
 
 

 
 

 

9 September 2026 

 

BIRDLIFE SOUTH AFRICA’S COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 3RD NATIONAL BIODIVERSITY STRATEGY AND 
ACTION PLAN (NBSAP) 2026 – 2036 

 

Introduction 
 
BirdLife South Africa focuses on, and is concerned about, the conservation of the environment, 
particularly in relation to birds, their habitats and biodiversity more generally. A premise for our 
conservation work is that birds are important indicators of a healthy and ecologically functional 
environment, capable of providing necessary ecosystem services to support communities and 
the economy.  

Our work operates at the interface between science, policy, advocacy and practical 
conservation action, and extends to many aspects of environmental conservation, appreciating 
that the survival and well-being of birds is dependent on: 

• the protection and restoration of ecosystems, 
• sustainable management of landscapes and seascapes, 
• reduction of pressures on biodiversity, 
• eFective spatial planning, 
• climate resilience, 
• community participation, and 
• informed decision-making. 

 
Rationale 
 
BirdLife South Africa welcomes the opportunity to review and comment on the draft 3rd NBSAP 
(2026-2036), which was published on 9 August 2026. Whilst BirdLife South Africa is submitting 
comments independently, focusing particularly on aspects of the NBSAP relevant to avifauna 
and associated habitats and impacts, our organisation is also party to the Joint Submission by 
the Environmental NGO Collaboration on the draft NBSAP. There is some alignment between 
our comments and those of the Environmental NGO Collaboration. 

As indicated by the Minister in Gazette Notice No. 7773 in GG 55141 (5 August 2026) the NBSAP 
serves as the main national vehicle to translate global ambitions into concrete, measurable 
actions and mandates a shift toward a whole-of-government and whole-of-society approach to 
secure South Africa’s wealth of biodiversity. 
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Noted in the draft NBSAP is the importance of South Africa as one of few regions that still 
supports mega-herbivores and significant levels of species diversity and endemism in both its 
terrestrial and marine realms. Included in its wealth of biodiversity is South Africa’s 
approximately 850 bird species, 18 of which are found nowhere else in the world.  South Africa’s 
NBSAP is, therefore, particularly important from a global conservation perspective, with the 
government and South African citizens as stewards of approximately 10% of the world’s total 
plant species and 7% to 8% of its bird, mammal, and reptile species. Our natural heritage 
provides essential ecosystem services which sustain the population and generate considerable 
economic and social benefits. 

It is against this backdrop, which is reflected in the first part of the draft NBSAP 2025 – 2036, 
that BirdLife South Africa has provided a constructive critique of the assessment, providing 
practical recommendations to strengthen the final report.  
 
Concerns relating to key aspects of the NBSAP 
 
The comments below are grouped under six headings which reflect aspects that are most 
important and relevant in the context of BirdLife South Africa’s work, i.e.: 

• Migratory species and wetlands 
• Key Biodiversity Areas 
• Marine protection and fishing 
• Agricultural 
• Target setting 
• Financial provisioning 

Following the discussion of these six focus areas, our comments provides specific suggestions 
for changes and additions to the Action Plan, with reference to the twelve Thematic Areas. 

Migratory species and wetlands 

Enabler 1 in section 4.3 of the NBSAP commits to eFective implementation of Multilateral 
Environmental Agreements (MEAs), however, actions relevant to migratory species and 
wetlands are not apparent in the Action Plan.  The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory 
Species of Wild Animals (CMS) is listed in Table 2 as an international framework that supports 
conservation and sustainable use of South Africa’s biodiversity. Several supporting documents 
have been published by the CMS Secretariat that guide how migratory species ought to be 
included in country-specific NBSAPs. In this regard the following are relevant: 

• Annexures 1 and 2 to CMS Resolution 8.18 (Rev. COP12),  
• CMS COP14 Decisions 14.1, 14.6 and 14.148(e), and 
• the Samarkand Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2024-2032.  
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South Africa’s National AEWA Implementation Plan (December 2024), the 2024 Mid-term 
Implementation Review of the African-Eurasian Vulture Multi-species Action Plan also contain 
important information. 

Regarding migratory species and wetlands, the NBA 2025 found that nearly half (48%) of South 
Africa’s ecosystem types are threatened, with estuaries, rivers and wetlands among the most 
vulnerable and least protected. These findings call for particular attention to wetlands and 
estuaries – an imperative also recognised in the decision making principles in section 2 of the 
National Environmental Management Act 108 of 1998 (NEMA). 

The Ramsar Conven.on on Wetlands of Interna.onal Importance is listed in Table 2, but the Fi=h 
Strategic Plan 2025-2034 for its implementa.on is excluded despite its relevance to country specific 
NBSAPs. The Strategic Plan focuses on goal seMng for restora.on, relevant to Target 2 of the 
Kumning-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF), and for protec.on (Target 3 of the 
KMGBF). There is also emphasis on the need for NBSAPs to recognise and ensure the management of 
wetlands as connected networks (for example bird flyways) with the aim of increasing climate 
change resilience and conserva.on of biodiversity. Other than one ac.on relevant to repor.ng, there 
are no measures relevant to designa.on of Ramsar sites, to their maintenance nor means of 
assessing the extent of conserved/protected wetlands. Specific sugges.ons and recommenda.ons in 
this regard are included below in the cri.que of relevant Thema.c Areas.  

