EWT 1 12/05/2011
WWEF 1 2/06/2011
Stewardship landowners and/or
managers
Roselands Nature Reserve farm owner 1 31/03/2011
Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature 1 31/03/2011
Reserve representative
Umgano representative 1 15/04/2011
Previous manager of Umgeni Valley 1 08/06/2011
Dalton Private Nature Reserve manadger 1 10/06/2011

A total number of fifteen interviews were conductdditial contact was made with the informants
telephonically and interview appointments were tlst up. During the interviews, information was
transcribed and recurring themes were highligh@ate was taken in ensuring the data gathering psoce
was as objective as possible. Interview schedulese wdrafted for the researchAppendix B and C).
Although there was a schedule and set of relevaestipns and topics, the schedule did not constien
interviewer in answering the various questions. iterviewee was probed and additional enquiriesewe
made to pertinent issues. The interview schedulewed the same format for each interview; however
there were some variations in questions. Thesatians were allowed for as although all informamas a
strong conservation background and were involvediadiversity stewardship, many of the informansl h

specialised knowledge.

The attendance of a biodiversity stewardship-trajrworkshop in June 2011, held at the Wetland Reser
and Training Centre in Wakkerstroom, Mpumalanga avgseat opportunity for the researcher. The pw@pos
of the workshop was to exchange and share knowleageexperiences of biodiversity stewardship to

engage in the way forward.
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The biodiversity stewardship-training workshop waganised by the Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT). A
number of key informants attended the workshop: Diffcials, NGO representatives, and key provincial
biodiversity personal from CapeNature, MPTA, EKZNWauteng, Eastern Cape and the Free State; a
number of informal semi-structured interviews wemedertaken with the key provincial biodiversity

personal. The presentations and subsequent disnassérved as a source of data for this research.

The semi-structured interviews incorporated a nunabekey themes (including biodiversity conservatio
limitations, process involved, and perceptions mfdlversity stewardship, management and follow-up).
Biodiversity conservation officials were selected their reputations within the field, extensiveolriedge,
expertise, experience and involvement with regardSCP, biodiversity conservation and biodiversity

stewardship conservation of South Africa and meeegically KZN.

These informants were interviewed to gain an undeding of their views on biodiversity conservation
cooperative governance and their position and opirdin major limitations that they had come across
relating to biodiversity stewardship. Biodivers#tgwardship as a conservation programme was oditéind
limitations and opportunities were considered. rivieavs with relevant personnel gave a strategic@ggh
and aided in developing ways in which to assessntipdementation prospects of biodiversity stewaiglsh
The informants have knowledge in biodiversity comagon, which enabled a practical understanding as

they have hands on experience in the biodiversihservation field.

Interviews with stakeholders involved in biodivéysstewardship conservation gave an understanditigeo
perceptions of people involved in the process the.farmers and stewardship representatives. gihise an
indication of the success and failure of the biedsity stewardship programme to date and providsigts

into the implementation prospects for the biodiitgrstewardship programme in the future.

4.5 Data Analysis

To address the research question the data collbetetb be analysed. The examining, classifyirmyl&ing
and combing of information are all aspects of datalysis (Rossouw, 2012). For the purposes of this

research documentary analysis, case study analydithematic analysis are the techniques used.

4.5.1 Documentary analysis
Secondary data is any published data (Martin anwtbi?skaya, 2010). According to Martin and Pavlowska
(2010), secondary data is the data that comes &omide range of different sources that the research
would be unable to collect him/herself. Secondatadnforms vast academic work. The pure scaldef t
data examined is extensive; this is an advantagsiof) secondary data. Most secondary data isctetleoy
professionals in that specific field and the actégy of secondary data is good, as it is avdegin a digital

format.
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Conversely, there are limitations to secondary.dlt& information should not be treated as factygot,
Lees and Davies, 2002). Secondary data can nalm@wesearch opportunities and the quality of resaid
finding could be eroded (Martin and Pavlovskayd ®0 Secondary data is often a partial represemtati
reality and many sample data maybe interpolated farttiermore, the sample may contain some bias
(Martin and Pavlovskaya, 2010).

According to Martin and Pavlovskaya (2010), thessgsher should identify the research needs andiggde
the data accordingly. “Using secondary data giveesearcher important advantages in terms of data
coverage, quality, and costs, as well as oppostutdt analyse phenomena that otherwise would be

impossible to analyse” (Martin and Pavlovskaya,®2030).

The secondary data that is yielded by the documenatsalysis enables the researcher to establishapyi
data. How the information portrayed is controllexithe researcher can choose what to included ar emi
(Hoggart, Lees and Davies, 2002). Krippendorff @00escribes documentary analysis as one of theé mos
important techniques to research: it views dataegsesentations created to be interpreted and érgue
Documents such as journal articles, books, writi@cuments, governmental papers and internet sitesey

a vast amount of information to the observer (Keipgorff, 2004). According to Kohlbacher (2006),
documentary research is important as it suppliekdvaund material for the real life situation: afte
documents will claim something and this can be supgd or disputed by the real life situation. The
documentary analysis aids in representing evidénaethe researcher does not produce but is already
existence (Kohlbacher, 2006). Through a documergagyysis, issues which might not usually be adoless
through direct contact are gained, long time periodn be examined and trends throughout time can be

assessed (Hoggart et al., 2002).

For this research a review of the relevant liteafuom academia (including books, unpublishedekesnd
journals) for a body of theory on biodiversity censtion, SCP, and PAs. An analysis of the rele@&8r
documentation, government reports and publicativas also undertaken (presented in Chapter Five).
Reviewing relevant literature and undertaking authoentary analysis provided a conceptual framewlek t

guided the research.

The documentary analysis was undertaken to andjective one: to conduct a desktop investigatiothef
approach, methods and gaps of SCP in South Afficaanswer this objective, the desktop study inviblve
extensive research on conservation planning irirttegnational context as well as at the national kcal
level. Additional literature, which was consultddcussed on grassland conservation and South Adrica
current practice, more specifically the systematinservation approach to grassland conservati@ouih
Africa. Books, journals and dissertations all fodvpart of the research. Further reading and relseaece
conducted using sources such as governmental dodsinmeernet sites and media accounts. Althougkeh
sources were not academically reviewed, there@atgmportance in such sources of information &y th

render relevant and recent information (Hoggaulet2002). From the literature examined, varioysds
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were explored and applicable issues in case stwdées identified and arguedo answer the research
objectives, GIS operations are undertaken to aspectirrent site selection and identify potentiglfe site

suitability, and to understand the implicationgtafse outputs in grassland biome conservation.

4.5.2 GIS operations
According to Hanna (2010:259), maps are a powetddl in “visualising, exploring, storing and
communicating geographic information”. Geographitoimation Systems (GIS) allow for the measuring
and analysing of large volumes of data depictintepas and trends between the mapped features (Wake
and Hill, 2007; Goodchild, 2010).

Spatial datasets and conservation plans

ArcMap version 10 was made available by the Casplgy Department of the University of KwaZulu-Natal.
ArcMap version 10 was used in the preparation,jregliof the data, presentation and data managerient.
database query, reclassification, buffering, andsueements of area constitute the GIS operationki®f
research. The spatial datasets and conservatiois pthich were used (Table 4-2) were manipulated and

edited to portray spatial information to answercHjgieobjectives.

Table 4-2: Spatial datasets and conservation plansed in the GIS operations

Datasets and | Description Use in Study Source
conservation

plans

Biodiversity Boundaries of the Definition of boundaries of the case EKZNW (2011a)
stewardship | biodiversity study sites

site polygons | stewardship sites
KZN TSCP C-Plan software used Examining the case study sites for: EKZNW (2010)

based on .
irreplaceability and * Irreplaceability and BPA
Minset identification.
e Calculation of BPAs
hectares contained
within biodiversity case
study site
KZN Land Satellite-derived Used to identify areas of unsuitable EKZNW (2011b)
cover 2005 classification of land and possible suitable areas for future
(2008v1.1) use potential stewardship sites

KZN TSCP: Minset and irreplaceability

The TSCP was published after EKZNW completed tloelibersity stewardship assessments and therefore
no analysis with the TSCP was undertaken by EKZNWe TSCP differs from the 2007 C-Plan as most

data sets are improved and updated, specifically léimd cover data, the TSCP utilised the 2005-v2

Landcover as opposed to the NLC 2000 v 1.2 utilisatde 2007 C-Plan.
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KZN Land Cover (transformation layers)

The latest available land cover data for KZN wablighed in 2011, produced by GeoTerralmage. SPOT
imagery that was acquired from the SA governmedt@ouncil for Scientific and Industrial ResearcheT
imagery used to generate the land cover datafenis2008 (EKZNW, 2011).

Pre-processing and general operations

The KZN Land cover 2005 (2008v1.1) dataset and T8@R used to generate layouts of suitable and
unsuitable areas in a GIS environment using dagabmsery, reclassification, buffering and area
measurement; this was to answer objective threehefresearch study. Identifying potential future
biodiversity stewardship site suitability enablies tinderstanding of the implications of transforrized on
the suitability of stewardship sites, particuldidy grassland conservation. A more detailed desoripf the
process that was undertaken in answering the dgect provided below. The output layouts are then

presented in Chapter Five and discussed.

Projections and Transformations

To run the analysis, the datasets and the TSCRohiagl in the same coordinate system (map projeetish
datum). A projected coordinate reference systerfieccdJniversal Transverse Mercator (UTM34s) was

selected using the Define Projection tool.

Occurrence and extent of BPAs of TSCP within casdigly sites

The TSCP 2010 was projected to UTM34S. Each bioslityestewardship case study site was overlaid with
the TSCP to examine the BPAs contained within agldtive to the case study sites. This process was
undertaken for all three biodiversity case studiessito identify the BPAs occurrence within each
biodiversity stewardship case study site, this @aireed the current site selection aiding in un@derding the

implications of the outputs in meeting grasslandsesvation objectives.

Using the 2007 C-Plan, the EKZNW BSP documentatietermined the irreplaceability values and whether
the case study site was a mandatory or negotiaseive in terms of the Minset map. The biodiversity
stewardship case study sites were selected onatbie that they contribute to provincial and natidpa,
species and vegetation targets. Using the updeé®&PTand identifying the BPA occurrence within thsec
study sites allows for verification of the casedstsite selection and if any changes are appaneetins of
the mapped spatial biodiversity conservation sigaifce. For example if a site was not identifiedaas
biodiversity priority in terms of the 2007 C-Plaaths identified as a priority area in terms of #&CP this
indicates that the site holds more conservationifiignce based on the updated conservation plamglan
updated conservation plan (TSCP 2010) and identftiie occurrence of the BPAs contained withinsiles

is done to verify the selection of the currentssiie practical terms, if a BPA 1 is identified it the case

study site this indicates that the site has naretése site to meet the predefined targets. Ifehie BPA 2
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within the case study sites, it indicates thereadternate sites that would meet the targets, Hrretare not
many. The occurrence of BPA 3 contained within tase study sites would indicate that there are

alternative sites to meet the predefined target ldees not indicate lower biodiversity importanc

The calculation of the extent of BPA contained witlthe case study sites is done to understand the
implications of these outputs for grassland coretea A higher extent of BPAs found within the case
study sites indicates greater conservation sigmifie. To identify BPA extent contained within these
study sites, the TSCP layer was clipped with thediversity case study site polygon. The Select by
Attributes dialogue box was then opened and a red@cton was created using the query ‘PAMINSET =
BPA 1'. The attribute table was opened and the fisshwas selected and right clicked to open tiaéisics
whereby the sum of the area was displayed. Thisgsowas repeated for each of the three BPAs @r ea

biodiversity stewardship case study site.

Clipped TSCP Clicked Selection > Select
with biodiversity By Attributes to open
stewardship site the Select By

polygon: Attributes dialog hox
TSCP_'site name’ T
Layer selected: TSCP_'site name’
)\
Method:>Create a new selection
A

Created a query using the
expression building tools

PAMINSET = BPA1

&

From selection, attribute tabled opened.
>Areafield: Hectares selected
»Right clicked and ‘Statistics selected’

»Sum of area noted

.

Figure 4-1: Calculation of area for BPAs within cae study sites
Identifying potential priority areas for future bio diversity stewardship

The KZN land cover 2005 (2008v1.1) dataset was tsetbtablish the specific land uses associatduinwit
and surrounding the biodiversity stewardship casdyssites. Threats such as agricultural croplahén
invasive species, plantations and urban settlenaat&lentified. This gave some indication of thdisg of

the site and the possible threats associated erthin land uses.
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Identifying priority areas for conservation is aabvicomponent of stage one of SCP, potential future
biodiversity stewardship site suitability is iddigd in a GIS environment. This is done to identgyitable
areas’ for the possible expansion of existing stdaldp sites and identification of potential nevufe sites,
with particular focus on the grassland biome. Témgbles an assessment of the potential for the KZN
biodiversity stewardship programme towards achigvimassland biome conservation in the province.
Identifying sites for future potential biodiversigtewardship sites will aid in decision-making doture

land use planning.

The potential priority areas for future biodiveyssitewardship surrounding the case study sitesne dy
utilising the Biodiversity Priority Areas (BPA),nd use (reclassified) and the TSCP. In a GIS enmient,

the KZN land cover categories were reclassified (ffable 4-3, column 2):
+ transformed land uses and

» natural or degraded land uses were grouped intitesitand use categories

Land uses that are degraded or natural are coedider have value for future conservation. Each

biodiversity stewardship case study was then oiewéh the output-reclassified layer.

Table 4-3: Reclassification of the KwaZulu-Natal lad cover based on transformation

Land use Reclassified Further
Reclassified
Degraded bush land (all typesPegraded bush land (all types); Degraded forest; | Possibly
Degraded grassland Suitable
Degraded grassland Degraded bush land (all types); Degraded forest; | Possibly
Degraded grassland Suitable
Old cultivated fields - Old cultivated fields — grassland Possibly
grassland Suitable
Smallholdings - grassland Smallholdings — grasklan Possibly
Suitable
Natural Fresh Water Estuarine Water; Natural Fresh Water; Wetlands; | Possibly
Wetlands-mangrove Suitable
Wetlands Estuarine Water; Natural Fresh Water;|alds; Possibly
Wetlands-mangrove Suitable
Wetlands-mangrove Estuarine Water; Natural Fresh Water; Wetlands; | Possibly
Wetlands-mangrove Suitable
Forest Bush land (< 70cc); Dense bush (70-100FarEst Possibly
Suitable
Dense bush (70-100 cc) Bush land (< 70cc); Densh £70-100 cc); Forest | Possibly
Suitable
Bush land (< 70cc) Bush land (< 70cc); Dense K§d@8HL00 cc); Forest | Possibly
Suitable
Grassland / bush clumps mix,  Grassland / bush dumig Possibly
Suitable
Grassland Grassland Possibly
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Suitable
Alpine grass-heath Alpine grass-heath Possibly

Suitable
Estuarine Water Estuarine Water; Natural Fresh Water; Wetlands; | Possibly

Wetlands-mangrove Suitable

Outside KZN Unsuitable Unsuitable
Plantation Unsuitable Unsuitable
Plantation clear felled Unsuitable Unsuitable
Permanent orchards (banana, Unsuitable Unsuitable
citrus) irrigated
Permanent orchards (cashew)Unsuitable Unsuitable
dry land
Permanent pineapples dry landUnsuitable Unsuitable
Sugarcane - commercial Unsuitable Unsuitable
Sugarcane - emerging farmer  Unsuitable Unsuitable
Mines and quarries Unsuitable Unsuitable
Urban Unsuitable Unsuitable
Golf courses Unsuitable Unsuitable
Rural dwellings Unsuitable Unsuitable
Annual commercial crops dry| Unsuitable Unsuitable
land
Annual commercial crops Unsuitable Unsuitable
irrigated
Bare sand Unsuitable Unsuitable
Erosion Unsuitable Unsuitable
Bare rock Unsuitable Unsuitable
KZN national roads Unsuitable Unsuitable
KZN main and district roads Unsuitable Unsuitable
Dams Unsuitable Unsuitable
Coastal Sand and Rock Unsuitable Unsuitable

The land use classes were reclassified and alluaed deemed to be irreversibly transformed weeendd
unsuitable for biodiversity stewardship, land thets natural or degraded was reclassified to beilggss
suitable for future potential biodiversity stewdriisareas. This output layer was then combined with

TSCP and a layout created.

