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Introduction

It is an ancient and widespread human practice to set aside areas for the preservation
of natural values. The royal burial and “Butimba” hunting grounds of Swaziland are
traditional local examples common to much of Africa. Some areas protect natural
resources and ecosystem services such as the delivery of clean water or the supply of
timber. Others protect recreational and aesthetic values. More recently, areas are
increasingly being protected principally for the conservation of biodiversity, including
ecosystems, biological assemblages, species and populations (Margules & Pressey
2000). Many of these areas meet the World Conservation Union’s definition of a
strictly protected area (IUCN categories [-IV, IUCN 1994), and hereafter such areas
are referred to as ‘reserves’. The basic role of reserves is to protect biodiversity from
unnatural processes that threaten its existence in the wild. In Swaziland, they must do
this within the constraints imposed by rapidly increasing numbers of humans and their
associated requirements for space, resources and waste disposal.

In planning a system of reserves to protect biodiversity, two objectives are paramount
(Margules & Pressey 2000). The first is to represent, or sample, as much variation in
biodiversity as possible. The second is to sustain the biodiversity by maintaining
natural processes and viable populations and by excluding threats. To meet these
objectives, conservation planning must deal not only with the location of reserves in
relation to patterns of biodiversity, but also with reserve design (size, connectivity,
alignment of boundaries etc) and management. In the face of competing land-uses,
particularly in Swaziland, conservation planning must usually use limited resources to
achieve defendable conservation goals, and it must be accountable in allowing

decisions to be critically reviewed.
2

In general, economically productive land-uses prevail when they compete with
biodiversity conservation. As a result, reserves tend to be concentrated on land that, at
least at the time of establishment, was too remote or unproductive to be important
economically (Margules & Pressey 2000). This means that many species occurring in
productive landscapes or landscapes with development potential are not protected.
Moreover, goals such as the protection of grand scenery and wilderness often focus on
areas that are remote, rugged and residual from intensive uses, giving them a political
advantage over goals such as representativeness, which also consider disturbed,
economically productive landscapes (Margules & Pressey 2000).

Background

Despite a number of conservation planning exercises, Swaziland has a history of
reserves being established in a relatively unsystematic manner. Swaziland’s first
reserve, Hlatikulu, was proclaimed in 1905, and it’s second, Ubombo, in 1907
(Hackel & Carruthers 1993). The primary goal for these areas was the conservation of
large mammal species. Up until 1917, these areas covered well over 10% of the
country and appeared to be achieving their goal. Thereafter, an outbreak of Nagana
(sleeping sickness) resulted in game being seen as a threat to the livestock industry

2 Photo: Mdzimba PWA



and with concurrent economic recession, the majority of the area was de-proclaimed.
By 1922 both reserves had been entirely de-proclaimed.

Forty two years later, following the near decimation of Swaziland’s large mammals
(Reilly 1994), the Kingdom’s first existing reserve, Mlilwane Wildlife Sanctuary, was
proclaimed under the Game Act of 1953. Later in 1967, Hlane Game Reserve was
proclaimed under the same act. In 1972, the Swaziland National Trust Commission
(SNTC) was formed specifically to conserve areas and features representative of
Swaziland’s natural and cultural heritage. As part of the establishment of SNTC, an
initial assessment of protection worthy areas in Swaziland was done in 1972
(Grimwood 1973). The report was a first step towards developing a plan for creating
“a pattern of [National] parks representative of all of the four main regions of
Swaziland and covering as many as possible of the various ecosystems of each of
them” (Grimwood 1973). Grimwood’s work involved approximately 4 months of
aerial and field based investigation. This report identified 6 protection worthy areas
including Mlilwane and Hlane. Following this report, one of the proposed areas was
proclaimed, Malolotja Nature Reserve, in 1977.

3

A second survey of national protection worthy areas was commissioned by SNTC in
1978 (Reilly 1979). The survey identified 31 protection worthy areas, including
Mlilwane, Hlane and Malolotja, which would have resulted in protection of 9.47% of
the Kingdom. Of this, 58% was proposed as National Parks, 13% as Nature Reserves,
24% as National Landscapes and 5% as National Wetlands. Only one of the 31 areas
proposed was proclaimed, Mlawula Nature Reserve, in 1980. A fifth reserve, Mkhaya
Game Reserve, was proclaimed in 1985 although it was not identified in either of the
surveys. Two areas adjacent to existing reserves, Hawane (Malolotja) and Mantenga
(Mlilwane) have since been proclaimed in 1992 and 1994 respectively. These total
Swaziland’s seven existing reserves, which cover 64100 ha, only 3.7 % of the
country.

As part of the Ministry of Agriculture and Co-operatives’ National Forest Policy and
Legislation Project, another avenue for setting aside areas for the conservation of flora
was created through the Flora Protection Act of 2000. This Forest Policy and
Legislation Project commissioned a desk-top assessment of protection worthy areas in
2000 (Deale et al. 2000). This identified 11 areas in addition to the 30 previously
identified (excluding proclaimed areas), and did a preliminary desk-top prioritisation
of these 41 areas in terms of their conservation value.

Following Swaziland’s ratification of the Convention on Biological Diversity in 1994,
it developed a national Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (BSAP). This BSAP
highlights an urgent need for increased protection of representative examples of
biodiversity. The objectives of this study are 1) to rapidly assess a set of identified
areas in order to determine their conservation value, and 2) of these, to identify a set
of top priority areas where field surveys should be done to collect necessary
biodiversity information.

? Photo: Nyonyane PWA, Komati River



Study area

The study area includes the entire Kingdom of Swaziland which is between 30°45°-
32°10” E and 25°40°-27°20" S.

Methods

Field surveys

Areas worthy of considering for this study were identified based on 1) areas
previously identified as protection worthy (Grimwood 1972, Reilly 1979, Deall et al.
2000) and 2) areas with virtually no human settlement considered to have potentially
high biodiversity value by local biodiversity experts. Using these criteria, 44 potential
PWASs were identified.

Each of the 44 areas was visited at least once by the surveyor (K.Roques) and usually
one, or more, other biodiversity specialists between April 2001 and December 2001.
On visiting an area, the surveyors covered as much of the area as possible by vehicle
and/or foot. On average, approximately 4 hours were spent surveying each area. For
each area the following were recorded: functional vegetation types present; threatened
species of vertebrates (Monadjem & Boycott 2001) and plants (Dlamini et al. 2001)
observed (the time available permitted very little attention to this); causes of threat to
biodiversity; and optimal reserve boundary position.

Rapid assessment

A methodology developed by WWF (Ervin 2000), for rapidly assessing protected
areas and their management effectiveness, was modified to rapidly assess protection
worthy areas. This was a participatory exercise done using local expertise. Eight
biodiversity experts (Appendix 1) were selected based on their field experience with
biodiversity data collection and management in Swaziland. In an open forum
workshop these field biologists agreed on a set of biodiversity assets at the ecosystem
and species level. These assets could then be assessed for each area to determine its
biological importance.

Table 1. Biodiversity assets for protection worthy areas

Ecosystem level | Globally or regionally Highveld grassland
threatened ecosystem Highveld forest
Lubombo forest
Vleis and marshes

Locally threatened Middleveld grassland
ecosystem Riverine forest

Seasonal pans

Perennial rivers and streams

Critical landscape Important breeding area
functions Large water catchment
Exemplary and intact Containing most of its natural
ecosystem elements (including full array of

native species)
Containing structures and patterns
associated with historical




disturbance regimes
Species level Globally threatened species | Southern African red data list for
vertebrates () and plants ()
Regionally or locally Swaziland red data list for
threatened species vertebrates () and plants ()
Nationally endemic species | 80% of known species range is in
Swaziland
High levels of biodiversity | High numbers of species

With a common understanding of these assets, the field biologists then debated and
answered a set of biological and socio-economic questions pertaining to the
biodiversity of each area (see Appendix 3). Their answers were based on information
from the field survey and their biodiversity field expertise. Answers to each question
were scored as follows: “yes”=5; “maybe yes”=3; “maybe no”=1; “no”=0; and
“unknown”=0 (Ervin 2000).