Recommended changes for the first part of the NBSAP include modifica.on of the .tle of the Ramsar 
Conven.on (in Table 2) to exclude the outdated reference to waterfowl habitat and to use small 
leYers (other than “R”) given that Ramsar refers to the loca.on of where the Conven.on was 
nego.ated and is not an abbrevia.on nor an acronym.  

It is also recommended that AEWA is added to the list of abbrevia.ons and that it is included as a 
separate interna.onal instrument in Table 2. It ought to be described as a legally binding flyway-scale 
agreement for the conserva.on of migratory waterbirds and the network of sites on which they 
depend. Its relevance to the NBSAP is that it iden.fies “essen.al” and “high priority” na.onal ac.ons 
on flyway network sites, including Ramsar site designa.ons, controls on lead ammuni.on, mi.ga.ng 
impact of energy infrastructure and environmental assessment requirements. 

The descrip.on of the Conven.on on the Conserva.on of Migratory Species (CMS) in Table 2 should 
also be broadened. Suggested alterna.ve text is as follows: CMS informs NBSAP targets, indicators 
and recovery ac9ons for the migratory species listed in the CMS Appendices for which South Africa is 
a Range State; and that implementa9on is guided by the Samarkand Strategic Plan for Migratory 
Species 2024-2032, in par9cular Goal 1 (conserva9on status), Goal 2 (habitats, ranges and 
connec9vity) and Goal 3 (reducing threats from take, human-made infrastructure, pollu9on and 
poisoning, climate change and invasive alien species), and by the guidance in Annexes 1 and 2 to CMS 
Resolu9on 8.18 (Rev. COP12) on integra9ng migratory species into NBSAPs. 
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Key Biodiversity Areas 
 
The numerous (263) Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs) that occur in South Africa is mentioned in 
section 2.1 of the draft, which refers to the status of the country’s biodiversity. These are areas 
of global biodiversity significance and their protection ought to be a key intention. In this regard 
the KBA Secretariat has provided valuable guidance on integra.ng KBAs into NBSAPs. Also relevant 
are the Conven.on on Biological Diversity (CBD) decisions 15/6 and 15/13 on complementary 
implementa.on of biodiversity-related mul.lateral environmental agreements (MEAs).  

Despite the importance of KBAs and available guidance on integra.on into na.onal NBSAPs, we are 
not recommending that KBAs are referred to in the ac.on plan in place of Cri.cal Biodiversity Areas 
and Ecological Support Areas. We recognise the importance of the laYer in South Africa’s planning 
and regulatory instruments, including bioregional plans and the mandatory Environmental Screening 
Tool. They are also already named as the data source for the dra= NBSAP’s Target 1 indicator. 
However, KBAs ought to be recognised and inluded in respect of protected area coverage (GBF Target 
3) and because they are an official SDG indicator under Goals 14 and 15. The status of KBAs is also a 
complementary indicator under Target 2, and the percentage of spa.al plans using KBA informa.on 
is a complementary indicator under Target 1. 

We recommend that reference to the 263 terrestrial KBAs (on page 7 of the dra=) be expanded. It 
should be explained that KBAs have been iden.fied under the Global Standard for the Iden.fica.on 
of Key Biodiversity Areas (IUCN, 2016). It should also be stated that assessments for the freshwater, 
estuarine and marine realms remain incomplete, and the terrestrial assessment does not yet cover 
all taxonomic groups for which data exist.  

A corresponding ac.on, relevant to Thema.c Area 1, would refer to the need to complete a 
comprehensive na.onal KBA assessment to inform spa.al planning and protected area expansion 
and to enable repor.ng against the KBA-based indicators in the KMGBF monitoring framework and 
Sustainable Development Goals 14 and 15.  

Marine protection 

Protection of the marine environment is an ongoing challenge, and the need to adequately 
understand the threats to oceans and coasts is critical in order to improve marine protection. 
The National Target under Thematic Area 1 (Mainstreaming Biodiversity) requires that, by 2035, 
biodiversity and its multiple values are fully and equitably integrated into the policies, planning, 
and development processes across all sectors and spheres of government and society, 
including spatial planning, private sector and sustainable practices, resulting in decisions that 
avoid biodiversity loss. To apply this to the marine environment, it is important that the Marine 
Spatial Planning Act 16 of 2018 is included in Table 3 and referred to in the action plan.  This Act 
and the National Marine Spatial Plan (MSP) adopted under it, focuses on the allocation of ocean 
space among competing uses, including fishing, mining, oil and gas exploration, shipping, 
aquaculture, renewable energy, and conservation. As implied by the name of the Act, it is a 
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cross-sectional spatial planning instrument and, therefore, particularly relevant to spatially-
based target setting. The goal of ensuring that 50% of marine territory is covered by Marine Area 
Plans that incorporate biodiversity spatial plans, must be achievable within the scope of 
legislation that is intended to adjudicates demands on the marine environment and competing 
claims. The MSP is, therefore, highly relevant to this and other marine targets. 