The GIS operations were used to understand théakpgansiderations of the case study sites, tchéurt
understand the implementation prospects of biodityerstewardship and develop insights of how
implementation can be improved a series of semcttred interviews were undertaken. Through a thiema

analysis the key themes were identified.
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4.5.3 Thematic Analysis
Research conducted involving semi-structured imt&rs yielded primary data. The main analysis of the
semi-structured interview data was done by thematialysis. “Thematic analysis is a method for
identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (tksjnwithin data” (Braun and Clarke, 2006:79). Thigea
analysis describes inherent and precise ideasniiiei data; these are the themes (Kitchin and 2at&0).
The themes are often described as emerging fronddltee however the researcher has an active role in
identifying the themes and patterns and documentiam (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Thematic analyais c
be used on the reporting of experiences and esliif stakeholders (Braun and Clark, 2006). Theanes
identified as being important aspects of the datiachvrelate to the research questions (Braun aadk€l|
2006).

The primary data from interviews has to be coded suitable data for analysis (Braun and Clark€&620
Coding involves actively reading and re-readingdhéa to identify any themes related to specifgeagch
questions. The reduction of information to codgsesenting themes and finding relations among thles

is an important part of thematic analysis (Spemze@wens, 2011).

The thematic analysis of primary data collectedrduthe semi structured interviews constituted ritegn
data analysis method used in the study. The fans#iion with the data recorded during the semiedtired
interviews facilitated the coding process. Codimgpived highlighting and drawing attention to remctng
features of the data set. The coding process ehdlidepresentation of the key themes by broadentias
descriptions. Selected quotations highlighted thkeholder perceptions dynamics as played outercése

of biodiversity stewardship.

The information gathered during the semi-structuiaterviews enabled the understanding of the
implementation prospects of the biodiversity stelship programme from the perspective of all the

stakeholders involved in stewardship and develapgidhts into how implementation can be improved.

4.6 Limitations and strengths

In any research, there will be a number of stremgthd limitations. In the research conducted, dpiey a
clear and concise conceptual framework proved cexafirom the consultation of a wide range of litiera,
the conceptual framework was well informed. Thedayg conservation is extremely broad and thereaare
number of different themes and ideologies, ancfime the research and incorporate only relevéanaliure
was challenging. This challenge was overcome bystemtly consulting and reviewing the aim and
objectives. Conversely, the peer-reviewed liteeatom biodiversity stewardship was limited. Althoutye
peer review literature was limited, South Africagiklation provides a platform for biodiversitywsgdship
and it is guided and governed by NEM: BA and NEM: Ihternational literature on similar initiativegas

restricted however.
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The data released during the course of undertakisgresearch (the 2010 TSCP and the 2011 Landcover
formed key data sets informing the research. Litoites in terms of the data sets include the linutat of
Minset, as it is a provincial-scale modelled datasbere it is vital to verify whether the findingse true on
the ground. This limitation applies to many datis sas ground truthing is an important componer@ .

Time constraints were a major obstacle that hdzetovercome and often it was found that reliance &ay
informant to set up interviews, proved difficult.oWever, key informants were extremely helpful and
provided information freely, which adequately aidtb@ research in documenting key themes and their
contributions to the research were significant. itations identified during the semi-structured mmtews
included the wish of some interviewees to remaimngmous. This proved challenging as the reseantider
not want to lose the relevance and validity of tlaa, and thus all stakeholders interviewed wevergi

anonymity.

With all three biodiversity stewardship sites stillthe incipient phases, the evaluation of effextess is
based on the probability of the management objestbeing achieved. Thus, a limiting factor of thesarch
was identified in the assessing of the true opamati and sustainability of these biodiversity stelghip

sites. To resolve this, the assessment would ltalve tindertaken on an ongoing and continual basis.

The opportunity to attend a training workshop oadbiersity stewardship in Wakkerstroom allowed the
researcher to develop key relationships with sgistgain the biodiversity stewardship field. Thitoaved

the researcher to obtain relevant information feomide variety of key informants in a short spatéme.

The key informants provided information freely toetresearcher allowing the process, strengths and
limitations of biodiversity stewardship to be ungtend and documented. A limitation of the semi«ticed
interviews conducted was the requirement of sorfa@rmants to remain anonymous, especially with régar
to sensitive information. This limitation was ovence by keeping the identity of all informants anmoys.

This was so that issues that informants discusfdberecord were not lost.

A key strength in the research process was thabititiversity stewardship assessment documentatam
readily available from EKZNW. The information p@yed in these assessments was updated and vésified
means of separate GIS operations conducted byetiearcher. All the GIS data was readily availaldenf

the University of KwaZulu-Natal Cartography Depagtmhand EKZNW.

4.7 Conclusion

This chapter begins with a description of the redeand proceeds to describe the characteristidheof
research methodology. An examination of the red$eakesign for the current research project is also
outlined. The BSP documentation yielded secondatg dorming part of the documentary analysis and
enabled the researcher to identify and outlinerte biodiversity stewardship in KZN plays in meeti

grassland conservation objectives.
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Techniques selected to answer the research quéstioe GIS operations that were undertaken inviso
10. This allowed the researcher to reinforce theifigs of EKZNW BSP documentation and to identify
potential future biodiversity stewardship site ahility. To answer one of the main research objesti a
series of semi-structured interviews exploring stekeholder perspectives on and attitudes to thkeciyes
and opportunities for the successful implementatibhiodiversity stewardship in KZN and in Southriga
were conducted; this yielded primary data. Theltesand discussion of the research process arengezs

in Chapters Five and Six below.
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Chapter 5. Spatial Considerations for the Biodiversity Stewardhip Programme

5.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results and discussiothé&research objectives relating to the GIS dpmrs.
The case study sites were rigorously assessed NEK when they entered into the biodiversity
stewardship programme. These assessments weretaketeby EKZNW to determine the biodiversity
value of the biodiversity stewardship site arsdpotential contribution to conservation targehiavement,
the land-use pressures and threats of the stewarsigh and to establish the preferred stewardsaipgory

and develop management objectives.

Using the 2007 C-Plan, the EKZNW BSP documentadietermined the irreplaceability values and in terms
of the Minset map whether the case study site wasaadatory or negotiated reserve. The biodiversity
stewardship case study sites were selected onatbis that they contribute to provincial and natidpaA,
species and vegetation targets. The TSCP is arteggarsion of the C-Plan, the TSCP uses improved a
updated datasets better reflecting topography apeéch and accounting for fragmentation and corditio
(Escott, 2011). As the TSCP better reflects bioditye one of the focal points of the GIS operatias to
crosscheck the sites against the updated TSCPrify eeirrent biodiversity stewardship site suit#il
Identifying the TSCP BPA occurrence within the casaly sites allows for verification of the casedst
site selection and if any noteworthy changes amgammt in terms of the mapped spatial biodiversity
conservation significance. Examining the case stiths and gleaning out the information that pegai
specifically to grasslands enables a better uraledsig of the role the case study sites play intimge

grassland conservation objectives.

The spatial plans that EKZNW use to identify impaoit conservation areas are merely a guide to inform
decision-making, and aligning with these plans &thowt be a sole priority for conservation planners
(Cadman et al., 2010). The alignment of the biediity stewardship case study sites with spatahpls
only one aspect of this research. The success stéragtic conservation planning and its usefulness f
implementation of conservation plans is largelyatefent on stakeholder engagement (Knight et D60
Hence the importance of the Chapter Six of thisaesh to examine insights into the benefits of lbaudiers

to the effective implementation of biodiversity wggdship in KZN and South Africa, which are gatliere
from interviews and discussions with key stakehidd8takeholder engagement is arguably the onenet m

important aspects of conservation.

In answering objective three, the potential for tBepansion of existing stewardship sites and/or
identification of potential new future sites witlargcular focus on the grassland biome is undenakea
GIS environment. The potentially ‘unsuitable’ armlitable’ areas are generated using the TSCP and th
latest land cover data (KZN Land cover 2005 (2008)1 This enables a current assessment of thafimlte

for the KZN biodiversity stewardship programme tosigaachieving grassland biome conservation in the
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province. Identifying sites for future potentiabbiversity stewardship sites will aid in decisiomking and

future land use planning and stewardship.

5.2 Understanding and verifying case study site selectn

The BSP assessments undertaken by EKZNW examieechde study sites relative to spatial plans ssch a
the KZN PAES, the C-Plan 2007 and local SDFs. pbeential differences in the alignment of the
biodiversity stewardship case study site with th&NKC-Plan (2007) and the updated TSCP (2010) are
reviewed and highlighted below. This is done toifyecurrent biodiversity stewardship case study site
suitability, and understand the implications ofséeutputs for grassland conservation. To subsatantte
findings of the BSP documentation in terms of theecstudy sites conservation significance, theroecoe

and extent of the TSCP BPAs within the case stitdg & explored.

The series of maps created (Figure 5-1) and tmbw@ti table information (Table 5-1 and Table 5a?¢
used to examine the following:

— Occurrence of TSCP Biodiversity Priority Areas withthe case study sites which
allows for verification of the case study site séten and if any changes are apparent in

terms of the mapped spatial biodiversity conseowasgignificance;

— Extent of TSCP Biodiversity Priority Areas containeithin the case study sites; which
aids in understanding the implications of thesepuwoist in meeting conservation

objectives specifically for the grassland biome;

— lIdentifying suitable areas for future potential diiersity stewardship based on TSCP
BPAs, land use and transformation. Potential abeased on their biodiversity priority
and conflict avoidance is important as it assigsision making and future planning

specifically for grassland conservation.

The overview of the EKZNW biodiversity stewardsipippgramme was provided in Chapter Three. Further
to this, for each case study site, namely Rose)aBds Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve and

Umgano, a series of layout maps are presentediacasged.

BPAs (based on TSCP) occurrence and extent withimé case study sites

This research replicates the methods of EKZNW ugliegupdated TSCP 2010 to document the occurrence
and extent of BPAs within the case study sites. BRAs (based on irreplaceability and Minset) intica
areas with conservation significance. The layoupsnd, B and C (Figure 5-1) show the BPAs contained
within the sites. Occurrence of BPAs indicates riteeting of the predefined targets of the TSCP. iarg
adopted in the TSCP are ‘a combination of fieldegtipe, scientific study and raw data” (Escott, 2G1).

The TSCP uses broad environmental surrogates tesept the planning region’s biodiversity to enshee

long-term maintenance, aiding in representation p@isistence (Smith and Leader-Williams, 2006). The
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occurrence of the BPAs builds on the relevancéefnitial case study stewardship site selectictedtaken

by EKZNW.

The occurrence of BPA 1 (Irreplaceability scoresslevident in all three case study sites. Umgaso al
incorporates BPA 3 (Irreplaceability Score >= 0 an@l8) (Table 5-1).

Table 5-1: Biodiversity Priority Areas contained within the case study sites

Case study site

Roselands BBCONR Umgano

BPA 1* v v v
BPA 2**
BPA 3*** v

BPA 1* (Irreplaceability = 1) BPA 2** (Irreplacediiy Score >= 0.8 and <1.0) BPA 3***(Irreplacealbyli

Score >= 0 and < 0.8)
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Roselands biodiversity stewardship site
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Umgano biodiversity stewardship site

BBCONR biodiversity stewardship site
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Figure 5-1: Occurrence of BPAs within case study t&s (adapted from EZKNW, 2010b)
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Extent of BPAs contained within the case study sige
Based on the TSCP, 947 hectares (82%) of Rosetammiditutes BPA 1 (Table 5-2). There are 205 hestar
of Roselands that are not identified as a BPA; thign irreversibly transformed area with no known

biodiversity value.

According to the TSCP (Figure 5-1), the BBCONR basgn included in the PA network. For BBCONR
440.4 hectares (98%) constitute BPA 1 (Table 5FBg remaining 9.3 hectares (2%) is made up of akas

irreversible transformation.

According to the TSCP, 593 hectares (11%) of Umgaridentified a BPA 1 and 1011 hectares (19%) of
Umgano is identified as a BPA 3 (Figure 5-1; Tab{2). A further 3,746 hectares (70%) of Umganorere
identified by the TSCP as having any conservatignificance; only a small degree of transformatisn
identified.

Table 5-2: Extent of Biodiversity Priority Areas included in the case study sites

Roselands BBCONR Umgano
Case study sites Area Percentage Area Percentage Area  Percentage
(ha) of total (ha) of total (ha)  of total
area (%) area (%) area (%)
BPA 1* 947 82 440.4 98 593 11
BPA 2** 0 0 0 0 0 0
BPA 3*** 0 0 0 0 1,011 19
Not included as priority 205 18 9.3 2 3,746 70
Total 1152 100 449.7 100 5350 100

*BPA 1 (Irreplaceability = 1)** BPA 2 (Irreplacedlty Score >= 0.8 and <1.0) BPA 3***(IrreplacealyliScore >= 0 and < 0.8)

Occurrence and extent of BPAs (based on TSCP) comiad within the case study sites

Sites of high irreplaceability aid in achieving servation targets (Pressey et al., 2009). ThereQdre
hectares (82%) of Roselands constituting BPA 1. BBIR almost entirely is a BPA 1, 440.4 hectares
(98%) and 593 hectares (11%) of Umgano is identiieBPA 1. As all three case study sites have BPA
with high irreplaceability, they aid in achievingrservation targets. Umgano was not identifiechenBSP
documentation as having a high irreplaceabilitterms of the 2007 C-Plan. It was argued by EKZNW
biodiversity stewardship assessors that due to ppality data for the area, this yielded untrue

irreplaceability values (EKZNW, 2007c). Umgano salithin an area not well researched and sampled
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(EKZNW, 2007c). Lack of incorporating a biodiveysitriority area should not be interpreted as réifec
areas of no biodiversity value (EKZNW, 2010). Sfieally true for Umgano as, the spatial operatiaaig

the TSCP found that 593 hectares (11%) of Umgaideistified a BPA 1 and did have high irreplaceipil
and were of conservation significance, contradictive findings of the 2007 C-Plan.

Commonly, sites of high irreplaceability are drivieyyan umbrella species such as an IUCN red kdtist
species. As identified by the BSP documentatioh,cate study sites encompass critically endangered
species. Generally, the conservation approach tserwing grasslands is to focus on threatened and
endangered species and distinctively endemic avafgiVakelin and Hill, 2007; Mucina et al., 2006 A
identified by the BSP documentation, the Blue SwwallHirundo atrocaerule)found at Roselands, the
various crane species at BBCONR and the White-vdnfyafftail (Sarothrura ayregi at Umgano are
examples of endemic avifauna. Conservation of tilspeeies as an umbrella approach aids in securag t

habitats these species are found in, namely graksla

The occurrence of the surrogate species in thestadg sites is significant as policy makers, poéns, the
wider public, and non-governmental organisatiorss iigs a draw card for grassland conservation k3ud

et al., 2005; Escott, 2011). Due to their extensige and poor conservation, grassland ecosystesna ar
priority for conservation efforts (The Republic 8buth Africa, 2010; Egoh et al., 2011; O'Connor and
Kuyler, 2009). The grassland biome in KZN requiaeisirther 386,343 hectares to be declared underdior
protection (McCann, 2011). As presented in Chapteee, the BSP documentation determines the case
study sites’ contribution to the national PA tasget the grassland biome. Roselands Nature Reseotges
Midlands Mistbelt Grassland and the Southern KZNidtl@srassland under formal conservation. The
BBCONR secures the vulnerable Drakensberg Foothdlist grassland under formal conservation. The

contribution to securing hectares of grasslandsypeler formal conservation is significant and able.

5.3 Potential expansion of existing and identificatiorof new future sites

Transformation is the altering of the natural statnsformed land uses have no value for conservand
are ‘potentially unsuitable’ for biodiversity sterdahip. Degraded or natural land uses are considere
have value for future conservation; these areasreukassified as ‘suitable areas’ for the expangbn
existing stewardship sites and identification oftgmbial new future sites, a particular focus is the

grassland biome.

The TSCP BPAs are based on Irreplaceability ands#tirthis indicates that the BPAs are ‘minimum slrea
that fulfil predefined conservation targets. Thideesses the SCP principle of spatial efficiencythes
smallest area conserving the highest amount ofinsesity is identified as BPAs. Spatial efficienalso

requires conflict avoidance, thus transformed acaasbe ruled out.
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Based on the land use cover 2005 (April 2008 vhe)surrounding land use of Roselands is plantation
the north, northeast and southwest (Figure 5-2foAting to Map A (Figure 5-5), Roselands is closely
(~3km radius) surrounded by land deemed unsuitfavléiodiversity stewardship. Further afield thése
however, a distinct northwest to southeast ‘cortidbuntransformed grassland and bush land/fqféigure
5-2).