Based on information from the field survey, the surveyor (K.Roques) then scored
threats to each PWA. The following threats were considered: alien animals, alien
plants, resource utilisation, poaching, settlement, land conversion, isolation, pollution
and erosion. For each threat, a set of questions was answered pertaining to the
imminence, range, impact and permanence of the threat (see Appendix 3). Answers to
each question were scored as follows:

Imminence Range Impact Permanence
“very likely throughout  very high permanent” =4,
“somewhat likely widespread  high long term”  =3;
“somewhat unlikely scattered moderate medium term” =2;
“highly unlikely localised low short term”  =1;
(Ervin 2000).
4
Calculations

Biological importance was calculated as the sum of the scores for the questions on
biological importance (section 1). Biological representativeness was calculated as the
sum of the scores for questions la-le and 1i. Biological persistence was calculated as
the sum of the scores for questions 1f-1h and 1j.

Socio-economic importance was calculated as the sum of the scores for the questions
on socio-economic importance (section 2). Tourism potential was calculated as the
sum of the scores for questions 2e and 2h. Cultural importance was calculated as the
sum of the scores for questions 2c and 2d. Resource importance was calculated as the
sum of the scores for questions 2c, 2f, 2i and 2j.

For each threat to each area, magnitude of threat of was calculated as the product of
the score for range and impact, degree of threat was calculated as the product of the
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score for magnitude and permanence, and urgency of threat was calculated as the
product of the score for magnitude and imminence.

Analysis

Correlations between variables for each area were identified using a correlation
analysis. Relationships between variables for each area were hypothesised then
investigated using regression analysis.

A multiple regression analysis of all areas pooled was used to determine the relative
importance of the various threats on overall degree of threat.

Single sample t-tests were used to determine whether the overall importance of areas
is significantly different from zero.

Awareness

An awareness and participation campaign was conducted, which involved
communication with specific stakeholder groups via radio shows, newspaper articles,
workshops, direct mailings and telephonic communication.

Results

Scores

The scores for the various calculations relating to biological and socio-economic
importance, as well as overall degree of threat, for each area are presented in Table 2.
The raw data used to compile these scores are presented in Appendix 4.

Table 2. Scores for the importance and threat calculations for all areas.
Areas of high priority (see protection priority section below) are in
bold. (Bio = biological, Import = importance, Repres = representativeness, Persist =
persistence, SE = socio-economic, Touris = tourism potential, Resour = resource
value, Cultur = cultural value)

PWA Bio Bio Bio SE SE SE SE Overall Overall
Import Repres Persist Import Touris Resour Cultur Import degree
threat
Big Bend
Conservancy 29 11 18 21 4 8 0 50 108

3 Photo: Mdzimba PWA, montane forest.



Bulembu 27 22 5 16 4 6 6 43
Dwaleni hills 15 7 8 18 4 10 3 33
Gebeni 26 12 14 34 8 14 6 60
Hele hele 15 5 10 18 4 5 1 33
Hlane west 34 16 18 30 2 16 6 64
1YSIS 34 16 18 30 6 11 3 64
Jilobi 40 24 16 29 8 14 5 69
Libetse 10 5 5 7 1 3 1 17
Luhlokohlo 1 1 0 6 0 5 4 7
Maguga 27 19 8 32 6 12 10 59
Mahamba 37 23 14 25 8 4 6 62
Mahlangatsha 32 18 14 22 6 12 3 54
Mahhuku 41 21 20 33 8 9 6 74
Makhonjwa 32 23 9 37 10 18 6 69
Mananga 32 21 11 20 5 9 4 52
Manzimyame 48 28 20 21 8 10 3 69
Matsapha viei 17 8 9 16 1 8 3 33
Mbuluzi 27 11 16 30 8 9 0 57
Mdzimba 41 23 18 45 10 20 10 86
Mhlumeni 32 18 14 28 8 14 3 60
Mjoli 28 14 14 26 4 16 5 54
Mkhondvo 22 12 10 24 10 10 3 46
Mliba 1 1 0 7 1 3 6 8
Muti muti 40 24 16 25 8 4 0 65
Ndlotane 46 26 20 30 10 16 3 76
Ndzeleni 2 2 0 11 4 6 5 13
Ngudzeni 22 12 10 27 6 18 5 49
Nisela 16 9 7 21 3 5 0 37
Nkhalashane 24 15 9 10 2 5 3 34
Nsongweni 28 18 10 24 10 10 5 52
Ntungulu 46 26 20 36 10 16 6 82
Nyonyane 50 30 20 35 10 18 6 85
Panata 22 8 14 35 8 9 3 57
Phophonyane 21 9 12 28 10 2 3 49
Pongola 30 12 18 22 8 5 0 52
Shewula 38 24 14 39 6 18 5 77
Shonalanga 5 4 1 5 0 1 0 10
Sibebe 30 20 10 33 10 7 8 63
Sinceni 26 12 14 37 10 16 5 63
Sondeza 28 21 7 24 6 14 6 52
Tulwane 18 13 5 18 4 12 5 36
Usutu gorge 34 20 14 20 10 6 4 54

Importance of areas

A wide range of scores were obtained for biological importance of the 44 areas,
ranging from 50 down to 1. Nyonyane, Manzimnyame, Ntungulu, Ndlotane,
Mdzimba and Mahuku had the highest biological importance while Shonalanga,
Ndzeleni, Mliba and Luhlokohlo had the lowest (see Appendix 2, Map 1).

A wide range of scores were also obtained for socio-economic importance of the 44
areas, ranging from 45 down to 5. Mdzimba, Shewula, Makhonjwa, Sinceni,
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Ntungulu and Nyonyane had the highest socio-economic importance, while Libetse,
Mliba, Luhlokohlo and Shonalanga had the lowest (see Appendix 2, Map 2).

Summing biological importance and socio-economic importance gave a wide range of
scores for overall importance of the 44 areas, ranging from 86 down to 7. Mdzimba,
Nyonyane, Ntungulu, Shewula, Ndlotane, Mahhuku, Manzimnyame, Jilobi and
Makhonjwa had the highest overall importance, while Libetse, Ndzeleni, Shonalanga,
Mliba and Luhlokohlo had the lowest (see Appendix 2, Map 3)

In general, there is a positive correlation between biological importance and socio-
economic importance of areas (r=0.70, P<0.001). In particular, there is a positive
correlation between the biological importance and tourism potential of the areas
(r=0.72, P<0.001) (i.e. areas with high biodiversity value also have high tourism
potential).

Threats to areas

A wide range of scores were obtained for threats to the 44 areas, ranging from 186
down to 78. Ngudzeni, Ndzeleni, Maguga, Tulwane, Sibebe and Mliba had the
highest overall degree of threat and areas such as Phophonyane, Muti-muti Nisela,
Mananga, Mbuluzi, Bulembu and Panata had the lowest (see Appendix 2, Map 2).

As one might expect, there is a negative relationship between the biodiversity
persistence value and isolation threat of the areas (R*=0.4, b=-0.4, P<0.001) (i.c. areas
under high threat of becoming isolated have low value for biological persistence).

There is a positive relationship between the threat of alien animals and the threat of
erosion (R*=0.27, b=0.5, P<0.01) i.e. areas under high threat by alien animals are also
under high erosion threat.

The multiple regression analysis indicates the contribution of the various threats to the
variation in overall degree of threat. All threats were significant in the multiple
regression (P<0.001). The results indicate that land-use change was the most
important threat (B =0.48), followed by settlement (3 =0.41), isolation ( =0.27),
resource use (B =0.21), alien animals ( =0.20), erosion ( =0.19), alien plants

(B =0.14), poaching (3 =0.13) and pollution ( =0.12).

Protection worthiness

Of the 44 areas surveyed, the following areas are not considered protection worthy
since the mean of their overall importance is not significantly different from zero (P >
0.01): Shonalanga (t=2.36, P =0.029, df = 19), Ndzeleni (t=2.29, P =0.033, df =
19), Luhlokohlo (t=2.10, P = 0.049, df = 19) and Mliba (t=1.90, P = 0.072, df =
19). The remaining 40 areas have scores for overall importance significantly greater
than zero and therefore are considered protection worthy, nevertheless, these scores
vary dramatically.

Protection priority

Figure 1 indicates the overall priority of areas through a scatter plot of overall
importance against overall degree of threat. Areas of high overall priority have high
overall importance and high overall degree of threat. Nine areas of high overall
priority can be identified (see area H on figure 1). These are, in descending order of



priority: Mdzimba, Ntungulu, Nyonyane, Ndlotane, Mahuku, Jilobi, Shewula,
Manzimnyame and Makhonjwa (see Appendix 2 Map. Five areas of low overall
priority can be identified (see area L on figure 1). These are, in descending order of
priority: Ndzeleni, Mliba, Shonalanga, Luhlokohlo and Libetse.
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Figure 1. A plot of overall importance vs overall degree of threat for all

areas to indicate their overall priority. Each point on the plot
represents one protection worthy area.