Without an explicit acknowledgement of the connection between Target 3 and marine spatial 
planning processes, there is a real risk that marine areas will be counted but not adequately 
safeguarded from competing/conflicting uses. It is important that the allocation of the ocean 
does not happen in a parallel and non-integrative manner, whereby decisions are made without 
accounting for biodiversity commitments. 

It is, furthermore, concerning that Marine Spatial Planning is implemented through a specific 
cross-departmental structure (DFFE working with the Department of Mineral Resources and 
Energy, Department of Transport, and others) that diFers from the biodiversity governance 
structures involving MINMEC, MINTECH described in the NBSAP. DiFerent governing 
mechanisms and decision tracks creates a real risk that the target for marine protection will be 
undermined by ocean-use decisions happening in diFerent fora, based on unaligned priorities. 

The marine target is defined under "Ecosystem conservation" and the stated aim is to expand 
protected and conserved areas to 20% of marine areas by 2035 which would add 81,900 km². It 
is, however, unclear how much would be added from the Prince Edward Islands, compared to 
the mainland EEZ.  

In addition to the concerns related to marine spatial planning, it is noted that the supporting 
actions for marine protection are largely administrative; including definition of and verification 
of OECMs, updating the National Protected Area Expansion Strategy, strengthening the 
Protected and Conserved Areas Database, and tracking Management EFectiveness (METT-SA) 
scores. Whilst these may improve the designation and measurement of marine protected area 
coverage, they are unlikely to reduce threats outside of protected areas. In these areas marine 
crime continues to have a significant impact, including abalone poaching linked to organised 
crime and rural livelihoods, illegal fishing, and repeated incidents of foreign-flagged vessels 
unlawfully entering South African waters.   

The draft identifies overfishing and illegal harvesting as among the top-five pressures on marine 
ecosystems, yet similarly to other types of violations in the marine sector, there are no actions 
specifically aimed at detecting, deterring, or prosecuting overfishing and illegal fishing 
(including by-catch).  

Fisheries-specific measures are included under "Sustainable use and the biodiversity 
economy," rather than under conservation. The emphasis on economic value is worrisome given 
that the 2025 status report identified that 31% of monitored fish stocks are depleted or heavily 
depleted. Consequently, in this regard, we welcome the intention to adopt an ecosystem-based 
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approach to fisheries management, implement a National By-catch Reduction Strategy, and 
transition recreational fishing toward catch-and-release. However, the absence of more specific 
measures to reduce pressure on the resource and to monitor, risks the same problems re-
occurring as with the 2015 NBSAP, in relation to marine protection.   

Target setting 

Whilst BirdLife South Africa appreciate that goals under Target 3 of GBF need to be realistic, we 
are aligned to the view held by several conservation NGOs and agencies, that South Africa, 
given its status as one of the world's megadiverse countries, should be more ambitious. The 
proposed targets and timelines for terrestrial and marine ecosystem conservation areas could 
and should drive the rate and extent to which the country can achieve the global standard in the 
KMGBF.  Underscoring the need for ambition are the scientific studies that led to the 
determination of 30x30 target, motivating that area-based protection is a vital component of 
conservation policies to halt biodiversity loss. The qualitative criteria in the KMGBF for Target 3 
(including, ecological representativeness, connectivity, equitable governance, and recognition 
of Indigenous and traditional territories) are strongly aligned to South Africa’s vision for 
conservation to respond to the needs of nature and people. This philosophy is highlighted in the 
first part of the draft NBSAP including in Figure 2, referring to the interdependencies between 
biodiversity and food security, water security, job provision, human well-being and climate 
change adaption.  

On this basis BirdLife South Africa supports the inclusion of bolder, time-bound targets, that we 
believe are achievable with the support of the environmental NGO sector. Accordingly, we 
would have preferred to see the ambition reflected in the footnote text on page 65 of the draft, 
translated into an actual target. In addition to securing biodiversity and unlocking co-benefits 
for people, greater ambition reflects positively of South Africa’s global leadership in biodiversity 
conservation, facilitates access to international finance and encourages much needed 
investment in biodiversity conservation. 

We further note that several key NGOs in South Africa have already adopted ambitious plans to 
support protected area and OECM expansion that exceed the formal national targets. A whole-
of-society approach requires a unified and co-ordinated eFort to scale up ambitions to align 
with the KMGBF.  