The land use surrounding BBCONR based on the Leas® aover 2005 (April 2008 ver.) is generally
agricultural in nature, with annual cropland botfigated and dry land prominent in the north wester
south-eastern and in the north-eastern corner I(EigtB). For roughly 25km, fragmented unsuitabledla
uses surround BBCONR (Map B, Figure 5-5). Annuaptand is the main unsuitable land use surrounding
BBCONR (Figure 5-3). To the west, southwest andtrsamf BBCONR there are expansive areas of
grassland, predominately the Drakensberg FoothiliskGrassland (EKZNW, 2007b). To the north east of
BBCONR grassland and bush land/forest areas ardooofragmented by unsuitable land uses such as

cropland.

Based on the Land use cover 2005 (April 2008 wbe)Umgano site and surrounding area encapsulates a
fair amount of the grassland land use (Figure 8Adhin Umgano there are fragmented plantationsalEm
areas of forests are evident on the south westaeb of Umgano. The unsuitable land uses, whiclude
plantations and subsistence that surround Umgaearetatively discontinuous and there are vastsardga

grassland and bush land uses to the western atidwestern side of Umgano (Map C, Figure 5-5).
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Figure 5-2: Land use cover 2005 (April 2008 ver.) ithin and surrounding Roselands

(EKZNW, 2011)
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Figure 5-3 Land use cover 2005 (April 2008 ver.) Wwiin and surrounding BBCONR (EKZNW,
2011)
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Figure 5-4: Land use cover 2005 (April 2008 ver.) ithin and surrounding Umgano (EKZNW,
2011)
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Map C. Umgano biodiversity stewardship site

Figure 5-5: Land unsuitability for future potential stewardship sites surrounding case study
sites

Areas surrounding the case study sitegossibly suited for future potential stewardship

Sections marked A, B and C (Figure 5-6, Figurednd Figure 5-8) in terms of the generated suitatdas
are identified as notable ‘priority areas’ surroimgdthe case study sites; this is based on the BPte
TSCP and the reclassified land use data. In terimihieo GIS operations reclassification, the landsuse
considered to be irreversibly transformed are delenmsuitablefor biodiversity stewardship; land that is

natural or degraded is deemgaksibly suitabldor future potential stewardship sites.
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Figure 5-6: Priority areas for future potential stewardship sites in respect to Roselands

‘Possibly suitable areas’ for biodiversity stewdnigsare fairly fragmented within proximity to Roaatls.
The regions marked A, B and C (Figure 5-6) ar&8RIA 1 and do not have extensive areas of transfilmma
surrounding them. Near regions A and B, there arabdished PAs namely the Soada Forest Nature WReser

and the uKhahlamba Drakensberg Park.
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Figure 5-7: Priority areas for future potential stewardship sites in respect to Bill Barnes Crane
and Oribi Nature Reserve
BBCONR is surrounded by discontinuous areas ofiplyssuitable area for biodiversity stewardshipgie
5-7). The region marked A, north of BBCONR is pbhbsisuitable; however, it is fairly restricted blyet
unsuitable area of cropland and plantations sudimgnit. The regions marked B and C are of great
significance for a ‘possibly suitable area’ for dilersity stewardship: they are BPA 1 and have sfig

suitable’ land surrounding it.
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Figure 5-8: Priority areas for future potential stewardship sites surrounding Umgano

Umgano is isolated in relation to ‘possibly suitalareas’ for biodiversity stewardship (Figure 5-Bhe
regions marked A and B are ‘possibly suitable’; boer, they are small and discontinuous. The region
marked C is ‘possibly suitable’ area for biodiverstewardship and is in close proximity to an lelsaed
PA.
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Areas surrounding the case study sitesnsuitable for future potential stewardship

Highly transformed areas due to urbanisation, sitenagriculture and mining are considered unslatédy
biodiversity conservation as their conservationugais diminished and to save time and money in
conservation planning these areas can be rulefDower et al., 2005; von Hase et al., 2003). Thghéar the
level of transformation, the higher the cost of iempenting PAs (DEA and SANBI, 2009a).

Generally, Roselands and BBCONR are surroundedriy dleemed unsuitable for biodiversity stewardship.
The unsuitable land is largely characterised bytpkions and cropland. Altered land use througipgirgy
and forestry has a detrimental effect on grasslgAdsiar, 2005; Ehrlich and Pringle, 2008; Berlireard
Desmet, 2007; Biggs et al., 2008). The BSP doctmtien for both Roselands and BBCONR highlights the
plantations and cropland as barriers to naturadgsses (EKZNW, 2007a). Further supported by tharfgs

of this research using the updated land coversitand transformation.

Isolated PAs are usually surrounded by radicaligrat land, and unless the PA is large enoughpbeies
within that PA will be threatened as they are ueatd migrate and genetically species are limited
(Rodrigues, et al., 2004; Dudley et. al, 2005) sTikia concern for both Roselands and BBCONR as ke
a lack of connectivity and buffer zones, which cbhinder the migration of species and genetic diter
The unsuitable land uses surrounding Umgano asdively discontinuous and there are vast areas of

grassland and bush land uses to the western atidwestern side of Umgano (Map C, Figure 5-3).

Areas that avoid threats such as transformed laads@en as priority areas for biodiversity condiwma
(Cadman et al., 2010). Unsuitable areas surrouritiegase study sites is concerning as conservateas
are threatened by other land uses. Conservatias ammpete with a number of land uses and it isepexd

by many people to slow extraction of resources (ks and Pressey, 2000; Berliner et al., 2006).

Continuing land transformation and lack of prosgectPAs expansion makes mainstreaming biodiversity
within other land uses significant (O'Connor and/léy, 2009). The mainstreaming of conservation ihe
agriculture sector is common practice, specificldlythe grassland biome. Biodiversity stewardsigs in
the mainstreaming of biodiversity into the prodasctisector, however a notable issue is the lack of
infiltration of land use planning. Identifying ‘psibly suitable’ areas for biodiversity stewardskhigtter
infiltrates land use planning. In avoiding unsuigahreas, detrimental effects to biodiversity aigimised

and time and money will be saved.

Discussion

Based on land use and transformation, the potefttiafuture biodiversity stewardship sites is exaedi.

The original BSP assessments did not addresszitesibly suitable’ for future biodiversity stewatdp.

Stewardship is a key implementation mechanism ifwditersity conservation and is thus a vital conmgun

to SCP. Biodiversity stewardship actively secunesas previously not under formal protection (DEA] an
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SANBI, 2009a). The selection of potential stewaiplstites is based on the outcomes of SCP, promating
spatially efficient stewardship network that aclegwonservation objectives. The EKZNW biodiversity
stewardship programme actively selects stewardshgs that account for the principles of persistenc
representation and spatial efficiency. Consequemtigny important grassland areas are secured throug
biodiversity stewardship. Reviewing the BSP docutaion and undertaking the GIS operations enables

understanding and verification of the true operatlgotential of biodiversity stewardship.

The suitability of areas for potential future bieelisity stewardship sites is moderately fragmentétin
close proximity to both Roselands and BBCONR. Theaathat immediately surrounds Roselands is
identified as mostly unsuitable for biodiversityewardship due to transformed areas of plantations a
sugarcane. The area to the south west of BBCONRtimnsformed grassland and is ‘possibly suitafole’
biodiversity stewardship. ‘Possibly suitable’ asesrounding Umgano is infrequent. Although Umgaas h
a fair amount of grassland area surrounding it ihantransformed, there are not many TSCP BPAsbgea
Umgano.

Spatial plans such as conservation plans and SBifave conflicting results, not making decisioasda
solely on spatial plans is vitally important andiamber of other different variables need to be ictamed
(Dudley et al., 2005). It must be stressed thatnileg is a guide for action (von Hase et al., 26@&man et
al., 2010). It is favourable for biodiversity stewship sites to fall within priority areas; howeyether
factors such as the site’s representation andgpensie are equally as important (BSSA, 2009; McCann
2011). Determining sites conservation significaimoenlves extensive assessments and consultatidm wit
various stakeholders (BSSA, 2009). This is evidgrihe rigorous assessments undertaken by EKZNW to
secure the case study sites for biodiversity stésbap. In addition to meeting targets, the casdyssites
were selected on the basis that they align withS8® principles of representation, persistencespadial

efficiency.

Possibly suitable areas for future biodiversityvstedship need to be further evaluated to deterihieie true
operational potential. Further assessment of plyssibtable sites should focus on the principleSGP to

ensure the validity of the sites for biodiversitgvgardship.

Representation

Representation ensures that there is a wide rahgpeties represented in a proposed conservat@Em ar
(Knight et al., 2006). As identified in the BSP dawentation Roselands, BBCONR and Umgano have
threatened and endangered species the Blue Swidioundo atrocaerulefound at Roselands, the various

crane species at BBCONR and the White-winged #ilffSarothrura ayredi and threatened grassland

ecosystems the Midlands Mistbelt Grassland, thethgon KZN Moist Grassland, Drakensberg Foothill

Moist. As discussed by von Hase et al., (2003)cthrabination of both endangered species occurrende a

ecosystem status should be considered for optiegksentation of biodiversity (von Hase et al., 300

Furthermore, having endangered species represeitted the biodiversity stewardship site has sigaifice
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as a ‘draw card’ as it positively influences deaisi by policy makers, politicians, the wider pubéod non-

governmental organisations (Dudley et al., 2005).

The ‘potentially suitable areas’ are identifiedtbe basis that they are priorities areas in terhteked TSCP.
BPAs of the TSCP indicate sites of high irrepladégband as discussed high irreplaceability ipically
driven by threatened and endangered species. Wiislenay be an indication the ‘potentially suitableas’
could achieve the principle of representation theas need to be further assessed to determine their

representation of biodiversity.

Persistence

Focusing primarily on representation of speciesduo® guarantee biodiversity conservation, thusnsure
persistence, ecological processes should be coadidéSalomona et al., 2006). Persistence requires
environmental processes to be maintained so thaeperance is ensured (Knight, et. al, 2006). The
biodiversity stewardship assessments undertakeEKENW consider ecosystem processes such as the
hydrological processes, corridor potential andtwadtnal gradients that are important for persistent
biodiversity, specifically grassland biodiversigi{ZNW, 2007a; Knight et al., 2006).

The incorporation of sites with the potential formdor expansion is a principle the biodiversitgvgardship
programme aims at achieving (EKZNW, 2009). The emtinity of PAs will allow genetic exchange and
migration of species, especially in a change ahate (Berliner et al., 2006). All biodiversity stemship
sites are scrutinised against the spatial corrapansion plans. The Roselands Nature Reserverisifidd

as a corridor priority area in terms of the KZN Bigional Conservation Plan (EKZNW, 2007a). The
Roselands Nature Reserve also has an elevationfrdnopthe grassland plateau to the valley bushw&id.
elevation change is significant in the adversitycliinate change as species would be able to migoate
different altitudes. BBCONR falls within one of tmeacro-ecological corridors as identified in theNKZ
Biodiversity Spatial Framework (EKZNW, 2007b).

Umgano is a key site in terms of ecological proessas the altitudinal gradient that exists is wutt@l, and

this is crucial regarding the migration and dispkrsf species between mountain ranges and valleys
(EKZNW, 2007c). Seen as a key corridor site, Umghas the potential to maintain pertinent ecological
processes specifically for grassland persistenige.ifportance of corridor expansion is outlinedBmyurne
(2011); The Republic of South Africa (2010); Beeliret al., (2006), who all identify the fact thairthn-
south connections and major altitudinal gradients immportant in terms of species migrations, geneti

exchange and adaptations to changing climates.

As the TSCP uses watersheds to determine the plaanits, this better reflects topography and aspleags
the ‘possibly suitable’ areas do make some allowdoc ecological processes. Again, while this mayah
indication the ‘potentially suitable areas’ coutth#eve the principle of persistence, the ecologitatess of

the areas need to be further assessed.
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Spatial efficiency

To be spatially efficient, conservation areas sticathieve a conservation target in a minimum akea.
doing so, a number of different aspects such aatitwt design, size and connectivity are addressed
(Margules and Pressey, 2000). Spatial efficieneth&r requires conflict avoidance (Cadman et &10.

The TSCP is based on the Minset output map anaglythie irreplaceability map and in conjunction with
decision support layers it locates a minimum aeegiirement to meet targets while simultaneouslytimge

as many decision objectives as possible (EKZNW,020This addresses the SCP principle of spatial
efficiency as the smallest area conserving thedsgamount of biodiversity is identified as BPApafal
efficiency also requires conflict avoidance, thusnsformed areas are identified and ruled out. dyoa
speaking as the ‘potentially suitable areas’ aeatified as areas that are BPAs in terms of TSGPaaeas

that avoid land uses associated with transformdkien account for the principle of spatial effiaign

The identification of ‘possibly suitable areas’ foiodiversity stewardship is only one aspect ohplag.
While some possibly suitable areas for biodiversigwardship are evident surrounding the case Siely,
the actual selection and implementation of thesmasarto conservation is multifaceted. Contemporary
conservation is characterised by complexity duetitiple role players. Gaining insights into thenbéits
and barriers to stewardship is key to understanttiagmerits of stewardship as a mechanism for airige

conservation targets, yet there is limited researcthese stakeholder dynamics.

5.4 Conclusion

Reviewing the EKZNW BSP documentation provides asaraew of the biodiversity stewardship process
and context for this research. The GIS operatiomgonjunction with the BSP documentation, gave the

researcher insights into the spatial elementsighident with principles of SCP.

While there is a fair amount of transformation @rmis of cropland and plantations surrounding both
Roselands and BBCONR, there is also potential tburé biodiversity stewardship in the surrounding
untransformed grassland areas. The suitable aadth®ugh fragmented, are important for biodiversity
conservation, specifically for grasslands. On tlieeo hand, the transformation surrounding Umgano is

relatively low but there is a lack of spatial pripareas for conservation.

Holistically, the process of biodiversity stewarists successful in securing critically biodiveysiThere is
some potential for biodiversity stewardship in gwerounding areas of the case study sites; howdhvisr,
potential can only be translated into implementabased on stakeholder involvement, which is exathin

the next chapter.
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Chapter 6. Stakeholders perceptions

6.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the results and discussion offiha research objective are presented. The std#teho
perspectives on and attitudes to the challengesoppdrtunities for the successful implementation of

biodiversity stewardship in KZN and in South Afriaee described and discussed.

Qualitative data was gathered from semi-structimgztviews with stewardship landowners and/or manag
and attending workshops and discussions with kekesiblders. The stakeholders include biodiversity
conservation experts (including private specialigtsrking in the field of biodiversity stewardship
conservation, statutory bodies, NGOs and spheregowérnment) and stewardship landowners and/or
managers (usually farmers, but sometimes commuomityed). The data was subsequently analysed tonobtai
stakeholder insights into the challenges facingBlogliversity Stewardship Programme in KZN and $out
Africa. These stakeholders were also asked to shameperceptions and attitudes on the mannerhichv
implementation prospects of the stewardship programan be improved to contribute to grassland biome
conservation objectives in the province. This eedlal deeper understanding of the stakeholder dgsami
stewardship in KZN and South Africa. This chapgefurther structured according to two main stadethe
stewardship process, namely (i) site selection @modlamation, which incorporates the steps outlimed
Chapter Three i.e. landowner consultation; siteesmsents; report back; management plans; and
proclamation; and (ii) management and follow-ugdinporating the follow-up steps presented in Chapte
Three).

For each of these two main stages of the stewardsttcess, the results are presented and discussed
according to the key themes identified during tbéilcg process that broadly relate to the key chglle and
obstacles, namely leadership and representatiqracitees, funds and resources, motivation, trust an
commitment. The opportunities and potential sohgidor improvement are presented under the therhes o
raising awareness, strengthening linkages, and eornmation. These key themes were specifically chose
as they were reoccurring features of the dataaset,a strong pattern of these themes was evidartk@y
themes identified also relate specifically to thesearch question to gain an understanding of the
implementation prospects of the biodiversity stelship programme from the perspective of all the

stakeholders involved in stewardship and develapsidhts into how implementation can be improved.

A description of the broader themes and selecteteguhat pertain to proclaimed stewardship sitecten,
proclamation and management are summarised ahthim&able 6-1; Table 6-2. These are analysedchapai
the theoretical framework of SCP and stakeholdeadhics as presented in Chapter 2. The interpratsatd

the results are obviously open to contestationraridterpretation by other researchers and pranétis.
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6.2 Obstacles and risks to site selection, proclamatioand management

From the stakeholder’s perceptions, there are maogcurring themes pertaining to the obstaclesriskd
to site selection and proclamation and manageriach theme identified from the range of perceptams
biodiversity stewardship experience (i.e. CapeNgtare presented and then a discussion supported by

‘theory’ as presented in Chapter Two are examireddvip

Lack of funding, restricted knowledge, vast cona#@on targets and urgency for action are restmetio
facing the conservation process (Salomona et @6 Similarly, the biodiversity stewardship pragme
is faced with leadership and representation isdaek,of capacity, funds, resources, landowner vatitn,

trust and commitment.