Figure 2 indicates the biological priority of areas through a scatter plot of biological
importance against overall degree of threat. Areas of high biological priority have
high biological importance and high overall degree of threat. Ten areas of high
biological priority can be identified (see area H on figure 2). These are, in descending
order of priority: Ntungulu, Nyonyane, Ndlotane, Mdzimba, Manzimnyame, Mahuku,
Jilobi, Mahamba, Shewula and Muti muti. Five areas of low biological priority can be
identified (see area L on figure 2). These are, in descending order of priority:
Ndzeleni, Mliba, Libetse, Shonalanga and Luhlokohlo.
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Biological Priority
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Figure 2. A plot of biological importance vs overall degree of threat for all

areas to indicate their biological priority. Each point on the plot
represents one protection worthy area.

Figure 3 indicates the socio-economic priority of areas through a scatter plot of socio-
economic importance against overall degree of threat. Areas of high socio-economic
priority have high socio-economic importance and high overall degree of threat.
Eleven areas of high socio-economic priority can be identified (see area H on figure
3). These are, in descending order of priority: Mdzimba, Ntungulu, Shewula, Sinceni,
Maguga, Sibebe, Gebeni, Makhonjwa, Panata, Nyonyane and Mahuku. Five areas of
low biological priority can be identified (see area L on figure 3). These are, in
descending order of priority: Mliba, Nkalashane, Luhlokohlo, Libetse and

Shonalanga.
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Socio-economic Priority
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Figure 3. A plot of socio-economic importance vs overall degree of threat for

all areas to indicate their socio-economic priority. Each point on
the plot represents one protection worthy area.

Bringing these results together, nine areas of overall priority are identified (Mdzimba,
Ntungulu, Nyonyane, Ndlotane, Mahuku, Jilobi, Shewula, Manzimnyame and
Makhonjwa), with an additional two areas of biological priority (Mahamba and Muti
muti) and an additional five areas of socio-economic priority (Sinceni, Maguga,
Sibebe, Gebeni and Panata).

Protection category

The following categories of Protected Area are proposed for Swaziland: National Park
(IUCN category 2), National Monument (IUCN category 3), Nature Reserve (Private
and National, [UCN category 4), Protected Landscape (IUCN category 5) and
Resource Reserve (IUCN category 6).

Based on the assets of the different areas and their current and likely future ownership

and management status, it is proposed that the Protection Worthy Areas be
categorised as described in Table 3 (see Appendix 2).
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Table 3.

Proposed categories of management for protected and protection

worthy areas. Areas identified as having high priority are in bold.

Proposed management category Area name Proposed Act for
Proclamation
National Park Hlane SNTC
Malolotja SNTC
Mlawula SNTC
Mlilwane SNTC
National Mounument Maguga SNTC
Mantenga SNTC
Mdzimba SNTC
Sibebe SNTC
Nature Reserve (National) Hawane SNTC
Ntungulu SNTC
Mahamba SNTC
Nyonyane SNTC
Manzimyame SNTC
Sondeza Flora Protection
Shewula SNTC
(private) Mbuluzi Game
Mkhaya SNTC
Muti muti Flora Protection
Nisela Game
Protected Landscape Bulembu SNTC
Mabhlangatsha Flora Protection
Mananga Flora Protection
Makhonjwa SNTC
Gebeni Flora Protection
Mhlumeni Flora Protection
Ndlotane SNTC
Nsongweni SNTC
Usutu gorge Flora Protection
Phophonyane SNTC
Sinceni Flora Protection
Tulwane Flora Protection
Resource Reserve Mahuku Game
Big Bend Game
Conservancy
Jilobi Flora Protection
Hlane west Game
IYSIS Game
Panata Game
Pongola Game
Mjoli Flora Protection
Mkhondvo Flora Protection
Nkhalashane Flora Protection

Category I (Strict Nature Reserve or Wilderness area) is probably not appropriate for
Swaziland given the countries current socio-economic status, although there may be
wilderness zones within other categories of protected area. Category II (National
Park) is most appropriate for Hlane, Malolotja, Mlawula and Mlilwane. Category 111
(National Monument), of which there are presently none even though the current
legislation does allow for these, is most appropriate for Mdzimba and Sibebe.
Category IV (Nature Reserve), which our current legislation does allow for, is most
appropriate for Ntungulu, Mahamba, Nyonyane, Manzimnyame and Shewula.
Category V (Protected Landscape) is most appropriate for Ndlotane, Sinceni and

13



Makhonjwa as potential examples. Finally, Category VI (Resource Reserve) is most
appropriate for Mahuku, Jilobi and Mjoli as potential examples.

Awareness

A number of radio shows have been presented on the project, 15 articles were
published in local newspapers, 5 competitions with prizes were completed, and more
than 150 interested and affected parties with mail boxes were sent an information
flyer, questionnaire and workshop invitation. The campaign was a success and
positive feedback was received from a wide variety of stakeholders. The results of the
questionnaires that were distributed via direct mailing included perceived benefits
(assistance, ecological, management related and socio-economic) of proclaiming areas
and perceived negative impacts or concerns (loss of future options, ineffective
support, sustainability, privacy) of proclaiming areas by stakeholders. Feedback was
also obtained concerning the conservation/tourism activities already planned by
stakeholders. See Appendix 5 for a report of the awareness campaign.

Source: Mud Hut6

Discussion

The importance of conserving biodiversity is widely recognised and can be strongly
argued in ecological, economic and social terms. Swaziland has recognised this and,
as such, has ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity and incorporated
biodiversity conservation into the Kingdom’s National Development Plan. Despite
this, pressure on biodiversity as a result of human needs is growing rapidly. In 1976
Swaziland had 0.5 million people. In a period of twenty years the population almost
doubled (0.95 million in 1997). In 2016 it is expected to have increased to 1.7 million
people (Swaziland Government 2001)! This emphasises the need to act quickly to
conserve biodiversity and realise the benefits therefrom. It is globally recognized that
protecting areas is one of the most successful and sustainable means of conserving
biodiversity.

Importance

Through visiting and rapidly assessing each of the 44 areas in this study two things
have become glaringly apparent. Firstly, Swaziland has a great richness of
biodiversity and landscapes within its limited area, and secondly very little is known
about the biodiversity of many of the areas visited.

A wide range of scores for the biological and socio-economic importance of areas are
presented in this document. These scores offer a means of prioritising areas in terms
of their value for conservation. It is important to highlight the limitations of this
preliminary assessment. The scores for the biological and socio-economic importance
of the areas are for the purposes of preliminary prioritisation only and should not be
afforded undue confidence.

Consideration was given to various weightings for the questions on biological and
socio-economic importance. It was felt that each question is of sufficient importance

% Photo:Sibebe PWA, Sibebe Rock.
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to warrant high weighting and ultimately it was agreed that there is no justification for
giving any one question greater weighting than another. Therefore, each answer was
given equal weighting in the analysis.

The positive relationship between biological importance and tourism potential of the
areas suggests that if conservation and tourism land-uses conflict, there is potential for
competition between them, but if they are in harmony, they are potentially mutually
promoting. This implies support for integrating biodiversity conservation with tourism
development but emphasises the need to promote ecotourism rather than more
environmentally damaging tourism.

Threats

The fact that land conversion was the greatest threat to biodiversity in the areas
surveyed highlights this as a major cause for concern in policies and strategies to
conserve biodiversity. Integrated land-use planning and management are required so
that a variety of goals (including biodiversity conservation) are met.

The fact that settlement was the next most important threat is in line with the rapid
population growth trends in Swaziland. Most of the PWAs contained some level of
settlement and this will require that, in many of the areas, a new style of conservation
should be developed and practised. This conservation policy will need to meet the
needs of people and wildlife living together.

Isolation was the third most important threat. The negative relationship between
persistence value and isolation threat of the areas and the high relative importance of
isolation to overall degree of threat emphasises the need to ensure linkages between
PWAs. Resource utilisation was the next most important threat. This excludes most
bird and mammal resources since these are protected by law and harvesting of them is
therefore considered to be poaching. Effective strategies for controlling resource use
need to be developed particularly on communal areas.

Alien animals and erosion respectively, were the next most important threats. The
positive relationship between alien animals and erosion threat most likely reflects the
influence of heavy cattle grazing and trampling on soil erosion (the most ubiquitous
alien animals were cattle). The impact and permanence of erosion was high, though
its range was limited. On the other hand, cattle grazing and trampling was widespread,
but of relatively low impact and permanence.