Agricultural expansion 

The recently gazetted Preservation and Development of Agricultural Land Act 39 of 2024 
(PDALA) has generated considerable concerns in the conservation sector, amongst other 
stakeholders. We are particularly worried about sections in the Act that provide for the 
declaration of protected agricultural areas; and the proposed listing basis for agro-ecosystem 
authorisations which appears to reflect the approach in the listing notices under the EIA 
Regulations of 2014. These EIA Regulations are currently under scrutiny as part of a law reform 
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process that envisages an alternative approach. The introduction of a parallel listing and 
permitting process that compounds the problems associated with the existing listings is 
regressive, in addition to being unsuitable for the management of a resource (i.e. high potential 
agricultural land) that does not fall under the public trust doctrine. 

It is well established that the extension of cultivation is the most significant threat to biodiversity 
in the South African landscape. We are, therefore, very concerned about the target under 
Thematic Area 1 which envisages an increase in the proportion of agricultural area under 
production. We would prefer the emphasis to be on transitioning from traditional farming 
methods to agroecological methods that work with natural processes and are underpinned by 
biodiversity principles including use of multiple crop varieties, incorporation of natural areas, 
integrating livestock, and use of natural pest deterrents, towards a balanced farm ecosystem.  

The emphasis of PDALA on the preservation of agricultural land for exclusive use of that land for 
farming is detrimental to biodiversity in that it frames conservation as a competing rather than 
complimentary land use.  The notion of preservation for exclusive use also fails to recognise 
that farming and natural resources are co-dependent: agriculture relies entirely on natural 
resources like soil, water, and biodiversity to produce food, while farming practices directly 
impact the long-term health and availability of those same resources.  

The benefits of farming with nature are well established. They include flood mitigation, reducing 
impact of wildfire, pest control, pollination, healthier soils, resistance to climate shocks, etc. 
Consequently, the distinction between agricultural and non-agricultural use with the latter 
including conservation, is at odds with the aims of the NBSAP. In this regard, and in addition to 
removing or modifying the target that refers to the expansion of agricultural land, we urge further 
engagement with the Department of Agriculture in the spirit of the “whole-of-government” 
approach toward implementation of the NBSAP.  

Financial provisioning 

 While the majority of species remain in a ‘Least Concern’ category, extinction risks are rising, 
with 16% of plants and 10% of animals now threatened. Freshwater (66%) and cartilaginous 
fishes (42%) face the highest risk. Additionally, new genetic indicators show that 58% of the 
assessed populations have fallen below the eFective size required for long-term genetic health 
and adaptive potential. 

Priority actions identified in the NBSAP cover: 

• inclusive spatial planning,  
• policy development or refinement,  
• compliance and enforcement,   
• implementation of management plans,  
• technological innovation,  
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• data collection and monitoring, and  
• innovative financing. 

The scope of what the NBSAP needs to achieve is not matched by resource allocation. As has 
been highlighted in the draft, government’s investment in biodiversity represents only a small 
fraction of the national economy.  Biodiversity spending consistently accounts for less than 1% 
of the total consolidated government budget,  and between 0.25% and 0.32% of national Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP). Also highlighted is that real purchasing power is persistently 
declining, with the steady erosion of the actual fiscal capacity required to fund essential 
conservation and management activities. 

The achievement, even of the relatively modest targets and actions in the draft, is much 
dependent on a strategy to increase government investment in biodiversity. Whilst a whole-of-
society approach is important, from a financing perspective, the government must still 
contribute as well as maintain mechanisms for allocating, managing and reporting on funding 
and expenditure.  

It is likely that many commentators and stakeholders will be urging government commitment to 
a plan to increase investment in biodiversity and conservation. A whole-of-government 
approach depends on all government Departments recognising that socio-economic 
development in South Africa cannot be pursued in isolation from biodiversity conservation, 
since the country's water security, agriculture, tourism revenue, and rural livelihoods are 
directly underpinned by functioning ecosystems.  A narrative that still seems persistent in 
government circles revolves around development and conservation as opposing choices. This 
trade-oF type framing obscures the interdependence between healthy ecosystems and a 
healthy economy, and undoubtedly detracts from investment in biodiversity. 
 
Comments on Thematic Areas  
 
General comments 

BirdLife South Africa is concerned by the number of target indicators that simply refer to an 
“increase in” the number/average/proportion of what is being referred to. Consequently, even if 
only one measure is added, the target has, in theory, been met although there may be no real 
benefit.  In many cases there is no baseline from which an increase can be assessed. This 
seems to repeat shortcomings with the 2015 NBSAP, i.e. that targets are expressed in vague 
terms lacking adequate measurement techniques, and that progress and trends are diFicult to 
assess due to an absence of baseline data. It is recommended that consideration be given to a 
qualifier that requires the “increase” to be meaningful and that an explanation is provided of 
what will be considered meaningful.  

A second cross-cutting concern is that most national targets are framed "By 2035...". The 
KMGBF is a 2030 framework. The global stocktake and South Africa’s eighth national report both 
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fall before 2035. Without interim values, most national targets will report only as work in 
progress at the point when global progress is assessed. It is, therefore, recommended that a 
2030 milestone, or an interim value within each target, is included where the corresponding 
KMGBF target is dated 2030. 

Thematic Area 1: Mainstreaming Biodiversity 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 1. 