6.2.1 Leadership and representation
Political will, corruption, bureaucracy and poor nkiag relationships were the reoccurring issuesite
selection and proclamation described by the stddeh® (summarised in Table 6-1). The issues adeldess
by the stakeholders pertaining to the managemetiteobiodiversity stewardship sites include maiatere
and monitoring, multifaceted support, skills trarstto landowner, and landowner compliance with

legislation (Table 6-1). These perceptions areqes! below and then discussed accordingly.

As perceived by the stakeholders involved in treecgudy sites, during the site selection and anoation
of the biodiversity stewardship sites there is edier better leadership and representation. Pallyi, there
are obstacles for biodiversity stewardship. As eovedion is not a priority for government, theraikack of

political buy-in to a mechanism such as biodivgrsiewardship (Respondent K., pers. com., 2011).

“One of the biggest challenges of biodiversitystedship programme is to obtain political buy-in
and to convince the MEC to achieve national tardstsusing biodiversity stewardship as an
implementation mechanism” (Respondent K, pers. cafil).

Additionally, bureaucracy is a drawback to the sitdection and proclamation of biodiversity steveig.
Bureaucracy is the over-regulation and followingpodcesses, which leads to time delays. Bureaudsacy
the source of much contention and the reason sdntbeostakeholder wished to remain anonymous.
Identified by the biodiversity conservation expdpsovincial biodiversity stewardship practitioneasd the
stewardship landowners and/or managers (farmers stadardship representatives), bureaucracy is a

controversial issue:

“Political bureaucracy and red tape relating toithplementation of biodiversity stewardship is one
of its biggest downfalls” (Respondent A, pers. cazfll).

The bureaucratic process of the implementation ioflibersity stewardship is characterised by lengthy
procedures locally, provincially and nationally amal straightforward method exists (Respondent As.pe

com., 2011). The bureaucratic process is apparerdecision making, specifically internally through
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EKZNW the provincial environmental body (RespondBhtpers. com., 2011). Some of the biodiversity
stewardship properties took over two years to hmlpimed causing stakeholders involved to become

frustrated (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011).

Not only is bureaucracy a limitation of biodiveys@itewardship but also establishing working refehips
with stakeholders is difficult. Biodiversity stevdship can be entered into in a proactive or reactiay
(Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). When a landowpproaches the biodiversity stewardship practitione
and wants to enter into the programme that is agtiee approach, this was the case for both BBC@NIR
Umgano (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). The liroiteassociated with this approach is that the Izuag
not have biodiversity conservation significance fmdent A, pers. com., 2011). A reactive apprasich
significant biodiversity features are found withtime landowner’s property, for example, a propergym
have an endangered species breeding ground, arulottigersity stewardship practitioner approaches t
landowner to enter into biodiversity stewardsHiys ivas the case for Roselands Nature Reserveougtha
limitation of this is that the landowner may not béling to commit to stewardship, the Roselands

landowners showed willingness to commit to stewkipléRespondent A, pers. com., 2011).

Often there are conflicting ideas with regard tsegssments of biodiversity stewardship sites where f
example landowners often feel their land is mordualde (Respondent B, pers. com., 2011). In
Mpumalanga, landowners with land of biodiversitgrsiicance became despondent after overgrazing was
identified as a major threat to biodiversity by assessment done by the Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks
Agency (MTPA). The despondency of the landowner diaes to the assessment highlighting their current
farming practice to threaten biodiversity. Frustnatof landowners results in them departing frore th

stewardship programme, which is detrimental to eoration of that land (Respondent B, pers. coml 120

The issues relating to leadership and representdtioing management of the biodiversity stewardsing
identified by the stewardship landowners and/or agans. The signing of new sites for biodiversity
stewardship is relatively easy, the maintenance moditoring of the sites is much more challenging
(Respondent E, pers. com., 2011). Continuationuppsrt post proclamation is multifaceted and aolbt

time and expertise is invested (Respondent A, gers., 2011).

Biodiversity stewardship is complex and the transfeskills such as grassland conservation manageine
terms of grazing and burning to the landowner isagor challenge (Respondent A, pers. com., 2014¢. T
private landowner is expected to be a conservationnce the stewardship site has been proclaimed
(Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). The biodiverstigyvardship sites are not going to be perfectlyagad
reserves the day after proclamation (Respondepers. com., 2011). Not only do landowners need @upp

in terms of addressing management objectives leytalso require support in adhering to legislaiooh as
NEM: PAA (Respondent J, pers. com., 2011). In adbeo legislation, the landowner will be requirted
follow the guidelines in terms of restricting cémtaactivities and meeting management objectives
(Respondent J, pers. com., 2011).
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“Conforming to the legislation post proclamatiomquées improved support from the provincial
conservation authority, in this case EKZNW” (Respemt J, pers. com., 2011).

The lack of follow up and support by EKZNW in teriosthe management of the biodiversity stewardship

site is concerning especially as the conservatidmaaliversity is at stake (Respondent M, pers. c@011).

Table 6-1: Overview of leadership and representatio as an obstacle during site selection and
proclamation and management

Site selection and proclamation Site management
Obstacles
Leadership and Political will: Maintenance and monitoring:
representation: -conservation not a priority for -requires time, capacity and expertise.
government , ,
N ) Support is multifaceted:
-lack of political buy in. - A number of different stakeholders
Bureaucracy: players.
-overregulation and following  of Transfer of skills to landowner:
processes; -grassland conservation management in
-contentious and controversial issue; terms of burning and grazing requires
) ) training and transfer of skills.
-lengthy procedures creating distrust
and dissatisfaction. Landowner compliance with legislation:
: : .. -need to adhere to NEM:PAA, restrictions
Poor working relat_longhlps. ) on certain activities ad meeting of
-process of entering into stewardship management objectives.
(proactive or reactive stewardship);
-conflicting ideas pertaining to site
assessments.
Discussion

Political commitment to conservation initiatives $outh Africa is superficial and conservation ig€ ao
priority (Chape et al., 2005). Poor political inveinent makes resource allocation within the prdainc
conservation bodies difficult (Goodman, 2003). DEAommitted to supporting biodiversity stewardsmp
co-ordinating human resources, making funding abéel to the implementing agencies and building
political support but political buy-in is not wedichieved (EKZNW, 2009; Olivier, 2011; Respondent K,
pers. com., 2011). As professed by several stalel®l political commitment is a major limitation titoe

biodiversity stewardship programme in South Africa.

A reoccurring limitation identified by the biodivaty conservation experts (provincial biodiversity
stewardship practitioners) and the stewardshipdemeérs and/or managers is bureaucracy, specifieatly
regard to the site selection and implementatiogestBureaucracy is apparent in the environmentabs@
South Africa mainly due to the relatively new eovimental legislation and the interpretation ofMieger,
2007). The process of entering into the biodivgrsiewardship process is lengthy and drawn out, and

landowners can get frustrated (Respondent A, pens., 2011). This is often out of the hands of the
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provincial body as it is hindered by a bureaucratistem. The biodiversity stewardship programme in
Mpumalanga driven by MPTA identifies the time comsug nature of the biodiversity stewardship process
as a principal limitation (Morris, 2011). Respontdeh (pers. com., 2011) identified bureaucracy as
biodiversity stewardship’s greatest downfall as sqroperties take years to be declared, creatirsgrétion

among landowners.

Outlining the bureaucratic nature of biodiversitgveardship at the outset will ensure landownersaarare

of time delays and have a better understandinghefprocesses (BSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011). As the
process of entering into the biodiversity proceskengthy and drawn out, it is important to kegpoaitive
approach with landowners and keep them well-infarrfdorris, 2011). Steyn (2011) identifies the néed
outline the time consuming nature as due not toritgetence but to due diligence as there are a nuofibe

procedures and steps required to meet the legmslegguirements.

Despite the limitations in terms of bureaucracye tanvironmental legislation guiding biodiversity
stewardship is one of its key strengths makingvtadle programme for conservation of biodiversite
fundamental building block for biodiversity consation is legislation (EZKNW, 2008; Reeves and Marom
2009). Legislation is well rounded but implementatis inefficient (Mucina et al., 2006; DEAT, 2009he
legality of biodiversity stewardship can also beoastacle as the onus is upon the landowner tcooontio a
myriad of legislation including NEM: BA and NEM: PA(Respondent J, pers. com., 2011; Reeves and
Marom, 2009).

The continuation of support post proclamation isltificeted as a great deal of time and expertise is
invested (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). The ganant stage of conservation is considered the most
demanding of the stages as it continues for a arg period of time (Margules and Pressey, 2000g T
transfer of conservation management skills to dmeldwner is a major challenge as the private lanegove
expected to be a conservationist (Respondent As. pgym., 2011). In general, although landowners
understand the management objectives they are owofident enough to manage their land in an
environmentally sustainable way. Landowner confideis based on a deeper understanding of stewprdshi
a better understanding in terms of biodiversity sswmation, legislation and natural vegetation reduc

uncertainties, better equipping the landowner teey@o-environmental decisions (Rossouw, 2012).

Landowners who enter the stewardship programmeivecdue to the identification of the importance
their land are often difficult and unwilling (Ross®, 2012; Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). Furtbezm
reactive stewardship depletes the limited provinganservation authority resources as unwilling
landowners require extra time and regulation (Ressd2012). Establishing working relationships with
landowners is challenging. Unwilling landownerswhiack of commitment and have conflicting interests
this is identified by Reed, (2008); Pelser et @Q09) as the primary causes for unsuccessful cestsen

initiatives.
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Landowners who enter into the stewardship programproectively are more willing and generally have a
positive outlook on stewardship (Respondent A, .peosn., 2011). To achieve better implementation of
conservation initiatives and sustained on-grountdaues for conservation, there is a need for shaséon

and collaboration among diverse stakeholders (B&ggal., 2011).Stakeholder collaboration is seemras
effective way to improve conservation initiatives siakeholders roles and responsibilities, powdrdarties

are shared (Knight et al. 2006; Jamal and StroB289). Stakeholder collaboration in the biodiversit
stewardship programme would help reduce the liiitatin terms of capacity as different stakeholdans
take on different roles all working towards a conmngmal. Although there is some evidence of staldgrol
collaboration in the biodiversity stewardship pegme there is scope for even more. As collaborative
management is flexible active learning can takeelaiodiversity stewardship can greatly benefieegly

in terms of reliance on NGOs (Carlssona and Brke8gs).

Strongly linked to representation and leadershipajgacity. Lack of capacity can result in poor &xatlip
and representation. This is detrimental to thetionéng and sustainability of biodiversity stewanis

6.2.2 Capacities
The reoccurring issues to site selection and pnoaten described by the stakeholders include lack o
capacity and support, skills and training, too fesrsonal and high staff turnover (Table 6-2). Témués
addressed by the stakeholders pertaining to theagesment of the biodiversity stewardship sites itelu
lack of capacity and support, roles and respoiitsilsiblely on landowner and lacking extension ia fleld

(Table 6-2). These perceptions are presented beholthen discussed accordingly.

During the site selection and proclamation it igued by several stakeholders that in most provjrecésck
of capacity is a major limitation of biodiversityesvardship. The lack of capacity is the inabiliypterform
tasks due to a number of different factors suclireskilled personnel, too few personnel, and inadegu
budget. Within all provincial conservation bodid¢isere is an apparent lack of support and capaoity f
biodiversity stewardship during the site selecma proclamation of new sites (Respondent E, pers.,
2011).

“In most provinces in South Africa, biodiversitytewardship lacks skilled individuals in
administrating and implementing biodiversity stesigdip” (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011).

Similarly, there are too few biodiversity stewargshpractitioners in EKZNW to assess and proclaimv ne
biodiversity stewardship sites (Respondent A., peosn, 2011). As biodiversity stewardship gains enor
momentum, the capacity of the biodiversity stewlaiglpractitioners is diminished (Respondent K, pers
com., 2011). When the biodiversity stewardship {itianer takes on more sites, more time, and eiqeeit

required in the follow-up and management of thé&®es,sand capacity is diminished for signing of retes.
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The administration and implementation of biodivigrsstewardship requires vast expertise, specificall

relating to the site assessments and proclamatiocegures. The expertise essential for successful
implementation include extensive knowledge of eggldegal proceeding and laws, good interpersonal
skills and an understanding of conservation (RedponA, pers. com., 2011; Respondent C, pers. com.,
2011). Commonly the expertise needed for bioditersiems from years of experience, and key personal
with that sort of expertise and experience are asetato the biodiversity stewardship programme

(Respondent C, pers. com., 2011).

The departing of biodiversity stewardship practigcs from provincial institutions and conservatimdies

is a major constraint not only because of theititumsonal memory but also because of their relaltps
already built with other stakeholders (landownerd BGOs) (Respondent G, pers. com., 2011, Respbnden
H, pers. com., 2011). Staff turnover is a lengthycpdure as the new staff member learns procecdunes

builds relationships with relevant stakeholderssfitmdent G, pers. com., 2011).

Capacity is also a reoccurring issue identified thg stakeholders during the management phase of
biodiversity stewardship. The drafting of managet@ans and following through with them is a chagje

for many landowners (Respondent A, pers. com., P@dspite the various management incentives ssich a
IAS control and burning, the roles and responsibil terms of management fall solely on the landerg
(Respondent J, pers. com., 2011). Although theilmosity stewardship programme offers support and

advice in this regard, it has not been well-achiefRespondent N, pers. com., 2011).

“The lack of personnel in the field causes lacknaftivation and commitment to stewardship”
(Respondent M, pers. com., 2011).

The follow-up system and capacity of EKZNW is sesna major downfall to the biodiversity stewardship
programme (Respondent K, pers. com., 2011). THafem general is that once the land is declatiedre
was lack of follow-up by the conservation authofi®espondent K, pers. com., 2011; Respondent M, per
com., 2011). As evident for Roselands Nature Resas/there has been no follow up from the provincia
stewardship practitioner since proclamation in 20¢0 (Respondent D, pers. com., 2011).

The poor support post-proclamation is owed to lafokapacity of the conservation authority (Responde
pers. com., 2011). CapeNature, MPTA and EKZNW aegshadowed by a lack of capacity, representation,
and lack of skills and loss of expertise (Respohdepers. com., 2011). The stakeholders’ at adidlsites
were aware that EKZNW is extremely under-resouraed that capacity is a major issue (Respondent K,
pers. com., 2011; Respondent M, pers. com., 20Rdgarding this, Respondent K (pers. com., 2011) was
concerned about increasing the amount of cattleigyathe grassland and was unsure whether it would
degrade the grassland. Despite having a manageutemt readily available advice and expertise of the

management principles are lacking (Respondent k&, gem., 2011).
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“Monitoring of the biodiversity stewardship site gggoroclamation and ensuring the management
objectives are met will ensure security of biodsigt’ (Respondent M, pers. com., 2011).

Respondent K pers. com (2011) suggests that thenddsbe annual assessments on how the management
objectives are being achieved. A stewardship eidansficer solely for proclaimed stewardship sitesild

be employed to engage with landowners and offeicadand support (Respondent K, pers. com., 20h1). |
addition to this, to improve on sharing of expertsd advice, stakeholder engagement workshopd beul

undertaken for all involved in stewardship; thidl whable the sharing of successes and failures.

Table 6-2: Overview of capacities as an obstacle dag site selection and proclamation and

management
Obstacle Site selection and proclamation Site management
Capacities: Lack of capacity and support: Lack of capacity and support:
-inability to perform tasks; -roles and responsibility solely on

. landowner;
-due to unskilled personnel, too few

personnel and inadequate budget; -Lacking extension in the field;

-capacity of practitioner diminished as -provincial body is too under resourced;

more sites are taken on. .
-poor support post-proclamation.

Skills and training:

-administration and implementatiq
requires knowledge of ecology,
legal procedures, conservation
understanding and interpersonal
skills.

>

Too few personal:
-Due to budget constraints;

-Lack of skilled personnel.

