
Comments and Response Report 

Stakeholder Comment Response 
Ian Gaigher/Cath Vise from Vhembe Biosphere 
Reserve 

The VBR could receive more prominence. The VBR is a 
very important conservation agency in the District and 
all operators should be made aware of this. 

It is agreed that the VBR is an important conservation 
agency within the Bioregion. The Vhembe Biosphere 
Reserve is discussed in the Bioregional Plan under 
section 2.4.3, in Appendix 1 under section 2.4.3 and 
Figure 7a, as well as, in the Process and Consultation 
Report with regards to the Biosphere Reserve and the 
SEZ’s.  

The information on ecosystem status is incorrect and 
incomplete: The Plan refers to the 2011 SANBI 
assessment (attached) and mentions that only one 
vegetation type, Tzaneen Sour Bushveld,  is threatened 
and listed as Endangered by SANBI. SANBI clearly lists 
the following: 
 
Endangered: Blouberg Forest and Mapungubwe-
Greefswald Riverine Forest 
Vulnerable: Lowveld Riverine Forest and Tzaneen Sour 
Bushveld. 

Noted. The Ecosystem map has been revised to reflect 
the most recent data. Tzaneen Sour Lowveld, classified 
as Endangered and the Lowveld Riverine Forest 
classified as Vulnerable. It should also be noted that 
Mapungubwe Forest located on the northern border of 
the District near MNP, while not a vegetation type, is an 
identified priority area from conservation planning 
processes and is classified as Endangered. 

The information on threatened species is incomplete. 
They only list three mammal species as threatened 
namely Samango Monkey, Ground Pangolin and 
Leopard.  However, the latest Red Data List includes 27 
mammal species. I did not look at the plants, 
invertebrates, fishes, amphibians and reptiles  but the 
information does not look complete. 

The information on fauna contained in the Bioregional 
Plan is just to give a brief indication of a few species 
which might be found within the Vhembe Bioregion. It is 
not an exhaustive list by any means.  

The information on protected areas and protected 
environments is confusing. I suggest that all areas 
(whether they are National Parks, Provincial Nature 
Reserves, Forestry Reserves or privately owned 
reserves) that are legally protected be considered as 
conservation areas. For example, the Luvhondo Nature 
Reserve is privately owned but it has the same 

Two sets of protected area data has been utilized in the 
Vhembe Bioregional Plan. Firstly the data contained in 
the Limpopo Conservation Plan, 2013 and secondly, the 
latest available data sourced from the South African 
Protected Area database, 2016. The Luvhondo Nature 
Reserve does not form part of the protected area 



conservation status as a provincial nature reserve. 
Luvhondo is included in some maps but excluded from 
other maps. 

network in the Limpopo Conservation Plan, hence it is 
missing from this map but included in others. 

The Luvhondo Nature Reserve should be included in the 
description of the Soutpansberg Centre of Endemism. 

Noted. It shall be included. 

The proposal on mining is confusing.  In some instances 
mining is not allowed in CBA 1 areas but then it can be 
allowed if both ministers approve it. I think this should be 
outlined more clearly 

Noted.  

I am very concerned about the statement that “where 
possible other sites for meeting biodiversity targets may 
be found” where certain activities conflict with 
biodiversity." Critical Biodiversity areas are designated 
as such because any development within them will 
impact negatively on biodiversity so such a statement 
does not make sense and opens the door for abuse. 
Mining is important but I think biodiversity is the most 
important natural asset in the region for human 
development and job creation and should not be 
perceived as being in conflict with development. 

Agreed, however, biodiversity offsets will only occur in 
areas where the CBA’s have already been transformed 
or destroyed to such an extent that the area no longer 
has any biodiversity value. This is the only instance 
where offsets are acceptable. 

Dr M Knight: General Manager SANParks Park 
Planning and Development 

What principles, criteria and/or Provincial Strategic 
Policy programmes informed these? Many of these SEZ 
zones are within Critical Biodiversity Areas. Do these 
zones align with any Provincial, District and Local 
Municipal SDF and 
other planning processes? These zones might have 
further environmental and socioeconomic 
impacts that are not reflected or factored in provincial, 
biodiversity or park/conservation area planning 
processes. This might include, but are not limited to 
increased logistic activity (e.g. road traffic), urban/peri-
urban sprawl etc. Has such a 
feasibility and risk assessment been done? 
 

SEZ’s can be designated by the Minister, as was the 
case with the Musina/Makhado SEZ. Special Economic 
Zones were designated in the Musina SDF, however, no 
mention was made in the District SDF. NuLeaf cannot 
comment on what principles, criteria or policies that 
informed the SEZ’s, though we are in agreement that 
these zones could have lasting impacts on the receiving 
environment. To our knowledge a Business Plan, Pre-
feasibility Report and a Technical Feasibility Report 
have been done for the Musina SEZ. It should be noted 
that many of these SEZ’s have already been granted 
Environmental Authorization.  



Several of these proposed SEZ zones also fall within the 
Provincial Protected Area Expansion and important 
climate change corridors, and/or are adjacent to 
Protected areas (and their buffers), which seeks to 
secure important ecosystem services and processes 
necessary to maintain social and environmental well-
being 
The Mapungubwe National Park (a World Heritage Site) 
will review their Management 
Plan only in 2018, and the “buffer delineation” might be 
different from the current delineation. This will require 
consultation with relevant parties at this point of time 
already, since this might be different from the current 
delineated buffer 

Craig Beech from Peace Parks Foundation supplied 
NuLeaf with the spatial data for the South African Peace 
Parks Greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation 
Area which includes the Mapungbuwe National Park. 
The proposed land use zones and buffers are assumed 
to be the latest available data. However, we will be in 
contact with the Park to determine if any changes are 
underway. 

SANParks is concerned about the seemingly lack of 
consultation with sectors and land users. We would like 
to request a report of such a Public Participation process 
and/or Stakeholder Engagement strategy, being 
inclusive of stakeholders such as local and district 
government, DRDLR, Department of Agriculture, land 
owners, Conservation sector, DWS, Vhembe Biosphere 
etc. 

All various Departments inclusive of District 
Government, Department of Agriculture, DWS and 
Vhembe Biosphere formed part of the stakeholder list 
and were made aware of the compilation of the Vhembe 
Bioregional Plan. Stakeholders were also invited to 
comment on the draft bioregional plan. Unfortunately, 
owing to the nature of the project and the size, direct 
consultation with land owners was not possible. 

 