• There is no specific mention of Environmental Management Frameworks (EMFs), required 
under section 24(2) of NEMA, read with the Environmental Management Framework 
Regulations, 2010 (GNR 547 of 2010). It is unclear whether the “spatial biodiversity plans” 
are intended to cover EMFs. The potential of EMFs is highly relevant given their dual purpose 
as a spatial planning and environmental information tool. EMFs identify zones based on 
environmental attributes, and describe such areas in terms of sensitivity, extent, 
interrelationship, and significance. EMFs must be taken into account by every organ of state 
when exercising an environmental function, including in decisions on activities requiring 
environmental authorisation in that area. They are, therefore, relevant to a “whole-of-
government” approach to mainstreaming biodiversity. Most EMFs are aligned to municipal 
boundaries and ideally embedded directly into the municipality’s planning tools, including 
SDFs and IDPs. The envisaged “model biodiversity bylaw” needs to be considered in relation 
to the existing EMF requirements to ensure that these are aligned rather than 
overlapping/conflicting tools that simply increase the work of municipalities. 
 

• The role of the Compliance and Enforcement (C&E) units is broader than issuing of 
directives to developers that proceed without Environmental Authorisation (EA). Much of the 
environmental damage occurs during construction and operation when there is a lack of 
compliance with Environmental Management Programmes (EMPRs), so the C&E also have 
an important role in monitoring adherence to EMPRs, as well as issuing directives where 
environmental harm occurs irrespective of, or despite an EA, for example, pollution from an 
inadequately or unrehabilitated mine. 
 

• As indicated in the concerns raised above about KBAs, a target and action should be 
included referring to completing a comprehensive national KBA assessment to inform 
spatial planning and protected area expansion and to enable reporting against the KBA-
based indicators in the KMGBF monitoring framework and Sustainable Development Goals 
14 and 15.  

 
• Also in respect of KBAs, a new action should be included that refers to a process for 

updating Critical Biodiversity Area and Ecological Support Area maps, informed by data on 
KBAs, so that KBAs are systematically considered as an input to CBA map revisions and so 
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that national reporting can express spatial planning and protected area coverage in both 
national and internationally comparable terms. The lead for this task should SANBI with 
DFFE and provincial conservation authorities in support. 

 
• We suggest that the action relating to the Environmental Screening Tool is expanded. The 

following text is recommended: Ensure that the Environmental Screening Tool includes the 
most up-to-date and appropriate biodiversity datasets, protocols and guidelines (inclusive 
of Key Biodiversity Areas, Ramsar Sites, AEWA flyway network sites, and areas of high 
sensitivity for collision- and electrocution-prone migratory birds), and that a marine theme is 
developed.   

 
• Given the increasing threat of energy infrastructure to species of conservation concern, we 

suggest that a new action be added that deals specifically with this threat. Suggested text as 
follows: Avoid, minimise and mitigate direct mortality of birds and bats from electricity 
transmission and distribution infrastructure and wind energy facilities, through routing and 
siting away from priority areas, adoption of bird-friendly design standards for new 
infrastructure, prioritised retrofitting of high-risk existing lines, standardised incident 
reporting, and participation in the CMS Energy Task Force. The lead for this action would be 
DFFE with support from DMRE, Eskom/NTCSA, transmission and renewable energy 
developers, SANBI, conservation NGOs. 

Thematic Area 2: Restoration and alien species 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 2. 

• It is suggested that the resource intense nature of restoration and control of alien species is 
made more explicit. Whilst biological and chemical/pesticide related solutions play a role, 
alien removal, rehabilitation and maintenance relies primarily on people-power and the 
achievement of targets is much dependent on job creation in both the private and public 
sector. Clearing and managing 1.1 million hectares of invasives cannot be achieved without 
commensurable targets for deploying people to areas where this clearing and management 
will take place. The action plan makes reference to “building oF existing environmental 
programmes” to achieve the targets but is not specific as to which programmes. We 
recommend that relevant ‘Working For’ programmes will need to be expanded and made 
attractive for investment in order to fund alien clearing and restoration.  
 

• A new action ought to be included referring to empowering and educating municipalities 
given that alien removal and restoration projects tend to occur at a local level and need to 
be led and supported by municipalities.  
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• A final recommendation relates to the inclusion of a reference to KBAs in the first action 
item, referring to improvement and standardisation of data collection. Recommended text 
is as follows: Improve and standardise data collection and mapping of ecological condition 
and integrity, and the spatial extent of invasive alien species infestations, across all realms, 
including monitoring the condition of and threats to Key Biodiversity Areas, to enable 
evidence-based prioritisation of restoration and invasive species management 
interventions, with degraded Key Biodiversity Areas among the priorities for restoration. 

Thematic Area 3: Ecosystem Conservation 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 3. 