High staff turnover:
-departing of stewardship practitiongrs
with institutional memory and
relationships already built

Discussion

Capacity and poor co-ordination are challengesitabiodiversity conservation in South Africa (Cavgiet

al.,, 2003). The planning and implementation of glaasd biome conservation stretch across numerous
administrative boundaries (Berliner et al., 200Bggislation is well rounded but implementation is
inefficient and conservation of grasslands is munpletely based on systematic conservation priasipl
(Mucina et al., 2006; DEAT, 2005). The lack of ceipaof the different levels of government acquiriand

for grassland conservation is a primary limitatiddimilarly, a central theme with all biodiversity

stewardship case study sites is the lack of capadigh staff turnover and loss of skilled indivala results
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in capacity constraints in terms of achieving gadension in both implementation and management,
creating dissatisfaction among landowners (Respunéliepers. com., 2011; Haywards, 2011; Geldenhuys,
2011). Biodiversity stewardship is based on a geotking relationship between multiple stakeholdansl
high staff turnover causes mistrust between thddamers and the provincial authority (Hayward, 2011
Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). Skilled individuaith institutional memory, extensive knowledge of
ecology, legal proceeding and laws, good interpebkskills and an understanding of conservationiten
the conservation body for better jobs or retirisganowned in many provincial departments (Respunéle
pers. com., 2011; Respondent C, pers. com., 2011).

Capacity limitations are common in the continuadrsupport post-proclamation as a great deahoé tand
expertise is required (Respondent A, pers. coni1R®oth EKZNW and CapeNature are too understaffed
to maintain current stewardship sites or sign omensites. As the support base is spread too thérgtis

frustration among landowners (Hayward, 2011; Gdidgn, 2011).

Some of the case study site stakeholders indidher@ was no structured and continuous follow-ugh&o
biodiversity stewardship sites (Respondent K, peesn., 2011; Respondent M, pers. com., 2011). The
landowner of the Roselands Nature Reserve was @r@ugrazing techniques pertaining to the grazing
rotation of the cattle, which could emerge as thiteathe grassland biodiversity. Poor fire and grgz
management is a key threat to grassland biodiyeBigygs et al., 2008; Donaldson, 2002). To improve
sharing of expertise and advice, stakeholder emgageworkshops could be undertaken for all involired
stewardship: this will enable the sharing of knalgle pertaining to management objectives as wel as
sharing of successes and failures. The stakeholaeadl three case study sites were aware thatNBRAs
extremely under-resourced and that capacity is jamssue, nonetheless it translates into a setioest to

biodiversity (Respondent K, pers. com., 2011; Redpat M, pers. com., 2011).

The effectiveness of a PA as a tool for consemuais determined by how well managed it is and Ywbiet
the species and habitats are retained (Dudley. eP@05). Many PAs worldwide and in South Africa ar
under threat or are experiencing degradation thropgor management (Dudley et al., 2005). The
management effectiveness of PAs is seldom evaludtsdcauses scepticism amongst funding agents suc
as WWF, politicians and policy makers (Parrish,uBrand Unnasch, 2003). Annual assessments on leow th
management objectives of biodiversity stewardsitgssare being achieved should be undertaken by the
conservation authority. Subsequently further amstst and advice on how best to achieve the manageme
objectives could further relieve some of the landeris dissatisfaction (Respondent D, pers. coml1p0
Additionally a stewardship extension officer soléy proclaimed stewardship sites could be emplaged

engage with landowners and offer advice and sugpaspondent K, pers. com., 2011).

Taking on fewer sites and servicing them propeiilyemsure that the follow-up support of sitesngproved

(Steyn, 2011). Guaranteeing transparency with ht@kers, the limitations relating to capacity and
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availability of resources ought to be explainedh® landowner (BSSA, 2009). Lack of capacity ismsgly

linked to funds and resources.

6.2.3 Funds and resources
High implementation costs and limited budget aleroccurring issues to site selection and prodiama
described by the stakeholders. The issues addrbyske stakeholders pertaining to the managentethieo
biodiversity stewardship sites include maintenarumests being the landowners’ responsibility and
insufficient support financially (Table 6-3). Theperceptions are presented below and then discussed

accordingly.

Linking with capacity constraints is the issue afidget, particularly identified by the biodiversity
conservation experts during the site selectionpaondlamation stage of biodiversity stewardship aRitially
there are many costs involved in implementatiorbiodiversity stewardship. The provincial authostie
absorb many of the costs associated with biodiyestewardship including legal fees required foe th
proclamation process, operational costs, coststes assessments and cost of drafting managemems. pl
Site assessments require skilled internal and medtepnsultants to do the assessments, whichastaa the
provincial body. However, budget for biodiversitgwardship limits the programme from achievingfits
potential (Respondent M, pers. com., 2011). In KZihere is reallocation of the provincial budget for
conservation if it is not spent (Respondent A, peosn., 2011). There is no security in receivingdpet for
the following year. Despite the progress biodivgrstewardship had achieved in 2009, it is unexgi
why EKZNW received a major cut in the 2010 budgeegpondent |, pers. com., 2011). Financial

limitations are a major hindering factor to biodisigy stewardship.

Although the costs associated with implementingliviersity stewardship are high, it is more coseetif/e
than buying land for conservation. Biodiversityvetedship per hectare is more cost effective tha la
acquisition through a ‘willing seller - willing bey case (Respondent I, pers. com., 2011). Accgrdin
Respondent | pers. com., (2011) biodiversity steslaip is calculated to be approximately one hundred
South African Rands per hectare as opposed totdaed acquisition that is approximately four thang

South African Rands per hectare.

As perceived by the stewardship landowners and/anagers, funds and resources are also a factor
hindering biodiversity stewardship during the maragnt stage. The majority of costs in terms of
maintenance and operational costs are the landsvresponsibility (Respondent J, pers.com, 201he T
maintenance of the sites involves fencing, burrafdirebreaks, IAS clearing which are all importanc
practices for sustaining a healthy grassland biokiighree biodiversity stewardship sites did reeesome

outside assistance from WfW in the form of IAS martarly black wattle Acacia mearnsiiand American

bramble (Rubus cuneifoliusghemical and mechanical clearing and traininghigirt clearing; it was not
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sufficient as the support was inconsistent and lédilires constant management (Respondent M, ers, ¢
2011).

“For the biodiversity stewardship properties tolis@ally meet conservation targets, there ought t
be improved support financially, specifically besauthe finances directly affect capacity”
(Respondent J, pers. com, 2011).

Financially, the conservation bodies are limited agliance on other partnerships specifically NG Os,
such as WWF and EWT is becoming more significargs(®ndent C, pers. com., 2011). NGOs take a
significant financial burden off the conservatiogeacy and the landowner (Respondent K, pers. com.,
2011).

Table 6-3: Overview of funds and resources as an sfacle during site selection and
proclamation and management

Site selection and proclamation Site management
Obstacle
Funds and resources: High implementation costs: Maintenance and costs are landowners
-many costs involved in implementingesponsibility:
biodiversity stewardship; -sustaining a healthy grassland in terms of
-legal fees, operational costs, sjte fencing and burning of fi_re_k_)reaks is
assessment costs and cost | of the landowners responsibility;
drafting management plans; -Some support from provincial body and
NGOs but insufficient.
Limited budget: Insufficient support financially:
-No security in receiving budget; -Finances affect capacity;
-Budget often reallocated. -Heavy reliance on NGOs financially.
Discussion

Biodiversity stewardship has numerous costs. Lpgateedings, site assessments, IAS clearing affishdra
management plans are expensive endeavours (OIR@dr]). Funding of biodiversity stewardship in all
provinces is a restraining factor, for example i, funding is not available despite the neednfmre
biodiversity stewardship officers (Respondent Irspeom., 2011; Morris, 2011). Similarly, EKZNW is
lacking in resources, personnel and budget (EKZIR909). Poor budget for biodiversity stewardshipitim
the programme from achieving its full potential §Rendent M, pers. com., 2011). Provincial budget fo
conservation not well spent is reallocated to dififé provincial departments, such as to the depentrof
human settlements or educati®@uuth Africa is inundated with a backlog of servitadivery, low budgets
and lacking capacity and biodiversity conservatiotds the least importance (Pierce et al., 2008spe
the progress of biodiversity stewardship, theredssecurity in receiving a budget for the followipgar

(Respondent I, pers. com., 2011).
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Although the implementation costs of biodiversitgvgardship are high, biodiversity stewardship i st
financially a better option than having to purchdaed for conservation. Land price correlates with
competing land uses such as cultivation, miningrben expansion, and the land price will be highkmnd

has economic potential; this is particularly appatie the Grassland and Fynbos biome (The Repulblic
South Africa, 2010). As land acquisition for consgion is very expensive, a mechanism such as
biodiversity stewardship is a cost effective alsgive as landowners commit to conservation and take
management into their own hands (Purnell, 200&aFe& Lotter, 2007).

Conservation areas should be selected with maxinsowerage and with a minimum cost; however,
acquisition of land is expensive (Sarkar et alQ&0 Biodiversity stewardship achieves the prireipf
maximum coverage at minimum cost, as per hectai® ¢heaper than buying the land for conservation
(Respondent I, pers. com., 2011). Biodiversity steship sites therefore take a significant finansiaden

off provincial conservation authorities and agescaignaging the land (Purnell, 2008; RespondenteBs. p
com., 2011).

The final stage of stewardship of follow up andan, is the most important phase as real proteciicd
adequate management should be practised (BSSA, R¥#¥/es and Marom, 2009; McCann, 2011). All
efforts that were put in to drawing up the managenstrategy should be followed through. Funds and
resources for biodiversity stewardship are impdrnpenticularly for maintenance and management efsite
(Respondent J, pers. com, 2011). Issues relatifgntng, IAS clearing, grazing practices and bugnare
outlined in the biodiversity stewardship site masragnt plans.

All three biodiversity stewardship sites did reeesome outside assistance in terms of site manageme
Identifying sustainable ways of managing grasskindiversity without hindering agricultural developnt

is important (Biggs et al., 2008). Some of the aggment objectives include strict rotating regirfaas
grazing of livestock and assistance with IAS clegufMcCann, 2011). Improvement in farm management
has a positive effect on biodiversity, particulaghassland biodiversity (Donaldson, 2002). Biodsitgrloss

in grasslands is not necessarily from grazing agritalture, but the result of poor grazing and agjtural
practice as the grasslands are overgrazed or dbavetthe correct fire burning regime (Donaldsdi(2).
Proper management of grasslands will allow spedigsrsity to recover and persist (Aguiar, 2005).
Controlling grazing practices and stocking ratesnigortant for grassland composition (Gitzen et20.10).
Although the management plans for the case studg drawn up by EKZNW address grazing rotation the
follow up and support is poor, this in effect hadesrimental effect to biodiversity.

IAS clearing is also vitally important to grasslandnservation as grasslands are susceptible to IAS,
especially if it is disturbed or degraded (Whiteakt 2000). All three sites had assistance irfdine of IAS
chemical and mechanical clearing and training is I&learing; it was not sufficient as the supporswa
inconsistent and IAS requires constant manageniregpondent M, pers. com., 2011). The implicatidns o

having poor support and follow up are notable imtef grassland conservation (Donaldson, 2002).
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Funds and resources are essential for effectivgbfamenting and managing biodiversity stewardshéss

the motivation, trust and commitment of the stakeéis involved is a factor equally as important.

6.2.4 Motivation, trust and commitment
The reoccurring issues pertaining to motivationstrand commitment for site selection and proclamat
described by the stakeholders include poor landoweenmitment and incentives driving commitment
(Table 6-4). The issues addressed by the stakelofbrtaining to the management of the biodiversity
stewardship sites comprise high staff turnover tiplel stakeholders’ disagreements and politicaleutainty

(Table 6-4). These perceptions are presented beholthen discussed accordingly.

As noted with the theme of leadership and reprasient landowner commitment to conservation is iafch
concern during the site selection and proclamatiohiodiversity stewardship. Landowner fears regayd
aspects such as political instability should beresked upfront (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011).
Landowner commitment is often dictated by the itiees offered. Many landowners only enter into
biodiversity stewardship to obtain the tax and rateates incentives. Incentives can prove to bmitirig
factor to biodiversity stewardship (Respondent érspcom., 2011). “The principal motivation for etirng

into the biodiversity stewardship programme for tmasdowners is to get the rates and tax exemption”
(Respondent N, pers. com., 2011). For the BBCON&Rthe Roselands Nature Reserve, the incentives in
terms of municipal rates rebates played a pattérdesire to enter into biodiversity stewardshipgondent

M, pers. com., 2011; Respondent J, pers. com.,;2R&%pondent K, pers. com., 2011). Concern is thus
raised that conservation will not be the top ptjoof the landowner (Respondent N, pers. com., 2011
Respondent M, pers. com., 2011). The economic hesefvhat is driving the process and it can beyver
precarious as landowners owning land with little nar conservation value want to be included in the
biodiversity stewardship programme (Respondentexs.pcom., 2011).

Incentives should be appropriate for the levelmfservation of the land and the level of commitrradrthe
landowner (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). Ingestiinvolving management are seen to be more

effective in terms of meeting conservation crit¢R&spondent M, pers. com., 2011).

During the site management stage of biodiversagyatdship the motivation trust and commitment okt
involved is described by the stakeholders as ddiion. Staff turnover is common and can lead girdst
and insecurity by the landowners (Respondent Gs.psym., 2011, Respondent H, pers. com., 2011).
Relationships formed between the stakeholders hadiodiversity stewardship practitioner are buoitt
trust and mutual understanding (Respondent K, pers., 2011). The exiting of such a practitionerates

dissatisfaction and distrust by the landowner (Redpnt K, pers. com., 2011).

“Future effectiveness of biodiversity stewardskgpdependent on consistent support from the
implementing agencies and long term commitment flamdowners, both of which are never
guaranteed” (Respondent E, pers. com., 2011).
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Complications arise when multiple stakeholdersimvelved, as in the case of the biodiversity stelship
process regarding BBCONR. Agreements existed betweeltiple landowners, the NGO South Africa
Crane Working Group (SACWG) and EKZNW. There wemnflicting ideas between agreements and
management plans in terms of grazing capacitiesBB@ONR landowners started to question whether
biodiversity stewardship would threaten their laifhirs as they may not be permitted to undertadcean
agricultural activities on the land (Respondenpdis. com., 2011). There was concern raised ower th
grazing capacity by the landowners as it was thotlgit the grazing capacity would be substantialiyer;
however, this was not the case, it was resolveddiiing expert opinion on the grazing and managémen

regime of the specific grasslands encapsulatdieiBBCONR (Respondent J, pers. com., 2011).

Table 6-4: Overview of motivation trust and commitrrent as an obstacle during site selection
and proclamation and management

Site selection and proclamation Site management
Obstacle

Motivation trust and Poor landowner commitment: High staff turnover:

commitment: -Incentives driving commitment; -Leads to loss of institutional memory,
causing distrust and insecurity of
landowners;

-rates and tax exemptions are appealing

-incentives should be appropriate f

. O _stakeholder relationships built on trust.
level of commitment.

Multiple stakeholders disagreements:

-disagreements in term of grazing
management, landowner ‘reserves
good land for grazing not
conservation’;

-resolved by external expert opinion.

Political uncertainty:
-fears in terms of political instability

Discussion

Margules and Pressey (2000) identify the commitntertonservation as an important factor to consider
the selection of additional reserves. Lack of cotnment among stakeholders, internal tensions and
conflicting interests of stakeholders are the primzauses for unsuccessful conservation initiatiFesed,
2008; Pelser et al., 2009). Although landownertuaté, needs, obstacles and how they best fit into
biodiversity stewardship are assessed by EKZNWhduttie site assessments, landowner commitmentsissue
are apparent (BSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011; Responlquérs. com., 2011). Landowner commitment issues
and landowner unwillingness is identified as a tation to the biodiversity stewardship programme

(Respondent J, pers. com., 2011; Respondent A, qars, 2011).

Scepticism by landowners about ‘restrictions’ omnfag practices is identified by CapeNature as a
drawback; it is therefore vitally important to pide technical information in such cases so thafptbstive
relationship is maintained (Hayward, 2011; Geldesh2011). BBCONR landowners questioned the effect
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of conservation efforts on grazing capacity, in redding this issue a VCA offered technical support,
identified the best practice grazing, and resoblnedlandowners concerns (Botha, 2009; Respondgetrd,
com., 2011).