Alien plant invasion was the next most important threat. This was observed to be a
problem in most PWAs and, in many cases, the alien species present are known to be
very invasive. Therefore, while the degree of threat by alien plants was not
particularly high relative to some other threats, the urgency of this threat is high since
by comparison with other threats.

Poaching (or the illegal harvesting of wildlife resources) was a relatively minor threat
because, in most cases, the impacts of poaching had already been felt (i.e. it is a
pressure rather than a threat). Furthermore, there are limited legal restrictions on the
harvesting of wildlife resources in such non-proclaimed areas.
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Pollution was the least important of the threats in the areas assessed, largely because
of its limited extent.

Protection worthiness

It is no easy task to determine the cut off point between whether an area is worthy of
biodiversity protection or not. Whatever criteria are used will be relatively arbitrary.
Here, it was decided that an area is not worthy of biodiversity protection if it does not
have a mean biodiversity score (determined using the WWF rapid assessment method
described) significantly greater than zero. The level of significance used was the 99%
confidence level, which is an accepted standard statistical level of significance (Zar
1984). The results of this correspond fairly well with the prioritisation of the areas,
since the above areas also fall within the zone of low overall priority in Figures 1 and
2.

The results of this survey identify the following three categories of priority for
biodiversity protection at a national level: 16 areas of high priority, 24 additional
areas of importance and 4 areas that are not important.

Protection category

At present in Swaziland there are three laws that permit areas to be set aside for
conservation, the SNTC act of 1972, the Game act of 1953 amended in 1991 and
1993, and the Flora Protection act of 2000. The SNTC Act refers to National Parks
(all land owned by the state), Nature Reserves (at least some of the land not owned
by the state) and National Monuments. The Game Act refers to Game Reserves and
Wildlife Sanctuaries. The Flora Protection Act refers to Flora Reserves and Botanical
Gardens.

The Game act and Flora Protection act focus on specific components of biodiversity
(Game and Plants) rather than specific geographic areas. Both contain lists of
specially protected animals and plants with restrictions on activities that threaten the
survival of these. Both are applicable throughout the country and can therefore be
enforced anywhere. Although areas can be designated for conservation under these
acts, the objectives of doing such are not clearly specified and there is little explicit
restriction on activities within these areas. On the other hand, the SNTC act focuses
on specific geographical areas. It was developed specifically to set aside areas for
conservation and gives the strongest power to conserve areas and the broadest
inclusion of all components of biodiversity.

According to the SNTC Act 9/1972 the objectives of the declaration of a park or
reserve in Swaziland are:

= To promote and conserve indigenous animal and plant life and to eliminate
non-indigenous animal and plant life,

= To collect together and restore a representative selection of the animal and
plant life indigenous to the area,

7 Photo: Mjoli PWA, view of Mjoli Dam and Mananga Mountain.

16



= To protect, preserve and/or restore objects of geological, archeological,
historical, ethnological and scientific interest,

* To promote and protect the natural ecology and environment,

= To provide facilities for scientific study and education,

= To promote public appreciation of the social, economic and moral value of
wildlife conservation,

=  Without conflicting with the foregoing objects, to provide enjoyment to
visitors.

There is an urgent need for the above laws to state objectives for proclaiming different
classes of conservation area and to state associated restrictions on activities.
Furthermore, there is a need for the law to recognise lower categories (IUCN V and
VI) of conservation area. Without this, Swaziland is unlikely to succeed in achieving
its goals for biodiversity conservation.

There are advantages to using the internationally accepted IUCN guidelines for
protected area categories (IUCN 1994) as a basis for proposing categories of protected
areas relevant to the needs of the people and environment of Swaziland. [UCN
category 1 areas (strict wilderness or scientific reserves) would not be appropriate in
Swaziland given its economic and social needs. Otherwise, a Swaziland equivalent for
each of the IUCN categories is proposed.

Recommendations
It is recommended that the following be done subsequent to completion of this
preliminary study:

1) starting with the 9 areas of highest overall priority, and following with the
additional 7 areas of highest biological and socio-economic priority, all
identified protection worthy areas should be surveyed further to gather
sufficient information about their biodiversity to determine their
conservation value;

2) awareness about the project should be promoted and stakeholders should
be consulted;

3) areas of highest conservation value should be identified and proposed for
proclamation;

4) plans should be developed for the management of these areas;

5) the appropriate legislation should be amended to provide for the
conservation categories mentioned above with appropriate associated
restrictions on activities.

6) a systematic spatial planning approach should be implemented under the
Biodiversity Conservation and Participatory Development Program to
complement the PWA survey;

8 Photo: Shewula PWA, view from Shewula Mountian Camp
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Appendix 3

PWA RAPID ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

A. BACKGROUND

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Name of PWA
Location of PWA
Date surveyed
Size of PWA

Name of respondent

Date questionnaire completed

A.7) Specific PWA Objectives:

1. BIOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE

y mly mh n u

O O O 0O O© a) The PWA contains a globally threatened ecosystem. NOTES

O O O O O b) The PWA contains globally rare, threatened or endangered species.

O O O 0O O c) The PWA contains regionally or locally rare, threatened or endangered species.

O O O 0O O© d) The PWA has high levels of biological diversity.

O O O O O° e) The PWA has a high number of endemic species.

O O O O O f) The PWA provides a critical landscape function.

O O O O O g) The PWA is large enough to support minimum viable populations of umbrella species, or is
relatively large for the region.

O O O O O h) The PWA contains exemplary and intact ecosystems.

O O O O O i) The PWA would significantly contribute to the overall representativeness of the PA system.

O O O OO j) The PWA contains important, high quality habitat types for key species.

2. SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE

y my mh n u NOTES

O O O 0O O a) The PWA provides economic opportunities for individuals within or near the PWA.

O O O O O° b) The PWA demonstrates opportunities for sustainable development, consistent with the
PWA objectives.

O O O 0 O c) The PWA has a high level of subsistence and/or traditional use by local communities.

O O O O O© d) The PWA has religious or spiritual significance.

O O O O O e) The PWA has unusual features of aesthetic importance (e.g. hot springs, scenic vistas,
geoheritage areas).

O O O O O° f) The PWA contains species of high social or economic value (e.g. medicinal value, food
prototypes).

O O O 0O O g) The PWA has high value for education and/or scientific research.

O O O O O h) The PWA has high recreation value.

O O O O O i) The functions of the ecosystems within the PWA contribute significant social or economic
benefits (e.g. water recharge area).

O O O 0O O j)  The local community or economy is highly dependent, either directly or indirectly, upon the
resources in the PWA.
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3. THREATS (future)

Threat 1: Alien animals * a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:
| Not a threat increasing in the next 20 years is: b. Range (Over next 20 yrs) c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs) d. Permanence
I Very likely

Notes: | Somewhat likely . (1 Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact [J Permanent (>500 years)

. (1 Somewhat unlikely . [1 Widespread (15-50%) [l High impact [l Long term (50-500 years)

. [ Possible but unlikely | [1 Scattered (5-15%) [l Moderate impact (1 Medium term (10-50 years)

. [ Localized (<5%) (1 Mild impact [1 Short term (<10 years)

Threat 2: Alien plants ** a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:

[1 Not a threat

increasing in the next 20 years is:
. O Very likely

o

. Range (Over next 20 yrs)

c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs)

d. Permanence

Notes: . [1 Somewhat likely . (1 Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact [l Permanent (>500 years)
. [1 Somewhat unlikely . [0 Widespread (15-50%) [ High impact [ Long term (50-500 years)
. (1 Possible but unlikely . ] Scattered (5-15%) [1 Moderate impact [1 Medium term (10-50 years)
| [ Localized (<5%) 01 Mild impact [l Short term (<10 years)
* Alien animals: Includes feral cats, dogs, donkeys, cattle, etc., as well as Indian Mynas, trout and other undesirable alien species.
> Alien plants: Non-indigenous plants which establish and advance aggressively and out-compete natural indigenous vegetation, resulting in dense infestations.
Threat 3: Resource utilisation * a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:

[1 Not a threat

increasing in the next 20 years is:
. 0 Very likely

b. Range (Over next 20 yrs)

c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs)

d. Permanence

Notes: . [1 Somewhat likely . (1 Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact [l Permanent (>500 years)
. [ Somewhat unlikely . [0 Widespread (15-50%) [ High impact [ Long term (50-500 years)
. O Possible but unlikely | [] Scattered (5-15%) [1 Moderate impact 1 Medium term (10-50 years)
. [1 Localized (<5%) 1 Mild impact [1 Short term (<10 years)
Threat 4: Poaching ** a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:

1 Not a threat

Notes:

increasing in the next 20 years is:
. 0 Very likely
. [ Somewhat likely
. [ Somewhat unlikely
. [1 Possible but unlikely

OooOooo

o

. Range (Over next 20 yrs)

Throughout (>50%)
Widespread (15-50%)
Scattered (5-15%)
Localized (<5%)

c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs)

Severe impact
High impact
Moderate impact
Mild impact

OooOooo
OooOooo

d. Permanence

Permanent (>500 years)
Long term (50-500 years)
Medium term (10-50 years)
Short term (<10 years)

k%
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Resource utilisation (legal): Includes thatch, fodder, wood, medicinal plants, bark, tapping of sap, fish, etc.