• Target setting under Thematic Area 3 has been commented on above. The recommendation 
for the Action Plan is that the national target be refined and that specific reference is made 
to the marine environment.  We recommend that the text be edited to read as follows: By 
2035, expand a representative and well-connected system of protected and conserved 
areas, covering at least 21% of land-based (terrestrial and freshwater) areas and 20% of 
marine areas as a funded floor, with an interim milestone by 2030, and with a measurable 
increase in the coverage of areas of particular importance for biodiversity (including inland 
water and coastal wetland ecosystems, Wetlands of International Importance and Key 
Biodiversity Areas), ensuring they are integrated into broader ecological and social land-, 
water- and seascapes 

 
• We suggest including a separate action aimed at investigating mechanisms for OECM 

recognition in the marine environment, with the responsibility falling to DFFE, SANBI and 
NGOs. This is particularly important given the disproportionately low level of protection 
(5.3%) around the mainland.  

 
• We recommend that the identification of marine KBAs is prioritised, and that an action be 

included to this eFect.  
 

• Further related to KBAs, the potential of the 263 terrestrial KBAs needs recognition in the 
rationale, with a recommendation to align ecosystem conservation with existing KBAs.  

 
• Finally, we recommend that the action referring to the National Protected Area Expansion 

Strategy be expanded to include the following after land tenure types: …and taking into 
account KBAs, Ramsar sites and other identified sites of particular importance for 
biodiversity. 

Thematic Area 4: Species Conservation 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 4. 
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• Under Thematic Area 4, it is unclear what “all realms” means in the third Target Indicator. We 
recommend specific reference to marine and terrestrial realms, assuming that the 
atmosphere is common to both). Given that realms is referred to elsewhere in the draft, 
consideration should be given to explaining this term in the list of definitions. 
 

• We suggest that the target indicator to maintain or improve the status of priority EDGE 
species is too narrow and that this target includes species categorised as Critically 
Endangered by the IUCN.  

 
• The second action refers to a one-plan approach but it is unclear whether this would be a 

species specific plan and how such an approach intersects with existing provisions for 
Biodiversity Management Plans (BMP) regulated under the National Environmental 
Management: Biodiversity Act 10 of 2004. Given that BMPs are specifically aimed at 
ensuring the long-term survival and ecological integrity of specific ecosystems or species in 
the wild, it is recommended that drafting and implementation of these plans, already 
provided for in the legislation, be encouraged in the Action Plan particularly for Endangered 
and Critically Endangered species and ecosystems. 

 
• We recommend that a specific action be added to encourage implementation of the 

National AEWA Implementation Plan (2024). Suggested text as follows: Implement the 
National AEWA Implementation Plan (2024), prioritising its Essential and High priority 
actions, and report progress through the National AEWA Committee, ensuring these 
priorities are reflected in NBSAP work plans, the National Biodiversity Finance Plan and 
resource mobilisation. The lead on this would be DFFE with support from the National AEWA 
Committee, SANBI, provincial conservation authorities and conservation NGOs. 

Thematic area 5: Human-wildlife Coexistence 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 5. 

• Human-wildlife co-existence presents challenges that are common to many jurisdictions. 
Under the rationale, we recommend referring to the need to align to guidance included in 
relevant international instruments (already mentioned in Table 2), particularly the CITES and 
the CMS.  
 

• Importantly, human wildlife co-existence and human-wildlife conflict (HWC) can be 
transboundary phenomenon and can relate to migratory species. The need for alignment 
with regional agreements, including the SADC Wildlife Protocol & LEAP Strategy, should 
therefore be included in the Action Plan. 
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•  Whilst zoonotic diseases have been mentioned, it is noted that the reporting thereof, and 
protocols to respond to outbreaks, have not been included in the Action Plan. Whilst the 
outbreaks of rabies among seals and the spread pilchard herpesvirus (PHV) aFecting 
sardines, are relatively recent phenomenon, the consequences for human health and for 
biodiversity are significant. We, therefore, recommend that a target indicator be included 
that refers to zoonotic disease, and actions are identified which strengthen/improve 
mechanisms and portals for reporting occurrences and related incidents (which may 
overlap with reporting on HWC) as well as protocols to respond to disease outbreaks.  

 
• The direct bearing that HWC has on people and the role of local, provincial and national 

government entities, places the whole-of-society and whole-of-government philosophy at 
the core of how  this phenomenon is managed. 

Thematic Area 6: Sustainable Use and Biodiversity Economy 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 6. 

• It is noted that the rationale for this theme is replete with figures and statistics that 
demonstrate the benefits of a strong biodiversity economy but there is also a need to 
balance this rationale with some of the risks, including the following: 
 
- Framing biodiversity as an economic asset (ecotourism, game farming, bioprospecting, 

trophy hunting), creates a risk that species and ecosystems with no obvious market 
value, unglamorous plants, invertebrates, ecosystems with no tourism appeal, may get 
less attention and funding, despite their ecological importance. 

- Dependence for conservation funding on tourism revenue or wildlife product markets, is 
vulnerable to risks including pandemics, zoonotic disease, recession, trade bans, etc. 
The recent case of mass sardine mortality is an example of how economic incentives 
may drive ongoing fishing of a resource, despite the very real risk of a complete stock 
collapse. 