Reluctance to enter into long-term agreements amduaal to commit to future generations due tatisal
uncertainty is common (Hayward, 2011; GeldenhuyH,1?. Landowner fears regarding aspects such as
political instability should be addressed upfroRe¢pondent A, pers. com., 2011). According to SANBI
(2009b) fear of nationalisation among white farmesis caused widespread concern. It must be stréssed
the landowner that biodiversity stewardship is adtrategy for land expropriation and the landowwmir
retain all the rights to the land (BSSA, 2009; MnGa2011; Olivier, 2011). If the regulations inrter of the
Constitution amount to land expropriation, then é@mpensation must be paid out (EKZNW, 2009b).d_an
expropriation is unlikely as while the Constitutiprovides redistributive land reform it also prosgdfor the

protection of property rights (The Republic of Soéifrica. 1996).

The position of the South African cabinet on laastitution claims within protected areas addresaesus
aspects. The land is to be solely used and maeddor conservation purposes and activities. Adogrtb
NEM: PAA, the continued management of the PA idl #hie responsibility of the state conservation

authority and it is governed by legislation and agement plans (The Republic of South Africa. 2003).

Numerous landowners know the worth of biodiversitgwardship for conservation but also enter in® th
programme for the incentives and marketing (Haywafil1l; Geldenhuys, 2011). The incentives offered
encourage both commercial landowners and commibited indigenous landowners to want to manage
their land in a conservation-friendly manner (Resjent N, pers. com., 2011; Respondent M, pers.,com.
2011).

The incentives vary according to the biodiversitgwardship category. Incentives include tax ardsra
rebates, technical advice and assistance fromaihgecvation authority, chemical and physical I1A&acing,
fencing, fire control, game management and lobbgisgjstance from other organisations and publidksvor
initiatives (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and dfay 2009). Incentives such as the rates and tax
exemption can be a limiting factor as conservaisonot the priority of the landowner and incentiygsve

to be the principal motivation for entering inteethiodiversity stewardship programme (Respondepteks.
com., 2011). In terms of the Municipal Property é&atAct, (Act 6 of 2004) provisions are made for
compensation for landowners who conserve their guiggs and some of the biodiversity stewardship
categories are entitled to municipal rates reb@lée Republic of South Africa, 2004a). Municipates
rebates played a part in the desire to enter indaliversity stewardship for both the BBCONR and
Roselands Nature Reserve (Respondent M, pers. 20d1; Respondent J, pers. com., 2011; Respondent K
pers. com., 2011). Having an economic benefit dgvihe conservation process can be problematic, as
landowners owning land with little or no consergativalue want to be included in the biodiversity

stewardship programme (Respondent N, pers. corhl)20
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Addressing this issue, incentives involving manageiare seen to be more effective in terms of megeti
conservation criteria (Respondent M, pers. coml120Management incentives such as IAS clearing,
technical advice for management of grasslands, faedmanagement, are seen as more beneficial for
biodiversity conservation (BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 200Reeves and Marom, 2009). That said Umgano,
Roselands Nature Reserve and BBCONR had suppoiA$ clearing and grassland management
(Respondent I, pers. com., 2011).

The management of area under biodiversity stewgrdsltlearly outlined and support and tangiblediis
are readily available to the landowner (ReevesMarbm, 2009; BSSA, 2009; EKZNW, 2009). Practising
sustainable use of resources and implementing propeagement to ensure persistence of biodiveisity
essential for conservation (Dudley et al., 2005dBiet al., 2008). Biodiversity stewardship proradietter
land use management, as landowners are providdd tedhnical support in managing their land in a
sustainable manner (Respondent E, pers. com., 20hl9 is a contradiction of the findings from athe
stakeholders who felt that the technical supportnianaging their land was not suffice, this showe th

differing perspectives on biodiversity stewardship.

Table 6-5: Overview of broad themes of obstacles drmisks for site selection, proclamation and
management

Site selection and proclamation Site management

Obstacles
Leadership and Political will Maintenance and monitoring is a
representation: Bureaucracy challenge
Poor working relationships Support is multifaceted
Transfer of skills to landowner
Landowner compliance with legislation
Capacities: Lack of capacity and support Lack of capacity and support

Skills and training
Too few personal
High staff turnover

roles and responsibility solely on
landowner

Lacking extension in the field

Funds and resources:

High implementation costs
Limited budget

Maintenance and costs are landowners
responsibility

Insufficient support financially

Motivation trust and
commitment:

Poor landowner commitment
Incentives driving commitment

High staff turnover

Loss of institutional memory

Multiple stakeholders disagreements
Reserve good land for themselves
Political uncertainty
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6.3 Opportunities and strengths

Although there are many reoccurring themes pertgiid the obstacles and risks to the process ef sit
selection, proclamation and management, therelsmeaanumber of opportunities and strengths adifiksh

by the range of perceptions and biodiversity stelglsip experience. The opportunities and potential
solutions for improvement for effective selectipngclamation and management of biodiversity steskipl
sites including raising awareness and strengthelikgges and communication are presented below and

then discussed and supported by theory as presen@hpter Two.

6.3.1 Raising awareness
The reoccurring opportunities and strengths pdrtgito raising awareness include the fact that ibergity
stewardship is a primary mechanism for PAES andbearecognised as a successful programme. It faluse
as a marketing tool and branding and to raise awearethere can be a sharing of success storieke (G-&).
The opportunities addressed by the stakeholdertaip|ig to the management of the biodiversity
stewardship sites include raising awareness andgnéwon, inclusion in organisation needs to better
achieved and improved sharing of knowledge (Tab®).6lhese perceptions are presented below and then

discussed accordingly.

As perceived by the stakeholders, raising awaremh@ssg the process of site selection and proclamas a

key opportunity. The best option for the NPAES iA 5 to have a willing seller and a willing buyer,
however, this is both rare and costly (Responderpefs. com., 2011). One of the main mechanisms for
protected area expansion is biodiversity stewapdg§Respondent D, pers. com., 2011). “Biodiversity
stewardship can be the answer to conservation imgiéation in South Africa” (Respondent M, pers. gom
2011). Awareness of biodiversity stewardship asiecassful programme for implementing conservation

should be better achieved (Respondent D, pers., @hl).

Biodiversity stewardship has scope and potentiletoised as a marketing tool for products prodocethe
biodiversity stewardship sites, products such asewian be marketed or branded accordingly (Responde
D, pers. com., 2011). In the Western Cape thisheen well achieved (Respondent D, pers. com., 2011)
where some wine farms use stewardship in the magkedf their wine to environmentally conscious
consumers (Respondent D, pers. com., 2011). Brgriimdiversity stewardship creates better awareness
(Respondent E, pers. com., 2011). The Dalton Md&Raserve in KwaZulu-Natal has recorded positive-sp
offs in terms of receiving guest bookings basedtlmm marketing of their lodge’s participation in the
biodiversity stewardship programme (Respondentdfs pcom., 2011).

Biodiversity stewardship is based on a hierarchpcatess that enables landowners to enter intavsity
stewardship at the entry level and move up to higtetegories as they feel more comfortable. The
hierarchical process of biodiversity stewardshigoemages people to strive to do better in terms of

conservation (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011).flExéility of biodiversity stewardship is what me it
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so unique. Its flexibility encourages future landa@nrs and/or managers to enter into whichever agrrem
they feel comfortable with (Respondent H, pers. ¢@d11).

Regardless of their choice of category, entering ithe biodiversity stewardship programme means
landowners are wilfully entering the conservatienter (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). The stasdzr
biodiversity stewardship are often higher than ofiretected areas, as the site selection procefpi®pus
and the management plans are comprehensive (ResgoAdpers. com., 2011). Biodiversity stewardship
allows for various levels of protection, and margfivdaties on the land can still proceed, this isiable

option for many landowners (Respondent A, pers..ca611).

Sharing of success stories and shortfalls of tlelibersity stewardship programme with the publidl wi
creates a better understanding and awareness (RksgoD, pers. com., 2011). These stories could be
discussed at farmers’ association meetings andcudgrial shows could have stands explaining and
describing biodiversity stewardship (Respondenp&s. com., 2011). An understanding of the expeegn
enables future landowners and/or managers to maienfiormed decisions pertaining to their own land
(Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). Additional publicareness about biodiversity stewardship encoarage
more landowners to enter into the process (Resmprilepers. com., 2011). A landowner better infatme

about the process of biodiversity stewardshipkislyi to have a better understanding.

A concern raised by stakeholders during the managesiage of was the lack of awareness and reaagnit
of their proclaimed biodiversity stewardship siRegpondent M, pers. com., 2011). It was suggestaid t
there should be a structure where the biodivest#yardship site landowners can feel more incligiegh

as being apart of an organisation or support g{®gspondent L, pers. com., 2011). Site visits apdtmgs
could be organised whereby there is a sharing ajwledge amongst the committed landowners
(Respondent L, pers. com., 2011). This would giveolandowners an opportunity to see what is leere

at other sites and learn from other experiencesshade their own experiences (Respondent L, pem.,c
2011).

Table 6-6: Overview of raising awareness as an opganity during site selection and
proclamation and management

Opportunities Site selection and proclamation Sitenanagement

Raising awareness Primary mechanism for PAES: Awareness and recognition:

-biodiversity stewardship is a main -Inclusion in organisation needs
mechanism for protected area  to better achieved,
expansion

-site visits and meetings for

Recognition: sharing of knowledge.

- successful programme  for
conservation implementation.

Useful as marketing tool:

-branding, marketing products and
services
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Flexibility:
-Based on hierarchical process;
-Encourages future landowners and/or

managers to enter into agreement
they feel comfortable.

Sharing of success stories:

-Creates better understanding and
awareness;

-discussions could take place at
agricultural shows or famer
association meetings

Discussion

Biodiversity stewardship plays an essential rolhh&1\NPAES and the achievement of South Africa’gdts,
and it plays a further role in the securing of #hemed ecosystems (BSSA, 2009; McCann, 2011).
“Biodiversity stewardship can be the answer to eoretion implementation in South Africa” (Responden
M, pers. com., 2011).

There should be public recognition of the stewasfishe land (Gallo et al., 2009). The recognitiord a
marketing exposure is an incentive for landown&SSA, 2009). Biodiversity stewardship has scope and
potential to be used as a marketing tool as predoiciduced on the biodiversity stewardship sites i
marketed or branded accordingly (Respondent D, pem., 2011). Marketing of products such as wing a
lodges using stewardship as a draw card in margsdaas been well achieved; this creates bettercaess

of biodiversity stewardship (Respondent D. pers1.¢2011; Respondent M, pers. com., 2011).

A concerning issue is the lack of awareness anmafyrétion of the proclaimed biodiversity stewardshites.
There should be site visits and meetings, discossit farmers’ association meetings and stands at
agricultural shows to share successes and knowledigeto improve recognition of the biodiversity
stewardship sites (Respondent L, pers. com., 20hl3.suggestion was reiterated by several stademhs

it was further suggested that all stewardship lamdws should be apart of an organisation to feelemo
included (Respondent L, pers. com., 2011).

An understanding of the experiences enables fitiodiversity stewardship landowners and/or manatgers
make well-informed decisions pertaining to theimoland (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). This negits
the research conducted by Rossouw (2012) whichtiféenthe need for a platform for likeminded
landowners to engage and interact with each other @nservation officials. This would give other
landowners an opportunity to see what has been dbather sites, learn from other experiences,shrede
their experiences (Respondent L, pers. com., 201tg.intentions to reach such an objective are rappa
however, this has not been well achieved in anhefprovinces and there is further scope and patdot

it.
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Further recognition and understanding of the biediity stewardship programme needs to be better
achieved, as the potential for private landownersconserve critical biodiversity is paramount. The
hierarchical approach of biodiversity stewardshiloves for flexibility and landowners can enter into
agreements that feel comfortable to them. Roselétadare Reserve, BBCONR and Umgano had willing
landowners wanting to protect their land for futugenerations; this is a key aspect to successful
conservation. Willing landowners managing ICAs kitely to operate over a long period of time (Gadio

al., 2009). Landowner commitment and willingnessorggly influence the success of stakeholder
engagement. Cooperative stakeholder engagemesstrangthening linkages in biodiversity stewardsdrip
pivotal for successful conservation of biodivergagtures. Collaboration of different stakeholda@motes

adaptive co-management, as there is learning thréeegiback, which in effect builds capacity.

6.3.2 Strengthening linkages
For site selection and proclamation, the reoccgrdpportunities and strengths pertaining to stiezigng
linkages include good communication, ascertainiagc@ptions and backgrounds and strong support from
NGOs and EPWP who are instrumental in technicgbaripsite assessments and financial backing (Téble
7). The opportunities addressed by the stakeholdertaining to the management of the biodiversity
stewardship sites include strengthening linkagésdrn NGOs and EPWP as they play an importantimole
management and NGOs aid in improving landownernsite (Table 6-7). These perceptions are presented

below and then discussed accordingly.

As acknowledged by the stewardship landowners andianagers, during the site selection and
proclamation stage the biodiversity stewardshipgpamme involves multiple stakeholders (Respondent |
pers. com., 2011). “Biodiversity stewardship do@s happen in isolation” (Respondent K, pers. com.,
2011). The provincial conservation authority, NG&sh as World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and Endangered
Wildlife Trust (EWT), the Department of Environmeand Agriculture, and landowners all play activieso

in the implementation of biodiversity stewardshieépondent K, pers. com., 2011). Strengthenings link
between these stakeholders is vital for the bigditye stewardship programmes success (Respondent K,

pers. com., 2011).

“The most important tools for a successful biodsitgrstewardship programme is good landowner
extension; transparency, open communication, glaitd accountability” (Respondent G, pers.
com., 2011).

Furthermore, partnerships, conservation incentares financial backing provided by NGOs are impegati
for successful biodiversity stewardship (Respondenters. com., 2011; Respondent G, pers. com.]1)201
Many biodiversity stewardship programmes have sirempport by a range of NGOs. NGOs commonly
align with the government policies and plans, canm@nting and aiding with planning. The EWT, WWF,
Working for Water (WfW), Working on Fire (WoF) asetively involved in the biodiversity stewardship
programme in South Africa (Respondent A, pers. ¢c@®11). NGOs are responsible for doing a lot ef th
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groundwork and for securing important biodiversstgwardship sites (Respondent C, pers. com., 2011).
They play an active role in site assessments, &EW, BirdlifeSA, EWT, WWF and Working for Water
are vital links in performing successful assessm@Respondent H, pers. com., 2011; RespondentiS, pe
com., 2011).

The Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reserve Ration Private Nature Reserve, both had endangered
species working groups play an active role in iawing and promoting the biodiversity stewardship

programme to them (Respondent M, pers. com., 2R&gpondent J, pers. com., 2011).

Financial backing for securing biodiversity stewsdrip sites in KZN by the WWF and the technical supp

by BirdLife has been very well received (Respondenpers. com., 2011). NGOs play an active role in

initiating contact between key stakeholders (Redpah F, pers. com., 2011). They undertake many site
visits to areas of significant biodiversity and Iduielationships with landowners. NGOs are seeneasral

and independent, especially if there is mistrustwben landowners and governmental departments

(Respondent F, pers. com., 2011; Respondent G,quers, 2011).

Communication with stakeholders is significantlypiontant for biodiversity stewardship. Through open
communication, all limiting aspects of biodiversgtewardship are made known, this gives the std#tets
context and understanding of the downfalls of tloelibersity stewardship programme (Respondent As.pe
com., 2011). If there is mistrust, communicatingptigh credible channels such as through NGOs can be

effective (Respondent F, pers. com., 2011).

Understanding the existing knowledge and attitwdeatds biodiversity stewardship are important atspiec
ascertain when communicating with the landownersfieadent G, pers. com., 2011). Giving presentations
at events within the community allows for feedbdokm key stakeholders (Respondent G, pers. com.,
2011). Listening to stakeholders’ concerns and egking them in a positive light aids in improvingeo

communication (Respondent G, pers. com., 2011).

Any scientific and legal aspects of the biodivgrgirogramme need to be explained in non-technical
language, this improves communication between thigdiersity stewardship practitioner and the
landowners (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). Tidolner can be supplied with the technical repotteb

summary report with simple language and explanati@m be supplied.

During the management stage, strengthening linkagegeen NGOs is perceived by many stakeholders to
be the key to overcoming capacity problems withim biodiversity stewardship programme (Respondent A
pers. com., 2011). The biodiversity stewardshipgypamme is heavily reliant on NGOs, such as EWT and
WWEF, and EPWP such as WfW in the management oé.sflee IAS control for biodiversity stewardship
sites is mostly undertaken by NGOs and the EPWBg&®&lent A, pers. com., 2011).