“Poaching” (illegal destruction, or removal of indigenous organisms): Poaching of plants and animals, poisoning of birds of prey/predators, cranes, etc.
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Threat 5: Settlement * a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:
| Not a threat increasing in the next 20 years is: b. Range (Over next 20 yrs) c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs) d. Permanence
. O Very likely
Notes: . [1 Somewhat likely . [1 Throughout (>50%) [l Severe impact [1 Permanent (>500 years)
. 1 Somewhat unlikely | ] Widespread (15-50%) [1 High impact [1 Long term (50-500 years)
. [1 Possible but unlikely | ] Scattered (5-15%) [1 Moderate impact [1 Medium term (10-50 years)
| [ Localized (<5%) 01 Mild impact [l Short term (<10 years)
Threat 6: Land use change ** a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:
| Not a threat increasing in the next 20 years is: b. Range (Over next 20 yrs) c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs) d. Permanence
I Very likely
Notes: . [J Somewhat likely . (1 Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact [J Permanent (>500 years)
. (1 Somewhat unlikely . [1 Widespread (15-50%) [1 High impact [l Long term (50-500 years)
. [ Possible but unlikely | [1 Scattered (5-15%) [l Moderate impact [1 Medium term (10-50 years)
. [ Localized (<5%) (1 Mild impact [1 Short term (<10 years)

*

Settlement: occupation and inhabitancy of the land by people, e.g. "squatting”, establishment of homesteads.

*%

Land use change: Change to a form of land use conflicting with biodiversity conservation.

Threat 7: PWA Isolation * a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:
| Not a threat increasing in the next 20 years is: b. Range (Over next 20 yrs) c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs) d. Permanence
. [ Very likely
Notes: . J Somewhat likely . (1 Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact [ Permanent (>500 years)
| Somewhat unlikely . (1 Widespread (15-50%) [0 High impact [ Long term (50-500 years)
| Possible but unlikely | [] Scattered (5-15%) [0 Moderate impact [ Medium term (10-50 years)
. [1 Localized (<5%) 0 Mild impact [1 Short term (<10 years)
Threat 8: Pollution ** a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or The impact of this threat is likely to be:
[1 Not a threat increasing in the next 20 years is: b. Range (Over next 20 yrs) c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs) d. Permanence
. O Very likely
Notes: . [1 Somewhat likely . (1 Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact [l Permanent (>500 years)
. [ Somewhat unlikely . [0 Widespread (15-50%) [ High impact [ Long term (50-500 years)
. O Possible but unlikely | ] Scattered (5-15%) [1 Moderate impact 1 Medium term (10-50 years)
| 1 Localized (<5%) (1 Mild impact [1 Short term (<10 years)

*

PWA Isolation: Isolation of PWA as a result of incompatible, external land use change.

*%

Pollution (airborne, river-borne, groundwater): Agro-chemicals and pesticides, insect control (internal and external), sewerage spills, seepage from mine dumps, etc. (Does
not refer to global pollution.)
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Threat 9: Erosion (man induced)* | a. The likelihood of this activity occurring or

[J Nota

Notes:

threat increasing in the next 20 years is:

. O Very likely

. [1 Somewhat likely

. [1 Somewhat unlikely

. [ Possible but unlikely

Erosion (man-induced): As a result of cattle, tracks, footpaths etc.

29

Iy

The impact of this threat is likely to be:

b. Range (Over next 20 yrs) c. Impact (Over next 20 yrs)
Throughout (>50%) [1 Severe impact O
Widespread (15-50%) [1 High impact O
Scattered (5-15%) [1 Moderate impact 0
Localized (<5%) 01 Mild impact 0

d. Permanence

Permanent (>500 years)
Long term (50-500 years)
Medium term (10-50 years)
Short term (<10 years)




Appendix 4

Raw data for determining the scores for importance and threat

Table 1. Scores for questions on Biological and Socio-economic importance of all areas.
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la

PWA

Muti muti
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Nsongweni

Ntungulu

Nyonyane

Panata

Phophonyane

Pongola

Shewula

Shonalanga
Sibebe

Sinceni

Sondeza

Tulwane

Usutu gorge

degree of threat).

permanence of threat, d=

Table 2. Scores for threats to biodiversity for all areas (m=magnitude of threat, p
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Appendix 5
Awareness and participation campaign

Prepared by: Stephanie Login with assistance from Kim Roques & Dzelisa
Dlamini

GOALS AND ACHIEVEMENTS

The first stage of the project-wide awareness campaign began mid March and was
completed mid May. The major goals of the campaign were to:

= FEstablish initial contact and create awareness with landowners and land
managers.

= Establish initial contact and create awareness with Government Agencies.

= FEstablish initial contact and create awareness with Interested and Affected
Parties (eg. businesses, NGO's, general public, etc).

These goals were achieved through a series of outputs including: radio shows,
newspaper articles, a workshop, phone calls and direct mailings. According to the
contract, all activities were completed (with the exception of the publication of the
first newsletter and the first workshop, which was cancelled by SNTC. Due to
overtime on the project, the newsletter will not be completed under this contract).
Activities and outputs were generally on time, according to the original contract
schedule, and any delays were due to minor logistical obstacles.

The campaign has been a success. We received positive feedback from community
members on the scope of the newspaper articles, and a local school, Sifundzane
Primary, became interested in biodiversity conservation and requested follow-up
lectures. Landowners and stakeholders responded positively to the direct mailings
with questions, support and general feedback (in the form of returned questionnaires,
phone calls and letters).

The first workshop, which was cancelled, rescheduled, and cancelled again (under the
direction of SNTC) resulted, unfortunately, in a loss of credibility for the entire
campaign. The workshop was intended to introduce landowners to A) each-other, B)
the project and C) ideas about categorization/cooperative management. It was
supposed to act as a foundation for the second workshop, during which, results of the
preliminary PWA surveys would be presented, and participants would actively work
on tentative PWA categorization. We received feedback from many project
participants who were frustrated and disillusioned by the cancellation. While SNTC
is clearly supporting the project, this last minute intervention caused many potential
project supporters to question the authenticity and sincerity of the project’s goals, as
well as the overall efficiency of all project work to be conducted in the future. Due to
time restrictions, the second workshop was not able to cover all of the information
from the first workshop. Therefore, it is recommended that landowners be contacted
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again with information pertaining to benefits /obstacles to proclamation and the
process involved.

The awareness campaign will continue, though its primary direction will now turn
toward community awareness. With the help and input of NEEP staff and PWA
stakeholders, a community awareness campaign has been outlined (see Local
Community Awareness Plan below).

PROJECT FEEDBACK
Thus far, we have received the following important feedback:
PERCEIVED BENEFITS FROM PWA PROJECT

ASSISTANCE (educational/financial/logistical/legal)
Assistance with alien plant control and poaching
Assistance in identifying native vegetation to plant
Assistance with fencing and road building

Assistance against fires, poaching and illegal settlement

ECOLOGICAL

Safeguarding surroundings

Increasing current conservation areas (number and size)
Effective protection of ("at risk") plants and animals

MANAGEMENT

Closer cooperation and support between PWA Project (landowners and stakeholders)
and SNTC, relevant Ministries and tourism affiliates

Partnership between the BCPD/PWA Projects and international projects

Security of ownership and protection from sabotage (eg. veld fires)

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC

Increased tourism and associated benefits

Zoning for eco-tourism development with incentives for community participation
Infrastructural improvement around PWA sites

Biodiversity conservation capacity building

Reduced unemployment from commercial ventures

CONCERNS AND PERCEIVED NEGATIVE IMPACTS FROM PWA PROJECT

LOSS OF CONTROL OVER FUTURE LAND-USE PLANNING AND
MANAGMENT

Farming ventures

Housing

Too restrictive legislation (freedom of activities)

INEFFECTIVE SUPPORT
Ineffective law enforcement (regarding poaching, illegal settlement, etc.)
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Ineffective cooperation between governing bodies (regarding poaching, illegal
settlement, etc.)