- Economic incentive can compete with sound conservation practice or animal welfare, 
as has been demonstrated by captive lion breeding. 

- Although the strategy stresses inclusivity and tangible benefits for communities, it 
remains likely that revenue will flow predominantly to private landowners or 
corporations, undermining the equity case for a biodiversity economy.  

- Financial returns in a biodiversity economy may be relatively immediate and short term 
(e.g. hunting, ranching, tourism concessions) whereas ecosystem restoration is a 
comparatively  slow, with the result that biodiversity capital is compromised over the 
long term. 

- Underestimation of the intrinsic value of nature, and associated ecosystem services 
(pollination, water filtration, climate regulation) is not directly addressed by a 
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biodiversity economy strategy even though these benefits don't have functional 
substitutes and are notoriously diFicult to value in money terms and, therefore, tend to 
be excluded from the cost benefit equation. 

- Linked to the above is the cultural, spiritual, and intrinsic value of nature, which is often 
central for indigenous and local communities, are not recognised in approaches which 
associated worth primarily with financial benefit.  

Whilst we are not suggesting that all of these risks be explained in the rationale, we do 
recommend that a precautionary couple of sentences are included to indicate awareness of 
the need to balance sustainable use with the need to preserve natural capital (i.e. strong 
model of sustainability). 

• We welcome the ambition to transition to an ecosystem approach to fisheries management 
and we recommend that investment in targeted skills development and education is 
included in the Action Plan to ensure that the benefits of this intention are realised and its 
advantages recognised by stakeholders in the fishing community. As indicated previously, 
we also recommend that compliance actions are necessary to curb illegal exploitation and 
environmental crime particularly in the marine environment.  

 
• Regarding the action on adopting an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries, we suggest 

that more detail is included to curb bycatch. Recommended text is as follows: Adopt an 
ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management across marine, estuarine and 
freshwater systems, including implementing the National Plan of Action II for the 
Conservation and Management of Seabirds in South African Fisheries (NPOA Seabirds II, 
2026-2030) and reporting against its monitoring and adaptive management provisions, and 
developing a National By-catch Reduction Strategy that sets measurable reduction 
commitments for seabird, turtle, shark and marine mammal bycatch consistent with South 
Africa’s obligations as a Party to ACAP, the transition of recreational fishing toward a catch-
and-release policy, and redirecting e[orts towards establishing legal mechanisms to enable 
Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities to enter the existing small-scale fisheries 
sector.  

 
• If the above is too cumbersome, we recommend that a new action is added which refers 

separately to the implementation of the National Plan of Action II for the Conservation and 
Management of Seabirds in South African Fisheries (NPOA Seabirds II, 2026-2030). 

Thematic Area 7: Pollution and Waste Management 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 7. 

• The rationale under this theme highlights important challenges, implying that governance 
aspects and private sector interests tend to undermine eForts to reduce pollution. Despite 
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this awareness, the targets apply a band-aid approach rather than explicit redress. Any 
benefit derived from pollution reduction is undermined by authorisation of new sources of 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. Examples include the proposed steel production 
industries as part of the MMSEZ in Limpopo, authorisation of new coal mines, oil and gas 
exploration and production, refurbishment of coal fired power plants, etc. We would like to 
see a target that aims to reduce new sources of significant pollution, and preferably 
eliminate, new sources of greenhouse gas emissions.  
 

• We recommend that the national target include “lead from ammunition” in the list of risks 
that need to be reduced. A related action should be inserted that reads as follows: Reduce 
wildlife poisoning and lead exposure by implementing the action plan of the National 
Wildlife Poisoning Prevention Working Group and the work plan of the Lead Task Team, 
including an assessment of the availability, pricing and feasibility of lead-free shotgun 
ammunition and measures to reduce barriers to its local manufacture and supply. The DFFE 
should be the lead for this action with support from DTIC, SAPS, SARS, hunting 
organisations, conservation NGOs 

Thematic Area 8: Ecological Infrastructure and Climate Resilience 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 8. 

• The need to contribute to reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, referred to in relation the 
Thematic Area 7, is also relevant to Thematic Area 8 which deals with ecological 
infrastructure and climate resilience. It is commendable that the rational recognises that a 
number of other thematic areas and associated targets and actions are relevant to 
ecological infrastructure and climate resilience. We are, however, concerned that there is a 
disconnect between the targets and the actions. It is unclear how the actions, which tend 
toward being administrative, will achieve the more practical targets. 
 

• There are also significant challenges to how outcomes will be monitored and measured. We 
suggest that there needs to be more involvement of the provinces and municipalities, and a 
greater emphasis on how climate resilience is integrated into new industrial projects, 
housing schemes and infrastructure development and upgrades. 

 
• We recommend that the action referring to climate vulnerable species be expanded. 

Recommended text is as follows: Identify climate-vulnerable species, including migratory 
species and the breeding, stopover and non-breeding sites on which they depend, to 
monitor using the Red List Index, and identify opportunities for assisted colonisation, 
climate corridors and maintenance of ecological connectivity along shared flyways and 
migration routes, in cooperation with neighbouring Range States. 
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Thematic Area 9: Access and Benefit Sharing 

The following relates to Thematic Area 9. 