135



The management of the biodiversity stewardships siggjuires the participation of multiple partiesdan
actively involving the surrounding community is leénial (Respondent K, pers. com., 2011). The
surrounding communities may include other commeérdarmers, subsistence farmers and tribal
communities. The Dalton Nature Reserve has beemessful in involving the surrounding tribal
communities in IAS clearing (Respondent K, peranga2011). Involving the surrounding communities

creates a positive outlook on the process andupgeast given is paramount.

Building trust between landowners and biodiversigwardship practitioners is favourable (Respondent

pers. com., 2011). “The most important tool fordersity stewardship is good landowner extension”
(Respondent A., pers. com., 2011). Better landowsension will improve the management of the
biodiversity stewardship site (Respondent M, pewn., 2011). There should be an extension offioer t

follow up and aid in achieving management objestifRespondent L, pers. com., 2011).

Table 6-7: Overview of strengthening linkages anda@nmunication as an opportunity during
site selection and proclamation and management

Opportunities Site selection and proclamation Sitenanagement
Strengthening linkages and Multiple stakeholders: NGOs and EPWP play an
communication: -Provincial conservation authority,important role in management:
landowners and strong support-NGOs help in overcoming
from NGOs and EPWP; capacity problems;
Communication: -IAS control.

-Good communication between all
stakeholders, transparency,
clarity and accountability.

NGOs aid in improving
landowner extension:

S ) -better  extension  improves
-Listening to concerns addressing management;

them in positive light.

-follow up to see if management
NGOs role: objectives are being

-ground work. achieved.

-instrumental in technical support, site
assessments and financial
backing.

Ascertaining perceptions and

backagrounds:

-understanding existing knowledge
and attitude of landowners
towards stewardship.

Discussion

As highlighted throughout this research, a strikiegture of contemporary conservation planning and
implementation is its complexity due to differinglwes and perceptions of diverse groups of stakehsl
Successful conservation initiatives are dependenthe participation of multiple stakeholders inéhgl

local communities, NGOs, private landowners, lagadernment and special interest groups (Desai, ;2010
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Wakelin and Hill, 2005; Biggs et al., 2011). Theealsity of the stakeholders causes differing valaed
perspectives (Biggs et al, 2011). Lack of committr@nong stakeholders, internal tensions and cainiljc
interests of stakeholders are the primary causesnfsuccessful conservation initiatives (Reed, 26@8ser

et al, 2009). Biodiversity stewardship does notpeapin isolation and partners need to be developed.
success of conservation planning and its usefulf@ssnplementation and management of conservation
areas is largely dependent on stakeholder partipsrgknight et al., 2006). Stakeholder collabonatie
important for the success of biodiversity stewaipi$EKZNW, 2009).

To strengthen partnerships there should be cledrogen communication, flexibility, incorporation of
multiple sources of knowledge and sharing of owmprg¢Reed, 2008; Biggs et al., 2011). Similarlye th
biodiversity stewardship process is reliant on eapive governance and key partnerships between
conservation agencies, NGOs and landowners (MoR@1; BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009). Working
partnerships, grassroot participation and sharihgkriowledge allows for adaptive and flexible co-
management (Carlssona and Berks, 2005).

Partnerships, conservation incentives and finar@aking provided by NGOs are imperative for susfids
biodiversity stewardship (Respondent A, pers. c@dL1; Respondent G, pers. com., 2011: BSSA, 2009).
Brooks et al. (2006) identify the involvement of B& in a multitude of different conservation plarin
approaches. NGOs play an active role in placingquee on administrative actions to guarantee thiesl

of the conservation authority are fulfilled.

NGOs play a pivotal role in the biodiversity stedstrip site selection and proclamation process alalf-

up management, especially as conservation aut®atie overshadowed with a lack of funding and agpa
(Respondent A, pers. com., 2011; Respondent G, pans., 2011; DEA and SANBI, 2009a). NGOs assist
with site assessments, provide expertise in drawipgthe management plan and provide support and
assistance with the consultation process (Oli84,1). Furthermore, NGOs are responsible for saintieeo
funding and specialist studies regarding biodiwgrsiewardship sites. Financial assistance from EGO
donor funding, and the pooling of resources in Bd\ftica is becoming more common as most entitiegeh
the same common goal (DEA and SANBI, 2009a). Fbthate case study sites, Custodians of Rare and
Endangered Wildlife (CREW) aided in the biodiversassessments in terms of identifying rare and
endangered species and conservation value occwrithin and surrounding the properties (Respondent

pers. com., 2011; Respondent H, pers. com., 20é4péhdent G, pers. com., 2011).

NGOs bring a variety of different skills and totdsconservation and can often be more adaptiveahielto
focus on priority areas with additional funding & 2009). NGOs play an active role in securing
biodiversity stewardship sites as was apparenhé dase of BBCONR and the Dalton Private Nature
Reserve. Both had endangered species working growgieely Birdlife and WWEF, playing a role in
introducing and promoting the biodiversity stewiggprogramme to the landowners (Respondent M, pers

com., 2011; Respondent J, pers. com., 2011). Th@NBdowner relationship in MTPA has been an
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important driver in the process, providing a uséfil between the landowner and the conservatidncaity
(Morris, 2011).

Another initiative that can aid in filling gaps oonservation biodiversity is the national Expanéhedblic
Works Programme (EPWP) (Kuntonen-van ‘t Riet, 200Me EPWP is identified as an employment
creating initiative in the various social, econopginvironmental and infrastructure sectors (Kurewan ‘t
Riet, 2007). The EPWP that supports the biodiverggwardship programme includes LandCare, WfW and
Working for Fire (WfF). EPWP such as WfW are adijvimvolved in the management of the biodiversity
stewardship sites, for example, support was suppéigarding IAS mechanical and chemical clearinghen

Roselands Nature Reserve by WfW (Respondent I, pers., 2011).

Mechanisms such as biodiversity stewardship wilyphn increasing role in meeting PA targets, as
biodiversity stewardship sites are selected to npeetlefined targets and site selection is a meiisul
process assessing aspects such as target achi¢vespetial considerations and land owner willingnes
(Respondent A, pers. com., 2011). An approach asdbiodiversity stewardship is target specific baded
on SCP (Reeves and Marom, 2009). Biodiversity stéstdp adheres to many of the strategic objectbets
out by the NBSAP as it integrates biodiversity ngemaent into the economy. Grassland biodiversity
conservation is mainstreamed into beef and dairgnifeg. Biodiversity stewardship also promotes the

sustainable use of biological resources and shafitige benefits (DEAT, 2006).

Biodiversity stewardship differs from previous wayfsselecting PAs as it is based on a site’s biexdiity
merit and not on political, economic or ownershigiiss (BSSA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009; MTPA,
2009). The site assessments are as accurate dblepaasd defendable against objections and scrutiny
(Morris, 2011). This is further reiterated by Knig#t al. (2006) who proclaim that scientificallyusml and
defensible assessments need to be undertaken sergation planning, as encroaching land use pressur
will have to be defended against (Knight et al.0&0 The site assessments conducted have sciesmtific
ecological support and a concise and credible ratdin for proclamation is compiled (Morris, 201 §jte
selection is not only based on a meticulous asssdout also on identification of threats and ptedeined

management objectives (McCann, 2011; Reeves andrivy&009).

According to Gallo et al. (2009), Informal Conseéiva Areas (ICAs) demonstrate willingness and capac

to conserve millions of hectares. As stated, ICAsehno real security, and are not considered in the
reaching of PA targets, however, many of thesesamey contribute more to biodiversity conservatiwen

a declared PA does (Respondent I, pers. com., 20hE) land in the BMA and CA of the biodiversity
stewardship programme are both ICAs. Both the B the CA are selected based on the principle to
retain the areas’ natural character and they amagel accordingly (Reeves and Marom; Cadman et al.,
2010). Arguably, some BMA and CAs areas sustaistipe, intact tracts of land that are managed with
consideration to biodiversity; these areas may taminpopulations of threatened and endemic species

(Respondent E, pers. com., 2011).
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The contribution of the BMA and CA sites to consgion is largely dependent on the level of commitie

of the landowner to conservation objectives (Redpahl, pers. com., 2011). The Umgano community has
signed a thirty-year agreement, with the intentmrcommit a portion of the land to Nature Resenetus
(Bourne, 2011). The Umgano site, despite not fdsm@éclared as a PA, still maintains a represerdati
number of threatened and endangered species ingltité White-winged flufftail $arothrura ayregi(CE),
Cape Parrot Roicephalus artocaerulga(E) and Southern Ground HornbilBcorvus leadbeatéri(V)
(EKZNW, 2007c). The Umgano site secures significgrdassland vegetation types, as the endangered
Southern KZN Moist Grassland and the vulnerablekBnaberg Foothill Moist Grassland are placed under
conservation management. It also sustains key gicalo processes contributing to persistence and
conservation of the grassland biome. Managing mads to ensure the ecological integrity of thesgland
biome is upheld is important for conservation odsglands (Grasslands Programme, 2010). In terms of
NEM: BA, Umgano promotes management and conservafigrassland biodiversity as it aims to maintain
the grassland vegetation types in accordance witiservation objectives by promoting better grazing
practices and IAS clearing and supports the usedifenous resources in a sustainable manner (The
Republic of South Africa, 2004b).

Biodiversity stewardship sites are managed in saghvay to conserve biodiversity and natural prazess
(BSSA, 2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 200@in@m et al., 2010). Indirect benefits of ICAs such
as a BMA may include buffering PAs, and creatingtiguity in the landscape (Gallo et al., 2009; dclan

et al.,, 2007). Although Umgano is not formally gated, the possibility of forming corridors andkiimg

with the other Nature Reserves is high (EKZNW, 2)0MUmgano can also be a seed resource to
surrounding areas, and the forest patches can gannof the migration chain between other forestcigs
(EKZNW, 2007c).

In terms of biodiversity stewardship meeting PAy&ds, only the Protected Environment and NatureRes
contribute to formal targets (Respondent M, pevsi.¢c2011; Dudley et al., 2005). The reaching odets is
usually determined by the amount of area consethed, if the areas are declared as a PA, it isnasguo
contribute one hundred percent to the target (DBA 8ANBI, 2009a; Respondent A, pers. com., 2011).
Both the Roselands Nature Reserve and BBCONR areafty declared as Nature Reserves and are
committed to biodiversity conservation abiding lipwations set out in the NEM: PAA (Respondent A,
pers. com., 2011; The Republic of South Africa, 20E&Entering into these legally binding contactsins
indication of the commitment of the landowners tmservation (Respondent A, pers. com., 2011; BSSA,
2009; MTPA, 2009; Reeves and Marom, 2009).
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Table 6-8: Overview of broad themes of opportunitie and potential solutions for site selection,
proclamation and management

Opportunities

Site selection and proclamation

Sitenanagement

Raising awareness:

Primary mechanism for PAES

Recognition as a successful
programme

Useful as marketing tool
Branding

Flexibility

Sharing of success stories

Awareness and recognition

Inclusion in organisation needs
to better achieved

Sharing of knowledge

Strengthening linkages and
communication:

Multiple stakeholders
Good communication

Strong support from NGOs and
EPWP

NGOs instrumental in technical
support, site assessments and
financial backing

Ascertaining perceptions and
backgrounds

NGOs and EPWP play an
important role in management

NGOs aid in improving
landowner extension

6.4 Conclusion

The complexity and number of key role players inedl in biodiversity stewardship gives rise to a bem

of perspectives. An in-depth understanding of tspectives of the participants in case study b#éssbeen

established. Leadership, representation, capacitiegls, resources, motivation, trust and commitnaea

the key challenges or obstacles for effective sielec proclamation and management of biodiversity

stewardship sites. The opportunities and poterd@utions for improvement for effective selection,

proclamation and management of biodiversity stesldpl sites are raising awareness, strengthening

linkages and communication. From the stakeholdespgetives on and attitudes to the challenges and

opportunities for the successful implementatiotiotiiversity stewardship in KZN and in South Afriaee

described and discussed.
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Chapter 7. Conclusion

This chapter revisits the aim and objectives thatenoutlined in Chapter One. The best possiblearebe
methodology was selected to answer the aim andilge. Recommendations of the research are pezbent

and a conclusion is drawn from the research.

7.1 Revisiting the aim and objectives:
Aim:
Critically assess the potential for the KwaZulu-alabiodiversity stewardship programme to contribite

towards achieving grassland biome conservationahjes in the province.

The potential for biodiversity stewardship in séegrconservation objectives for the grassland biasne
notable. As the grassland biome is extensively aseldhas a number of competing land uses in Kok
such as biodiversity stewardship is a key mechafagsrachieving biodiversity conservation of the ggiand
biome. Biodiversity stewardship promotes bettedlase management particularly in terms of agricaltu
practices and provides technical support in achge\sustainable management objectives thus having a

positive effect on grassland biodiversity.

The three case studies sites are seen as an\effémbl for conservation of pertinent biodiversitlyKZN,

this is known a prior, which aids in gaining a derepnderstanding of the effectiveness of the bieity
stewardship programme particularly for the grasslaiome. All three sites contribute to achievingytds of
securing critical biodiversity, and the three siedher secure significant tracts of the grasslaimine and

forest biome as a habitat for endangered and thredtspecies.

To implement conservation plans and assessments snstained on-ground outcomes, biodiversity
stewardship requires the participation, interactiand perceptions of multiple stakeholders. Spanaamnoss
multiple municipal boundaries and biomes with a hem of different stakeholders, stewardship
implementation is complex. From the perspectiveskey biodiversity stewardship landowners and/or
managers a number of obstacles and opportunities ientified, the potential of biodiversity stewship
achieving grassland biome conservation objectineK4N is dependant on addressing the obstacles and
focussing on the opportunities and strengths.

Objectives
i. Conduct a desktop investigation of the approachthous and gaps in systematic

conservation planning and the status of grasslandies in South Africa.

From the considerable volume of literature reviewed evident that South Africa has based coreterm
planning on SCP, and accordingly national poliegidlation and planning tools are informed by ST

conservation plans are generally depicted spatiailyn the result that a vast array of informatian i
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incorporated into one plan. The plans proactivelgniify ‘priority areas’ for conservation, and the
incorporation of the opportunities such as corrigxpansion and constraints such as areas of high
transformation, strengthens decision-making. Ttegiapplans are a product of the mapping of a nurobe
different features and targets. Targets are comyndwalsed on area and surrogacy of species. This
information is analysed using specialised softwarej the output maps then guide land-use planming i
terms of future developments and conservation 8palty. South Africa has a number of different o
inform land-use planning, these include bioregigulahs, SDFs and IDP and these frameworks and plans

use systematic conservation plans comprehensively.

Conservation focussed on threatened ecosystemssgewles is valuable. This is specifically true for
grassland conservation as the listing of specitsate threatened and endangered brings atteotigpeties
and ecosystems needing protection. Grasslandscvitibelly endangered species or vegetation typdde

of high priority when considering conservation sges.

In reviewing the literature, it is evident that 8outh Africa, consolidation of both land-use plarghand
conservation planning enables the facilitationhef mainstreaming of conservation into productioctas.
The mainstreaming of conservation into the agnireltsector is common practice, specifically for the
grassland biome. Inclusion of ecological connetgtjviatural and intact areas, such as wetlandsipadan
zones, and fragmentation avoidance are all priesifthat complement the mainstreaming of conservatio

into productive sectors.

In South Africa, specifically KZN, conservation plang is extensive and the identification of pestih
areas in terms of conservation plans is well acdsimpd. However, the implementation of provinci&ns
into securing land for conservation is poorly aghiz The NPAES consults spatial planning maps, kewe
the spatial plans are too broad, use arbitrarysuarnt are based on biased data. Arguably, onee @réatest
challenges of SCP is the implementation of the ensaion plans into real life situations. Implensagign
requires that land be secured which adequatelyhesathe targets outlined by the NSBA and that an

adequate management strategy is developed.

The provincial conservation authorities and SoufticAn National Parks (SANParks) are actively imeal
in the NPAES and management of PAs. Despite tleiveainvolvement, the lack of financial resoureesl
capacity hinder implementation. As such, mechanidrataid in achieving cost effective and targeétetr
land acquisition are needed. Furthermore, the neanagt and sustainable use of resources outsiaeroéf

PAs needs to be improved.

To improve conservation of grasslands in Southcafriools such as bioregional plans, listing oé#tened
and endangered species, IAS regulation and managestens for ecosystems and species of grasslands
should be undertaken. Implementation of consemataweas and monitoring of current grassland

conservation areas needs to be better achieved.
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i. Provide an overview of the KwaZulu-Natal biodiversstewardship programme and

attempt to understand the role it plays in grasdl&diome conservation.