SUSTAINABILITY
Long-term project success if managed by landowners (versus NGO or Government)

PRIVACY
Cooperative management/legal conservation status could mean loss of privacy

Potential Socio-Economic and Conservation Plans

ECOLOGICAL

Alien plant control

Preservation of indigenous forest, plants and animals
Native game re-introduction

COMMERCIAL

Motel

Flower gardens

Dairy cow, chicken, piggery projects
Beekeeping

Orchards

Tourist lodges

SOCIAL
Pooling land with neighboring landowners
Private retreats (for landowners)

OUTPUTS
The following lists detail the exact dates of the various campaign outputs.

RADIO SHOWS:

The radio shows closely followed the information in the newspaper articles. Due to
time restrictions, less information was conveyed in each slot, therefore the
information was continually released more slowly, and as a result, after the articles.
Each radio slot was run twice/week and began the first week of April.

NEWSPAPER ARTICLES:

1- 20 March, What Is Biodiversity Conservation? (Times)

2- 27 March, Biodiversity: Why Should I Conserve Nature's Variety? (Times)

3- 28 March, Nature Conservation, What Is Biodiversity Conservation? (Observer)

4- 3 April, Swaziland and Biodiversity Conservation (Times)

5- 4 April, Nature Conservation, Swaziland and Biodiversity Conservation
(Observer)

6- 10 April, SD's PWA Project: Proclaiming Land for Conservation (Times)

7- 12 April, Nature Conservation: Proclaiming Land for Conservation (Observer)

8- 17 April, Proclaiming Biodiversity Conservation Areas:
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The (PWA) Project (Times)
9- 18 April, Nature Conservation: Proclaiming Biodiversity Conservation Areas
(Observer)
10- 24 April, Protection Worthy Area (PWA) Highlights: Ntungulu and Nyonyane
(Times)
11- 25 April, Nature Conservation: Protection Worthy Area (PWA) Highlights:
Ntungulu and Nyonyane (Observer)
12- 1 May, Protection Worthy Area (PWA) Highlights:
Mdzimba And Manzimnyame (Times)
13- 2 May, Nature Conservation: Protection Worthy Area (PWA) Highlights:
Mdzimba And Manzimnyame(Observer)
14- 8 May, The Protection Worthy Areas Project....
Looking Ahead: Biodiversity Conservation Today And Tomorrow
(Times)
15- 9 May, Nature Conservation: The Protection Worthy Areas Project....
Looking Ahead: Biodiversity Conservation Today And Tomorrow (Observer)

COMPETITIONS & PRIZES

1- What is Biodiversity Conservation in SiSwati? (weekend for 2 at Hlane)

2- What is Biodiversity Conservation in SiSwati? (student prize: guided hike and
sleepover in Bushman cave in Mlilwane)

3- Describe, in detail, how Swaziland can benefit economically, socially and
environmentally from biodiversity conservation? (weekend for 2 at Nisela,
honeymoon suite, includes dinner, bed and breakfast)

4- Come up with 3 great ideas about HOW to conserve biodiversity in Swaziland.
(free weekend for 2 at the Shewula community's stunning Mountain Camp)

5- Identify 3 obstacles to biodiversity conservation, KONGA IMPHILO
NGEKWEHLUKANA KWAYO, in Swaziland and come up with solutions for each.
(free white water rafting trip for 2 people on the Great Usutu River with Swazi Trails,
valued at E840.00!)

CONTACT WITH LANDOWNERS:

1- Early March, Introductory Flier Sent, Project Briefing

2- Late March, Project Details, Workshop 1&2 Invitations and Questionnaire
3- Mid April, Workshop Reminder

CONTACT WITH INTERESTED AND AFFECTED PARTIES (IAPS)
1- Early March, Introductory Flier Sent, Project Briefing
2- Early April, Project Details, Workshop 2 Invitation and Questionnaire

WORKSHOPS
1- 23 April CANCELLED, Landowners: What Does Proclamation Mean For Me?
2- 16 May, Landowners and IAPs: Results of PWA Preliminary Surveys

NEWSLETTER IDEAS
(July 2002, October 2002, January 2003, April 2003)

1- Results of Preliminary PWA Surveys: Highlights and Priorities
2- UN Conservation Categories Outlined, Activities and Restrictions
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Described
3- Current Conservation Ideas (Ecosystem v/s Species Conservation)
4- Global "Hotspots"- A South African Success Story: Southern Cape Conservation
5- Current Ideas on Conservation Law Enforcement (local "deputies", squatters,
poaching, etc)
6- Community Support (Interviews with SNTC, NEEP, MTEC, Yonge Nawe, School
Groups)
7- A Voice From the Past: Views on Conservation (interview an older, rural Swazi
man or woman)

LOCAL COMMUNITY AWARENESS PLAN

1. With the help of Sandile Gumedze, identify all affected and interested local
communities, Chiefs and Tikhundlas (refer to Landowner Contact Details listed
below).

2. Prepare a project briefing and interview form in siSwati. Previously produced
project briefings and comment forms for stakeholders can be used as a guideline.
Highlight socio-economic benefits from proclamation.

3. Make preliminary contact, in person, with all Chiefs and Tikhundlas. Deliver
project briefings in siSwati. Conduct interviews.

4. Organize and facilitate community meetings for all interested and affected
communities. Invite Chiefs and Tikhundlas to co-facilitate.

5. Conduct further interviews to gather feedback.
6. If appropriate, organize follow-up meetings.

7. Facilitate communication (meetings, workshops, letters, etc.) between local
community leaders (Chiefs and Indvunas) and local PWA site landowners.

8. Organize quarterly visits by PWA Project staff to visit local community leaders
and local communities with project updates. Prepare and distribute pamphlets in
siSwati detaling progress.

9. Organize and facilitate local school workshops/talks to involve children in the
project. Children will then communicate project details to families.

10. Create a forum for receiving/giving feedback from/to communities (a closed box
for comments to be picked up 1/month with replies delivered, in writing, in siSwati)

LANDOWNER AND STAKEHOLDER CONTACT DETAILS

The following landowners and targeted stakeholders were identified. Landowners'
contact details are included by PWA area, and stakeholders are listed by name only (a
bulk email list is included below). This list is current as of April 2002, and should be
cross-referenced with Mr. K. Roques’ list of PWA contact details (spreadsheet
format):
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Table: A5.1 PWA stakeholders with contact details

Stakeholder Institution Name Email Tel Fax Cell
Group
Govern Ministry of Ephraim Hlope psmepd@africaonline.co.sz 6062701
ment  Economic Planning
Cindi Mabuza sdi@mepd.gov.s 4043765
z
SIPA Bheki Dlamini info@sipa.org.sz 4041982
Nathi Dlamini sedlamini@sipa. 4041982
0rg.sz
John Creamer
Ministry of Tourism Mduduzi Magongo
SEA Jameson Vilakati seabiodiv@realnet.co.sz
SNTC Sinaye Mamba 6022384
Harry Mabuza
Tourism  Musa Mdluli 4046420 6020986
Herman Motsa 4046420 6046520
Tourism Mark Ward 4042781
Authority
Ruth Buck forestersarms@africaonline.co.sz
Ministry of Natural Resources
Ministry of Noah Nkambule
Agriculture
Forestry Solomon Gamedze 4041733
Titus Dlamini Titus Dlamini
Cliff Dlamini Cliff Dlamini
Veterinary Dr Robert Twala  sd- 4042731 4044700 6062602
& fangr@realnet.c
Livestock 0.sZ
services
Lyanda Khumalo 5053099/2270 6030873
John Nsibanze 5053099/2270 6059932
Sazi Mhlongo 5052271/
3
Dora Vilakati 4042731
Brenton Xlaba 4042731
Landuse Wilson Dlamini lups@realnet.co. 4042731 6059996
planning sz
Dumisane lups@realnet.co. 4042731
Ngomezulu sz
Phumzile Shabalala 6035128
Sobata Qweba
Fisheries Freddie Magagula fplp@africaonlin 4049229/ 4044700