• Whilst BirdLife South Africa cannot claim any experience or expertise in access and benefit 
sharing, the rational, targets and actions for Thematic Area 9 appear cohesive and 
achievable. The specificity of the action for this theme stand in contrast with some of the 
less explicit targets in other thematic areas. 

Thematic Area 10: Biosafety and Benefits of Biotechnology 

We have no comment on Thematic Area 10, dealing with Biosafety and Benefits of 
Biotechnology. 

Thematic Area 11: Means of Implementation 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 11. 

• Prior comments on financial provisioning are relevant to Thematic Area 11, focusing on 
means of implementation. We perceive there to be a crises in resourcing in biodiversity 
conservation which is not helped by a high turnover of Ministers in the DFFE and absence of 
a clear strategic direction. Several problems have been identified in the draft document, 
including high vacancies, skills shortages, lack of capacity (particularly at local government 
level) and woefully inadequate budget allocation. Consequently there is over-reliance on 
separate directorates and agencies to maintain momentum in governance, and consequent 
lack of cohesion.  
 

• Whilst the comprehensiveness and quality of the NBA is commendable, the NBSAP and its 
implementation will not do justice to the NBA unless institutional capacity and resource 
mobilisation can be significantly improved.  This need is reflect in the rationale for Thematic 
Area 11and the theory of change.  

 
• A significant sticking point is the framing of the target, consistent with other targets along a 

timeframe of 10 years. This belies the fact that the achievement of other targets are largely 
contingent on resource mobilisation. Ideally Thematic Area 11 should be fast-tracked to 
improve the likelihood of success of other ambitions. In this regard, we recommend that, in 
addition to the listed targets, that the Financial and Capacity Needs Assessments as well as 
the Biodiversity Finance Plan, described in section 6.3 of the draft, be fast-tracked to ensure 
that the implementation of the NBSAP is not overwhelmingly constrained by  lack of 
financial resource and capacity .  

Thematic Area 12: Knowledge, Participation and Inclusion 

The following comments and suggestions relate to Thematic Area 12. 
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• We support all that is proposed under Thematic Area 12.  
 

• We suggest highlighting the cross-cutting relevance of this theme to other themes, given the 
importance of knowledge, participation and inclusion to integrating the whole-of-society 
principle that underpins the NBSAP.   

 
• Knowledge, participation and inclusion has its roots in awareness. For this reasons we 

recommend that a target and associated actions be added that refers to early learning and 
basic education curricula. Whilst education initiatives are mentioned in the theory of 
change, corresponding targets and actions aimed at leaders, educators and pupils in the 
school environment are absent from the tables, other than reference to extra-curricular 
outings and outreach initiatives. Unless environmental awareness is a pervasive feature of 
education curricula, its fundamental value to society will not be adequately realised in 
respect of other the other targets and actions for this theme. 

Conclusion 
 
BirdLife South Africa's welcomes the ambition, incorporation of a theory of change, and the 
whole-of-government, whole-of-society framing in the draft 2026 – 2036 NBSAP. Our comments 
are intended to be constructive, focused on identifying specific gaps and proposing practical, 
text-level amendments where appropriate to strengthen the final Action Plan. We have 
identified six priority areas that we suggest require additional attention: migratory species and 
wetlands, Key Biodiversity Areas, marine protection and fishing, agricultural expansion, target 
setting, and financial provisioning. We have provided more detailed suggestions across the 
Thematic Areas.  

Overall we highlight the need for firmer alignment with international instruments (CMS, AEWA, 
Ramsar), better integration of KBA data into spatial planning, more ambitious and time-bound 
targets with 2030 interim milestones, closer scrutiny of the tension between agricultural 
expansion and biodiversity conservation, and importantly, significantly increased and fast-
tracked financial and institutional resourcing. 

South Africa's biodiversity commitments cannot be met by government alone, nor by any single 
sector acting in isolation. One of the greatest barriers to the fulfilment of the NBSAP is 
fragmented governance, such as marine spatial planning proceeding through diFerent 
institutional channels than biodiversity governance structures, or agricultural policy developing 
without adequate engagement with conservation objectives. It is critical that government 
departments, provincial authorities, NGOs, and other stakeholders pull in the same direction. 

As highlighted in the final section 6 of the draft, achieving the NBSAP’s targets will depend on 
both financial support and sustained collaboration between DFFE and other government 
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departments, provincial and municipal authorities, the private sector, conservation NGOs and 
civil society organisations. Along with other stakeholders and partners in the Environmental 
NGO Collaboration, BirdLife South Africa is willing and capable of partnering in scaling up 
ambitions, and contributing toward an implementable and eFective strategy. 

 

 

On behalf of BirdLife South Africa 

 

       

Dr Kirsten Day        Dr Hanneline Smit-Robinson 
Policy and Advocacy Programme Manager    Head of Conserva.on 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


