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9. IMPLEMENTING CONSERVATION ACTION

9.1 Introduction

The design process outlined in Chapter 7 shows the conservation options reached as a result of the six systematic design steps. However, it does not provide information on which areas should receive priority for implementing the conservation plan. 

When implementing conservation actions, such as contractual agreements with land owners, management plans and land purchase, it may take years or even decades to implement a reserve system, during which the ongoing loss of biodiversity may threaten areas earmarked for conservation before these areas have been secured (Pressey et al. 1996). In order to prevent the loss of areas of high conservation value, and to minimize the extent to which conservation targets are compromised before they are achieved, a prioritised plan for implementation should be drawn up. This should include information on which areas selected in Chapter 7 should receive priority in implementing the conservation plan. 

This chapter presents a means of prioritising the additional conservation areas selected in C-Plan, and highlights some key implementation issues that need to be addressed in the implementation phase of a conservation planning process.

9.2 Prioritising additional conservation areas selected in C-Plan

A measure of implementation priority of areas selected in C-Plan can be obtained by combining vulnerability to transformation with irreplaceability value (Pressey 1997). Areas of high irreplaceability and high vulnerability are the highest priorities for conservation action (Pressey et al. 1996). This approach should minimise the extent to which conservation targets are compromised before conservation management is applied.

9.2.1 Methods

Irreplaceability values

An irreplaceability value for each planning unit should be calculated according to the contribution that the planning unit makes to the achievement of the full range of conservation targets specified (Pressey et al. 1994). In C-Plan, the field showing initial site irreplaceability value (the irreplaceability value calculated before any sites were selected and labelled I_IRREPL in the C-Plan log file) was used as the irreplaceability value for each planning unit. This initial site irreplaceability was obtained by running C-Plan with all land class, mammal and process targets included.

Vulnerability values

Vulnerability can be calculated for each planning unit by deriving a measure of future threat of habitat transformation for the planning unit. Future threats for each land class in the planning domain were based on five key potential threats (grazing, agriculture, human settlement-related disturbance, mining and alien plant infestation) as described in Chapter 4. These threat measures were converted into a vulnerability value for each planning unit as follows:

1. A vulnerability rating (High, Medium or Low) was assigned to each planning unit, based on its vulnerability to each of the five key potential threats for land classes. For each of these land class threats, the rules outlined in Table 23 were applied to derive vulnerability ratings for the planning unit.

Table 23. Rules applied for converting land class threat potential to 
planning unit vulnerability.

	Land class threat potential
	Vulnerability of planning unit

	High ≥ 50 % of the planning unit area
	High

	High + Medium ≥ 75 %
	High

	25 % ≤ High + Medium < 75 %
	Medium

	High + Medium < 25%
	Low


2. A composite vulnerability rating for each planning unit was derived from the five separate vulnerability ratings by using the highest vulnerability rating assigned to the planning unit. Table 24 provides an example to illustrate this.

Table 24. An example to illustrate the derivation of composite vulnerability from the five separate vulnerability ratings. See text for further explanation.

	Planning unit
	Agriculture
	Alien vegetation
	Grazing
	Mining
	Human settlement-related disturbance
	Composite vulnerability for planning unit

	2
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	H

	121
	L
	L
	M
	M
	L
	M

	171
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L


3. The composite vulnerability ratings were then standardised to values between 0 and 1 (where High = 1, Medium = 0.66 and Low = 0.33), to allow a quantitative assessment of vulnerability in relation to irreplaceability of all planning units.

Implementation priority

The implementation priority of each planning unit was derived by plotting values of irreplaceability against vulnerability, and dividing the resultant graph into four quadrants (Pressey et al. 1996). Sites that fall into Quadrant I (i.e. those sites with high irreplaceability and high vulnerability) should receive highest priority when implementing conservation action. Those falling into Quadrants II, III and IV should receive lower priority respectively.

Implementation priority across the planning domain was spatially displayed in GIS using the following rules: 

If irreplaceability > 0.5 and vulnerability > 0.5, then first priority;

If irreplaceability > 0.5 and vulnerability ≤ 0.5, then second priority;

If irreplaceability ≤ 0.5 and vulnerability > 0.5, then third priority; and

If irreplaceability ≤ 0.5 and vulnerability ≤ 0.5, then fourth priority.

9.2.2 Results and discussion

The irreplaceability–vulnerability analysis (Figures 38 and 39) showed the following results:

· The majority of planning units fall into Quadrants I and III - none fall into Quadrant II and very few fall into Quadrant IV. This pattern is driven by the high vulnerability of most planning units in the planning domain.

· Priority action should be focused on planning units falling into Quadrant I, which have the highest irreplaceability and vulnerability values. These planning units contain important biodiversity features, and are also vulnerable to major transformation in the short to medium term. If they are not secured through contractual agreements or land purchase early in the implementation process, they will compromise the achievement of targets and hence the realisation of the conservation planning goal of the GAENP Conservation Project (see Chapter 1, Box 2). 

· There are no planning units in Quadrant II at present. However, if planning units fall into this quadrant in future, they should be treated as second priority – i.e. they should receive attention in the medium term, along with those in Quadrant III.