The potential of the biodiversity stewardship sies scrutinised during the EKZNW site selectioocesss,

and recorded in the BSP documentation. The metisldgsessment process undertaken by EKZNW was not
intended to be replicated but rather to be undedsibin terms of grassland conservation. As presgin

this documentation, the Roselands Nature Reserimpertant in protecting critical grassland vegeiat
types. It has a tract of the endangered Midlandsthiit Grassland and other vulnerable grasslanestgpe
secured. Moreover, the BBCONR contributes to geaamshlconservation by securing the vulnerable
Drakensberg Foothill Moist Grassland. Both the Ros#s Nature Reserve and BBCONR secure these
grassland vegetation types under formal protedtiderms of NEM: PAA initiated through the biodigéy
stewardship process. Umgano contains considerabbtstof the vulnerable grassland vegetation types
namely the Drakensberg Foothill Moist Grassland &ondthern KZN Moist Grassland. Although Umgano
does not secure the grasslands under formal pimtett terms of NEM: PAA, the management plan
outlined by the biodiversity stewardship processsaio maintain the grassland in a pristine statktlaere is

the intention to secure the land under formal mtada.

Grassland areas that have threatened and endargger@ids are important and require conservationt@ue
the endangered species status. The Blue Swalltimar{do atrocaerule)found at Roselands, the various
crane species at BBCONR and the White-winged #ilffSarothrura ayregiat Umgano are examples of
species of concern and thus the conservation sktlaeeas is significant particularly for grasslé&imime

conservation.

Spatial plans such as the KZN PAES and the cuo@mervation plan are consulted during the bioditser
stewardship site assessments. The consultatioheo$gatial plans further determines areas of axtimfj
land uses and consequently they are avoided. Theifjodiversity stewardship sites are initiallyfaled on
spatial efficiency and conflict avoidance. The aynfing of biodiversity stewardship sites to spatikns
should not be the only factor considered. The apatians are merely a guide for action and extensiv
ground truthing is important. This was specificallye for Umgano, as the EKZNW BSP documentation
scrutinised Umgano against the 2007 C-Plan ancetlesre no values of high irreplaceability within

Umgano.

Additionally, the Roselands Nature Reserve and BRRMDiodiversity stewardship sites are secured under
national legislation, specifically the NEM: PAA. lgano biodiversity stewardship site is secured rimseof
contract law. The management of these sites aimuamtain and improve their contribution to critica
grassland conservation. The management plans &didtess issues mainly relating to IAS clearingzigigh
practices and burning are outlined in the bioditgrstewardship process and aim to maintain anddong

the management of the grasslands.
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iii. Review in a GIS environment different KZN consémgblan datasets to verify current

and identify potential future biodiversity stewdngssite suitability

The Roselands Nature Reserve and the BBCONR antifidd as priority areas in both the 2007 C-Plad a
the 2010 TSCP, indicating their importance for emation of critical biodiversity, particularly viin the
grassland biomes. The spatial operations using 8@P found that some sections of Umgano did hayle hi

irreplaceability and were of conservation significa, contradicting the findings of the 2007 C-Plan.

All three case study sites make an important doution to grassland conservation in the provinaent
both the EKZNW BSP documentation and the GIS spaparations the contribution of the biodiversity
stewardship sites to biodiversity representati@rsigtence and spatial efficiency in the grasslinche is

apparent.

The spatial operations conducted in the currergared built on from the BSP assessments and \erifie
currentbiodiversity stewardship case study site suitgbibitunderstand the implications of these outpaoits f
meeting grassland biome conservation objectivessubistantiate the findings of the BSP documentation
terms of the case study sites’ conservation sicaniice, the occurrence and extent of the TSCP Bivaadh

of the case study sites is explored. It was evidbat in terms of representation, all three biotkitg
stewardship sites adequately represent importativarsity features, from threatened grassland tediga
types to endangered and threatened faunal spethes.persistence of the biodiversity stewardshipssis
based on the principle that ecological processdscannectivity are considered. All three case stsitlys

are important due to the ecological processes sischvetlands they incorporate, and thus ensure the
persistence of grassland biodiversity.

Transformed areas have an altered natural stagg;dre deemed unsuitable for biodiversity stewapdsh
Roselands and BBCONR are surrounded by fragmentedsadeemed unsuitable for biodiversity
stewardship. The unsuitable land is mainly usedgfazing, cropping and forestry and has a detriaient
effect on grassland biodiversity. The unsuitablellases surrounding Umgano are relatively discantis

and there are vast areas of grassland and buslisasdo the western and north-western side of dmga

Areas that avoid threats and vulnerabilities arerity areas for biodiversity conservation. ‘Posgibuitable
areas’ are based on priority areas of the TSCPaagas which are untransformed. There are moderately
fragmented areas within close proximity to both &asd’'s and BBCONR and there are mostly ‘unsuitable
areas’ for biodiversity stewardship. ‘Possibly able area’ surrounding Umgano is infrequent. Alditou
Umgano has a fair amount of area surrounding it ifantransformed, there are not many TSCP pyiorit

areas surrounding Umgano.
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The identification of ‘possibly suitable areas’ foiodiversity stewardship is only one aspect ohplag.
While some ‘possibly suitable areas’ for biodiversstewardship are evident surrounding the casgystu
sites, the actual selection and implementationhebé areas to conservation is multifaceted. Theegso
involves extensive assessments and consultatidn waitious stakeholders. This is evident is therdge
assessments undertaken by EKZNW to secure thestade sites for biodiversity stewardship. Whilerthe
is some potential for biodiversity stewardshiphe surrounding areas of the case study sitesptiential

can only be translated into implementation basestakeholder involvement.

iv.  Understand the implementation prospects of the ibardity stewardship programme
from the perspective of all the stakeholders inedlin stewardship and develop insights

into how implementation can be improved.

The perceptions and attitudes of the stakeholdery quite substantially. Generally, the biodiversit
stewardship process as a mechanism for conservatiéAN and SA has been well received. It is seg@ a
credible process to secure critical biodiversitgast As perceived by the biodiversity conservaéirperts
and the stewardship landowners and/or managersetheing of the biodiversity stewardship sites BNK

to date has been very successful. Biodiversity atéship is a key mechanism for expanding the Pivorit

and placing areas outside of formal protection undenservation management. The consensus of
biodiversity conservation experts is that key pseaknational legislation such as NEM: PAA and NEBA

driving biodiversity stewardship is arguably, wiysi so successful.

Despite the success of the biodiversity stewardgihggramme in KZN, it is important to address the
numerous limitations to improve the implementatwocess. Time constraints relating to the buredigcra
system should be better outlined at the start efglocess. The time consuming nature of biodiwersit
stewardship is out of the control of the conseoratuthority EKZNW and stakeholders involved. Many
stakeholders identified the capacity of the prolhconservation authority to be an area of concém
address the lack of capacity, it is suggestedttiemstewardship practitioner takes on fewer sitethat the
current sites can be more adequately maintainedhétmnore, additional biodiversity stewardship cefis

should be employed by EKZNW to address the capaoitgtraints.

Funding is a limiting factor for the provincial aotity EKZNW. Therefore, important partnerships sldo

be further developed between NGOs such as WWF &WHs such as WfW. The NGOs and EPWPs can
relieve the financial burden of EKZNW in terms dksassessments, development of management pldns an
maintenance and monitoring the biodiversity sif¢&0Os such as CREW are actively involved in the site
assessments and EPWPs such as WfW are leadinglagters in IAS clearing. NGOs also play an active
role in initiating contact between key stakehold®&&Os undertake many site visits to areas of Bagmit
biodiversity and build relationships with landowseThe Bill Barnes Crane and Oribi Nature Reseng a
Dalton Private Nature Reserve had endangered sp&oiking groups play an active role in introducargl
promoting the biodiversity stewardship programme.
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The stewardship practitioners realise the impogaoft building on and strengthening relationshipshwi
NGOs and EPWP. Strengthening linkages with NGQweirgeived by many stakeholders to be the key to
overcoming capacity problems within the biodiversitewardship programme. The technical support from
NGOs for the biodiversity stewardship programmeital as it aids in maintaining a positive relasbip.

The commitment of the landowner is also importanetaluate. Some stakeholders addressed the i§sue o
land reform and land redistribution, as there idear biodiversity stewardship is a form of land
expropriation. The legislation is clear that thedawner still has rights to the land even once lpioed as

a Nature Reserve; this should be stressed to tigleveners to avoid any confusion and distrust.

In many cases landowner commitment is driven byrntiges, but some stakeholders raised concern as
conservation should ultimately be the main driviagtor not the incentives. Incentives are nonetiseln
important aspect of the biodiversity stewardshipgpamme. Management incentives such as IAS clearing
grazing and fire management are seen as moreisattifor conservation than the fiscal incentiveserms

of tax and rates rebates. The stewardship prastitty the farmers and managers, discussed thetanper

of a management plan drafted. The management plathé three case studies mainly involved stocking
rates, burning and control of IAS within the grassls. Although the management plan outlines thege k
components of grassland conservation, the implemtient of these objectives ought to be better

accomplished.

Improved support, follow up and extension on grgziburning and IAS clearing will aid in successful
management of the grassland biome. Further stadtehalbollaboration particularly with NGOs and the
sharing of rights, responsibilities and power wfllectively bridge the gap in capacity, which wasritified

as a major limitation particularly during the maeagnt phase of biodiversity stewardship. The
strengthening of aspects of management is vitachieving grassland conservation, as the effeatsef
biodiversity stewardship achieving targets is basedhe probability of the management objectiveindpe

met.

Management is the most important component of ibéilersity stewardship programme. Although there i

some concern over grazing of ungulates within Rtete Environments and Nature Reserves, there is
substantial research to support the concept thaserwation grazing can be practised without causing
biodiversity loss. Concern over grazing capacitigthin the BBCONR was resolved by technical advice

through the biodiversity stewardship programme.

Despite the limitations of biodiversity stewardshiipis an appealing programme as areas are selecte
their biodiversity merit. The meticulous way of eting the biodiversity stewardship sites ensui th
representation, persistence and key ecologicalegess are included. Due to this selection process,
landowners of the case study sites identified theiperties as contributing to targets of consémads their
land has threatened and endangered ecosystempearieissand key ecological processes are maintained.
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Further developing aspects such as marketing arttlbrg of biodiversity stewardship raises awareaess
improves understanding of landowners wishing t@ettie programme. Marketing and sharing of success
stories of biodiversity stewardship positively irdhce trust and landowner willingness, this is ingu for
biodiversity stewardship as it addresses the olestaand risks identified by numerous stakehold€&cs.
further strengthen biodiversity stewardship as alrarism for conservation, there should be a strecuch

as a ‘working group’ where the biodiversity stewsirigh site landowners can share successes, faifaeds,
more included, and be apart of an organisation.aqising of site visits and meetings amongst the
committed landowners and sharing of experiencddwiter inform decision making in the future.

7.2 Recommendations and overall conclusion

The current PA network falls short of achieving s&gion targets, species targets and area tadjéisugh
SCP is a guide for action, a limitation of conséoma is linking planning more effectively to
implementation. South African legislation is wedkinded but implementation is inefficient. A tookth
secures land under formal protection, such as Wéosity stewardship needs to be further developed t

address poor conservation implementation.

Biodiversity stewardship plays a key role in bicasity conservation of grasslands in KZN. Portiofis

privately owned threatened grasslands can enter fonimal conservation and be properly managed to
contribute to grassland biome conservation objestivBiodiversity stewardship can also serve asya ke
mechanism that will secure necessary underrepexestd vulnerable habitats to the formal reserve
network. Biodiversity stewardship contributes tonservation largely by maintaining natural areas and
ensuring representation and persistence of faupetiss and vegetation, as well as maintaining key

ecological processes such as dispersal and speigjestions.

The support and resources offered to the landowpkg a key role in the success of biodiversity
stewardship. Given these findings, the strengtlgeaimd improved capacity will allow for further exyson
of the biodiversity stewardship programme in KZNisT is especially true for the current process of
biodiversity stewardship as the capacity of the seowation authorities were found to be wanting.
Accordingly, there needs to be increased instiaiGupport from government, conservation authesigind

funding agencies.

This research study has further highlighted thecassg and limitations of biodiversity stewardshipaas
effective mechanism in securing critical grasslénetiversity. Implementing biodiversity stewardstdp
private land is vital in securing grassland areadbth formal conservation and conservation oetsifithe
PA network. Biodiversity stewardship is deemed aseaessary process if South Africa is to meet PA
expansion and biodiversity targets for increasihg tarea of land under conservation. Biodiversity
stewardship protects and manages critical biodiyevghile allowing for coexistence of appropriagntl

uses. The management of these biodiversity stetigrédgeas aim to maintain key ecological processes
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support a wide array of species, be spatially iefficand persist for future generations. The stakksns
identified biodiversity stewardship to be vital fbiodiversity conservation. The biodiversity stedstrip
ideology aligns with the legislation and institutéd setting and this is important as it has thekipgcand
support. Finally, this research has identified thain shortcomings that need to be addressed tcerend

biodiversity stewardship successful and sustainat#&N in the future.
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Appendix A: Informed consent signed by all
Interviewees

Discipline of Geography

School of Environmental Sciences
Faculty of Seience and Agriculture
University of UKZN.
Pietermaritzburg

Tune 2011

Dear SirMadam
INFORMED CONSENT FOBRM

My name is Angela de Jong and I am currently reading for my Masters Degree in Geography and
Environmental Management at the Umiversity of KwaZulu-Natal. Pietermaritzburg. For my
Masters dissertation, I will be conducting research on “The systematic conservation planning of
grassland biomes in KwaZulu-Natal: evaluating the stewardship approach”™

For this research I will be conducting a series of semi-structured interviews with specialists in the
conservation field, as well as with government officials. landowners and officers from Ezemvelo
KZN Wildlife. This semi-structured interview forms part of my data collection and will be

incorporated into my final project.

Participation in the inferview is voluntary and you are free to withdraw from the research at any
time without negative or undesirable consequences to yourself. Your response will be treated in a
confidential manner. and limits on confidentiality will be set by yourself. Anonymity is assured if

you are uncomfortable with the use of your name.

Thank you very much for your co-operation. Please feel free to contact me or my supervisor Mrs

Dayle Trotter Richardson. at any time you should have queries in this regard.

Kind Regards
Angela de Jong Dayle Trotter Richardson
Masters Student Supervisor

L (full name) agree to be interviewed. I understand all associated

conditions as outlined by the above letter and I am Happy to engage in the interviewing

procedure. I wouldwould not like to remain anonymous.

Signature of Interviewee Date

165



Appendix B: Interview schedule for conservation
officials

General conservation questions

1. What is brodiversity’s importance?

2. What 1s the value of biodiversity for conservation?

3. Why conserve biodiversity?

4, What 1s the state of biodiversity in South Africa?

5. What is the current management practice of biodiversity within the Protected Areas?
6. How effective is systematie biodiversity planning in South Africa?

What is the role of protected areas in contributing to systematic conservation planning?
8. How important and effective are informal reserves in achieving biodiversity conservation?
9. What is the future of South African conservation?

10. What needs to be done to improve conservation efforts?

Biodiversity stewardship questions

1. What other ways are there to secure biodiversity under conservation outside of formal
protection?

| )

Does biodiversity stewardship align itself with systematic conservation planning. how so?
Does biodiversity stewardship contribute to overall conservation targets?

How effective is the biodiversity stewardship programme?

How do the incentives offered influence the biodiversity stewardship process?

How can biodiversity stewardship be used in grassland conservation?

S M b Ll

What are some of the limitations of biodiversity stewardship?
What management practices are put in place?

What are the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders involved?

= e

0. Do the wvarious stakeholders involved have a positive attitude towards biodiversity

stewardship?
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Appendix C: Interview schedule for stewardship
landowners and/or managers

General background questions

Has the property always had a conservation minded approach?

How did you hear about the biodiversity stewardship programme?

When did the process begin. and when was it made official 1.e declared?
What were the reasons for entering into the biodiversity stewardship process?

L T R R

What apprehension if any were there for entering into the biodiversity stewardship progranumne?

Biodiversity stewardship questions

1. Does biodiversity stewardship confribute to overall conservation targets?
2. What key features does the property contribute?

3. How effective is the biodiversity stewardship programme?

4. How do the incentives offered influence the biodiversity stewardship process?
5. How can biodiversity stewardship be used in grassland conservation?

6. What are some of the limitations of biodiversity stewardship?

7. What management practices are put in place?

8. What are the roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders involved?

9. Do the wvarious stakeholders involved have a positive attitude towards biodiversity
stewardship?
10. What concerns do you have regarding the process?
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