Ministry of Public
Works &
Construction

Archie Magwaza

Ishmond Fakudze
Faith Mkhatshwa

Ministry UNISWA Mandla Mlipha
of
Educatio

2731
4042321 4042364 6024921

€.C0.5z

5184011 6032968
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Land

Stakeholder
Group

MPs

Institution

Chiefs

Land
owners

Danger Nyoni (MP) 3838720
Dzemu Ngwenya (MP)
Name Email Tel

Joseph Maziyako (MP)
Luke Mavimbela (MP)

Micah Motsa (MP)

Timothy Buthelezi (MP) 4044187
Rodgers Matsebula (MP) 2077737
Mkaphi Dlamini (MP)

Chief Mbanzamane Sifundza

Chief Mnikwa (Billy Mavimbela) 3838600
? (Ben Maziya)

Solani Dlamini 4371277

Madzanga Ndwandwe

Maduma Dlamini

Ntfombindze Mncina (princess)

TV Mtwetwa

John Sikhondze (indvuna)

Shiyose Magongo (princess)

Sidlani Ndzabukelwako? (Nkambule 5283010
(indvuna) & Mashesha Dlamini

6028890)

Mlobokazane Fakudze

Loyiwe Maziya
Tikhuba Magongo
Mgodi Mdluli

Alan Howland

fricaonline.co.sz; 11
admin@iysis.co.

sz
okhfarms@afric 3030204

aonline.co.sz
sdx4x4@realnet. 4048752

Barry Forbes

Lance and Sam

Breero C0.SZ

Ben Way 3434213

Collet Thomas agthomas@real 5186362
net.co.sz

Comfort Mamba mamba.ndumiso 5184308
@tibiyo.com

Dave Ducass

Davoit katedave@africaonline.co.sz

4043351(w) or 5187748 (h)

brackenhill@real 4042887
net.co.sz

Gerda and Rusty global@africaonline.co.sz
Evans

Francie Takkis

Gustav McMaster mbuluzi@africao 3838861 3838862
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6030944 box 46,
Lomahasha
6031981 box 407,
Matsapha
Cell Postal

6054965 box 59,
Emtfonjeni
6049220 box 19,
Kwaluseni
box 24,
Magubaleni
6051329 box 129, Siteki
6073198 box 675,
Nhlangano
6076552 Ntungula
6037478
6021994
box 282, Siteki

iysislivestock@a 3232348/ 3232348/17/016

box 8, Nsoko

6021260 box 5013,
Mbabane

3434213 6045039 box 60, Siteki

6022457 box 100,
Manzini
box 181,
Kwaluseni

box 67, Big

Bend

box 1501,

Mbabane
6061512 box 465,
or 0782 Matsapha
7811253

C/O



Stakeholder
Group

Institution

Harry van den
Berg

Name

Henry Shongwe
Izak
Labuschangne
Jameson Mcina
Jan Lombard
Jim McSeveny
John Harding
John Morris

John Young

Jonny Masson

Maggie and Steve

Hall
Mandla Hlatjayo

Mandla Zwane

Margret Dlamini

Maureen Gabuza

Maureen Hall

Mickey Reilly
Mike Persson
Molala Mabila

Mr and Mrs Wilson

Mr Atwell

Mr Dlamini

nline.co.sz

harryvdb@mailfl

y.com
Email Tel Fax

shongweh@seb. 4042521
C0.SZ

Tambankulu
Estate, Pbag,
Mhlume

4048869 4044732 6034596

Cell Postal

6028161 box 258,
Mbabane

izaklab@netacti 0731 5677825/3071434 or 0717 8263808

ve.co.za
4373347/
9

janlom@netactiv 0712 8074087
€.co.za

2078818/8745

dinedor@africao 5053816
nline.co.sz

jmorris@africao

nline.co.sz

3838381

5055085 or
5056173
4042066

maggie.hall@ha 4042101
rveyworld.co.za

3636511

zwane.mandla@tibiyo.com

5052567 (after
hours)
gabuza.maureen 5184308 or

@tibiyo.com 5187983
2078567

shewula@realnet.co.sz
4371173

2370015

Mr. And Mrs. Brandt

Mr. Flynn
Mr. Humberger
Mr. Kirsh
Mr. Mills

Mr. Rudolph

advflynn@africa 4042890/4250
online.co.sz

0711 6181366

nkirsh@jagcorp.co.uk
mgm@africaonli 4043280
ne.co.sz

jjrudolph@africa 5052033

41

6055519 box 678, Piggs
or Peak
6022759

0782 9035048

box 35,
Nhlangano

box 444,
Manzini

box 991,
Manzini

box 126, Mazini

box 906,
Mbabane

box 23, Big

Bend
6125866 box 181,

Kwaluseni

box 181,
Kwaluseni
box 10,
Mhlosheni

6056545
6051160/79324
box 834, Piggs
Peak
6070466 box 250,
Mbabane
6058592 box 8,
Mahamba
box 56, Manzini
6056839 box 1196,
Mbabane
0782 box 34461,
4132461 Jeppestown,
SA, 2043

box 3,
Mbabane
box 249,
Manzini



Stakeholder
Group

Institution

Mr. Stapelberg
Mrs Cartwright
Name

Mrs. Noddeboe
Nick Mayhews
Paul Lourenz
Paul Prits

Shane and

Christine Jordaan

Peter Bechtel

Phesheya Zwane

Rex Baxter

Richard and Shela

Freemantle
Robert Zeeman

Robert Zwane

Rod and Lungile

de Vletter

Rose Roques
Rowan Howe

Simon Khumalo

Thendi Shongwe

Tim Purcell

Tinus

Tommy Stephens

Tony Bold
Tony Frazer

Vaughn Wilcox
Vic Irwin

W.H. Meyer

Wiggy Wright

marula@africac 5052002 6020276 box 1822,
nline.co.sz Matsapha
carters@realnet. 4042084 box 3786,
C0.SZ Mbabane
Email Tel Fax Cell Postal
4046793 box 815,
Mbabane
mayhews@afric 4043251 box 1346,
aonline.co.sz Mbabane
6021938 box 279,
Mankayane
box 496, Piggs
Peak
christine@africa 4371188/ box 3, Piggs
online.co.sz 9 Peak
<christine@afric
aonline.co.sz>
mocotex@teledata.mz 6044622
plaza@realnet.co.sz 6028195
5187005 box 577,
Matsapha
tintsaba@africao 4371380 4371380 6021976 box 340, Piggs
nline.co.sz Peak
6054000 box 208,
Mbabane
5055357 6043922 box 1359,
Manzini
lungile@phopho 4371319/ 579
nyane.co.sz;
lungile@africaon
line.co.sz;
rod@africaonlin
€.C0.SZ;
Rvletter@worldb
ank.org
rosecraft@realn 5053915 box 192,
et.co.sz Malkerns
rhhowe@africao 5054090 box 390,
nline.co.sz Manzini
5283138
auntycyn@africa 3636536
online.co.sz
6021738
tommy@realnet. 4371350/1626 box 174, Piggs
C0.8Z Peak
tony bold@mon 4371255
di.co.za
am@sfc.co.sz  2078411/8588 box 98,
Nhlangano
wildcats@realnet.co.sz 6070180
woodmaster@re 4221541 box 180,
alnet.co.sz Mbabane
saldevco@africa 2078484 box 59,
online.co.sz Nhlangano
gwright@africao 5283157 box 31,
nline.co.sz Malkerns
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Technical

Stakeholder
Group

BGP

Institution

BPIC

William and
Connie Mundell
Ted Reilly

Liz Reilly
Name

Mick Reilly
Steve Zuke
Ara Monadjem
Linda Dobson

Themba Mahlaba
Cebisile Magagula

Irma Allen
Richard Boycott

Thandi Lupupa
Thembinkosi
Ngubane

Brilliance Makama

Titus Dlamini
Cliff Dlamini
Dzelisa Dlamini

Lungile Magagula-

Gumbi
Sikhumbuzo
Dlamini

Mehluko Simelane

Lyanda Khumalo

Peta Masson

Freddie Magagula

Morris Mtsambiwa

Ann Reilly
Darron Raw
David Langa
Dumisane
Ngometulu
Enoch Dlamini
Jerry Nxumalo
Herman Motsa