· Planning units that fall into Quadrant III should receive attention in the medium term, but should not be the focus of immediate action; these planning units are vulnerable to transformation but do not have high irreplaceability in the conservation plan. 

· Planning units in the Quadrant IV have low irreplaceability and low vulnerability, and are not prioritised in the implementation schedule.

This analysis should be seen in the context of the coarse-scale analysis of threats (Chapter 4) allowed within the time constraints of this project. Threat potentials were defined categorically as High, Medium and Low, based on expert knowledge of the land classes (agriculture, grazing, alien vegetation), distance to settled areas (human settlement-related disturbance) and known proposals (mining, agriculture). 

The relatively simple threats analysis performed for this project treated all threats as being equally serious. Also, because the scale of threats mapping was relatively coarse, the threats analysis did not take into account the area of each planning unit that was under threat, or the overlapping nature of some of the threats. The maximum threat rule used to derive a composite vulnerability score for each planning unit, was the most appropriate rule under these circumstances, but provides only a broad indication of the level of threat experienced by each planning unit.
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Figure 38. Irreplaceability–vulnerability graph used to derive implementation priority.

Figure 39. Map showing implementation priorities within the GAENP planning domain.

9.3 Key implementation issues

Implementation is a complex process involving biodiversity assessment, identification of appropriate socio-economic incentives and the development of strong stakeholder support (Figure 40). In order to implement conservation actions, this stakeholder support needs to be translated into supportive policies and incentives, which can mainstream biodiversity into the central planning processes of the region. This can only be achieved though intense cross-sectoral collaboration (Gelderblom et al. in press). 
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Figure 40. Issues for implementing a conservation plan (Cowling unpubl.).

To prevent the loss of areas of high conservation value, and to minimize the extent to which conservation targets are compromised before they are achieved, managers charged with the job of implementation will need to make many strategic decisions about what to protect and what to defend from development applications and other pressures. The C-Plan Database and the prioritisation of selected areas presented in this chapter contribute to an implementation strategy, but are a relatively minor part of the complex process of implementation, which should also include:

· Deciding on appropriate forms of conservation management for each selected property (e.g. land purchase, or off-reserve conservation management such as co-management or contractual arrangements);

· Securing funding for the purchase of key high-priority areas;

· Identifying and implementing incentives to support these arrangements;

· Developing strong stakeholder collaboration supported by policies, legislation and socio-economic incentives, which can bring biodiversity conservation into the local land use planning processes;

· Ensuring that the planning outcomes are communicated to all relevant agencies at all tiers of government who are responsible for making decisions regarding habitat use and transformation in the planning domain;

· Updating and maintaining the C-Plan Database (as suggested in Projects 1.1 and 1.2.1, Chapter 8), and

· Combining quantitative analyses such as C-Plan outputs, with established decision-making processes (C-Plan should not replace expert knowledge but rather guide experts in making decisions).

9.4 Way forward

This project used a strategic, systematic conservation planning approach to produce an integrated conservation planning framework for the terrestrial and aquatic environments of the GAENP. The product of the conservation planning project is a conservation planning framework (the C-Plan Database) and one design option that can be used to reach SANParks’ conservation goal for the GAENP (Chapter 1, Box 2). 

The design option presented in this report may require an area that is far larger than that practicable for inclusion in a single protected area. What is important, however, is that the ideal for conserving the area in perpetuity has been laid out and can serve as a backdrop against which various pragmatic scenarios can be explored. In particular, alternative management approaches that focus on off-reserve conservation may be appropriate in some areas, while other areas may be best conserved through collaborative agreements with private or community land-owners. This would reduce the amount of additional land required for purchase by SANParks, and would harness the potential for private-public partnerships in conservation. Indeed, the high proportion of the planning domain that is required to meet the conservation targets is a reflection of the tremendous diversity of the area.

Future scenarios run in C-Plan could explore design options based on different management realities. Examples include: 

· Different scenarios of mammal movement. The design option presented in this report assumes that mammals are able to roam freely throughout the GAENP; however, in the short to medium term, movement will be restricted by roads, railways and fences; 

· Re-running the design process selecting only intact process planning units to satisfy process targets in some areas, rather than whole farm properties, as explained in Box 4 (Chapter 7); and

· Refining targets for biome and upland-lowland interfaces by exploring adequate representation of different combinations of interfaces within minimum patch sizes. 

For the conservation planning framework developed in this study to remain a useful management tool, the C-Plan Database will require the following maintenance actions:

· Fine tuning the C-Plan conservation recommendations by selective inspection of areas on the ground (ground truthing);

· Revaluating data and targets;

· Identifying and training people responsible for implementation;

· Updating the C-Plan Database;

· Maintaining the C-Plan Database as implementation proceeds, to test the effect of management decisions on achievement of targets; and

· Preparing for the day-to-day mechanics of implementation.

The GAENP is a complex and diverse biogeographic zone, in which both pattern and process must be protected to ensure that biodiversity persists in the long term. This project provides a framework for exploring options for SANParks to expand the existing protected area through both formal reservation and off-reserve conservation measures, and priorities for implementation of the conservation process. Clearly, there are other issues that require attention, but which are beyond the scope of this project. SANParks will need to consider issues and act beyond the boundaries of the GAENP in order to implement viable conservation strategies and contribute to socio-economic development in the Eastern Cape.
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