Ishmond Fakudze

John Creamer
Molala Mabila

Nokwazi Mhlanga
Phumzile Mabuza

Raphael
Sangweni
Richard
Freemantle
Rob McKenzie
Rod de Vletter
Ruth Buck
Thuli Makama

panata@africao 3131473 6022822 box 226,

nline.co.sz Manzini
6021275

Email Tel Fax Cell Postal

seabiodiv@realnet.co.sz 6084078

ara@sScience.uniswa.sz 6049248

linda@africaonli 4048103 4048103

ne.co.sz

tmahlaba@Science.uniswa.sz 6051655

Cebisile Magagula 6058258

Irma Allen 4042376 6074282

richjude@realne 4040211 6033753

t.co.sz

malkernsresearch@africaonline.co.sz
sd-FanGR@realnet.co.sz 4049802 6052326

btmakama@yongenawe.org.sz

Titus Dlamini

Cliff Dlamini

staff@swazimus.org.sz 6088159
sea@realnet.co.sz 6046682
sikhumbuzod@hotmail.com 6076785

4042195 4040165

5052271/

2
peta@africaonline.co.sz
fplp@africaonlin 4049229/ 4044700
€.C0.SZ 2731

6080275
6021274
Private Tourism Operator
Traditional Healer, Traditional Healers Association
Officer, Dept of Land use Planning, MOAC

Project Manager, Environment, KOBWA
SKPE

Assistant Tourism Officer, DT

Engineer, Roads Department, MPW&C

Technical advisor, SIPA

Co-ordinator, Shewula Trust

Planning Officer, MEPD

Lecturer, Biology Department, UNISWA
Water Resources

Tintsaba Craft

Head of Conservation, Swaziland Farmers Dev. Fndn.
Private Tourism Operator

Chair, Swaziland Hotel and Tourism Association
Director, Yonge Nawe
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Donor World Rod De Vletter rod@africaonlin  4371409/319 06258 82301286
Bank €.C0.SZ;
Rvletter@worldb
ank.org
Stakeholder Institution Name Email Tel Fax Cell Postal
Group
DANCED Michael Jaeger 4042784
EU Pierre Bide pierre.bide@del 4044769/ 4046929

swz.cec.eu.int 2908
UNDP Brenda Ndzinisa brenda.ndzinisa@undp.org

General stakeholders' email addresses

mwannep@mweb.co.za; gedeco@mweb.co.za; sdnh@africaonline.co.sz; sd-
FanGR@realnet.co.sz; tmahlaba@Science.uniswa.sz; seabiodiv@realnet.co.sz;
sikhumbuzod@hotmail.com; forestersarms@africaonline.co.sz;
sct@africaonline.co.sz; stocksi@realnet.co.sz; phum1613@uniswacc.uniswa.sz;
peta@africaonline.co.sz; staff@swazimus.org.sz; sea@realnet.co.sz;
linda@realnet.co.sz; ifakudze@africaonline.co.sz; SZAllen@africaonline.co.sz;
ceo@swazimus.org.sz; lups@realnet.co.sz; kobwappm@africaonline.co.sz;
similomilo@hotmail.com; darron@rawafrica.com; sdi@mepd.gov.sz;
sedlamini@sipa.org.sz; ara@Science.uniswa.sz; richjude@realnet.co.sz;
malkernsresearch@africaonline.co.sz; brenda.ndzinisa@undp.org;
btmakama@yongenawe.org.sz; fplp@africaonline.co.sz; rossouwb@mweb.co.za;
jeulverwell@africaonline.co.sz; emansur@map.gov.mz; emansur@yvirconn.com;
chamber@business-swaziland.com; wrb-wcon@realnet.co.sz; andrec@intekom.co.za;
mike@skpe.co.sz; operations@biggame.co.sz; george.white(@tamb.co.sz;
loock@]lantic.net; wvanriet@ppf.org.za; drheinz@xsinet.co.za;
info@pongolagamereserve.co.za; kbraun@africaonline.co.sz; bjb@africaonline.co.sz;
Cebisile@uniswacc.uniswa.sz; rbrown@ecs.co.sz; peter.hughes.tamb.co.sz;
quirimbas@teledata.mz; fplp@africaonline.co.sz; kelly@pssp.org.sz;
realafrica@biggame.co.sz; wvanriet@ppf.org.za, jphughes@soft.co.za;
hpbarchs@realnet.co.sz; mabuda@realnet.co.sz

Landowners’ email addresses

auntycyn@africaonline.co.sz (ATTN: PURCELL) peaktimbers@africaonline.co.sz;
gwright@africaonline.co.sz; jjrudolph@africaonline.co.sz;
marula@africaonline.co.sz; panata@africaonline.co.sz; dinedor@africaonline.co.sz;
rhhowe@africaonline.co.sz; jmorris@africaonline.co.sz; lungile@phophonyane.co.sz;
lungile@africaonline.co.sz; rod@africaonline.co.sz; tintsaba@africaonline.co.sz;
shongweh@seb.co.sz; agthomas@realnet.co.sz; mbuluzi@africaonline.co.sz;
mhlatjayo@ilovo.co.za; gm@sfc.co.sz; katedave@africaonline.co.sz;
shewula@realnet.co.sz; okhfarms@africaonline.co.sz; saldevco@africaonline.co.sz;
maggie.hall@harveyworld.co.za; mayhews@aftricaonline.co.sz;
brackenhill@realnet.co.sz; woodmaster@realnet.co.sz; mgm@africaonline.co.sz;
advflynn@africaonline.co.sz; carters@realnet.co.sz; ljudenet@yahoo.com,;
plaza@realnet.co.sz; nkirsh@jagcorp.co.uk; zwane.mandla@tibiyo.com;
gabuza.maureen@tibiyo.com; mamba.ndumiso@tibiyo.com;
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izaklab@netactive.co.za; mocotex@teledata.mz; janlom@netactive.co.za;

pvdm@vdms.co.za; iysislivestock@africaonline.co.sz; tony bold@mondi.co.za

Table AS.2 Land stakeholders by PWA

PWA Name PWA Name PWA

Big Bend Dave Ducass Mananga Panata

Conservancy
Tim Purcell Manzimyame Timothy Buthelezi (MP)

Matsapha vlei Henry Shongwe

Bulembu Mbuluzi Gustav McMaster

Dwaleni hills Mr. Stapelberg Mdzimba Luke Mavimbela (MP)
Mr. Rudolph Phesheya Zwane

Gebeni Mr. Stapelberg Mr. Kirsh Phophonyane
Rex Baxter Mhlonsinga
Rose Roques Mhlumeni Ben Way

Hele hele Davoit Ben Maziya
Mr. Humberger Walter Bennet Pongola
Margret Dlamini Mjoli Robert Zwane Shewula
John Young Mkhondvo Tony Frazer

1YSIS Alan Howland Mliba

Jilobi Timothy Buthelezi Muti muti Timothy Buthelezi Shonalanga
(MP) (MP)

Libetse Collet Thomas Rod and Lungile de Sibebe

Vletter

Mr. And Mrs. Brandt Mandla Hlatjayo

Luhlokohlo Ndlotane Micah Motsa (MP)

Maguga Jameson Mcina Ndzeleni

Mahamba Rodgers Matsebula Ngudzeni

Mahlangatsha
Mahuku

Makhonjwa

(MP)
Izak Labuschangne Nisela
Mr Dlamini Nkhalashane

Nsongweni
Ben Maziya
Simon Khumalo
Mandla Zwane Ntungulu

Maureen Gabuza
Comfort Mamba

Joseph Maziyako (MP)
Tony Bold

Shane and
Christine Jordaan
Paul Prits

Robert Zeeman
Chief Mnikwa via Billy Mavimbela

Nyonyane

Barry Forbes

Maureen Hall

Jim McSeveny

W.H. Meyer

Dzemu Ngwenya (MP)
Tinus

Gerda and Rusty Evans

Wiggy Wright Sinceni
Paul Lourenz Sondeza
Tulwane

Usutu gorge

Hlane West
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Name

William and Connie
Mundell

Mr. Stapelberg

Mr. Rudolph

John Harding
Rowan Howe

John Morris

Rod and Lungile de
Vietter

Tommy Stephens
Richard and Shela
Freemantle

Mr and Mrs Wilson

Chief Mbanzamane
Sifundza

Danger Nyoni (MP)
Molala Mabila

Jim McSeveny

Maggie and Steve
Hall

Mrs Cartwright
Mr. Mills

Mr. Flynn

Jonny Masson

Nick Mayhews
Mrs. Noddeboe
Mike Persson
Thendi Shongwe
Francie Takkis
Mr Atwell

Vic Irwin

Lance and Sam
Breero

Jan Lombard

Mickey Reilly
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