
 

 

 

 

 

SUBMISSION TO THE PORTFOLIO COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT, FORESTRY AND 

FISHERIES 

 

2 SEPTEMBER 2019 

Parliament, Cape Town 

 

TITLE OF SUBMISSION: 

Length of the Kruger National Park fence dropped, and further key aspects related to the 

western boundary fence management. 

 

 

1. Purpose 
 
To provide a high level overview of the Kruger National Park fence, and length that was 
dropped. 
 
 

2. Background 
 
The Kruger National Park (KNP) fence is a state veterinary fence, managed and maintained 
by the Department of Agriculture, to prevent the spread of the foot-and-mouth disease from 
cloven-hoof animals (particularly buffalo) to cattle.   
 
In the early nineties and early 2000, fences were dropped between the Kruger National Park 
(KNP) and adjacent protected areas and conservation areas in support of improved ecological 
services that straddle these areas (including integrated management of catchment services 
and migration of wildlife along historical migration corridors), to promote compatible land use 
development and to advance the expansion of the conservation estate, including the 
associated socio-economic outcomes.  Fences were dropped with community, state and 
private conservation land use areas.   
 

http://portal/communications/SANParks%20Logos/Forms/AllItems.aspx


 

 
In 2015, the KNP started with the regularisation of Agreements with open system partners, as 
guided by the SANParks Policy and KNP Land inclusion Protocol.  The regularisation 
processed aimed to: 
 
• Develop a shared understanding and Vision for the Greater Kruger Protected Area; 
• Enhance collaboration between conservation partners and capitalise on synergies; 
• Secure functional landscapes, unlock sustainable benefits, and grow local and regional 

economies through improved Protected Area management; 
• Develop consistent “best practice guidelines” for the Greater Kruger Protected Area 
network; 
• Identify areas where interventions might be required to achieve common goals; 
• Highlight areas of socio-economic opportunities and risks to be prioritised in the 

protected area management (reserve and protected area network level); 
• Identify the most appropriate and effective co-operative/management agreements to 

leverage opportunities and mitigate risks; 
• Inform integrated land use planning and land management options in the broader area, 

based on the economic value of the conservation land. 
 
The Greater Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA) Cooperative Agreement 
was signed on 15 December 2018 between 15 Conservation Areas on the Western boundary 
of the KNP, which aims to regularise the relationship, and to deliver on conservation and socio-
economic objectives.  The Agreement provides the basis for consistent management of 360 
000 ha in addition to 2 million ha on the western boundary, and to ensure compliance with the 
Protected area act (NEMPAA 57 of 2003).  The Agreement was signed with Community, state 
and private managed areas, which allows for a range of conservation compatible models.  
Future expansion and dropping of fences will therefore be in strict compliance with these policy 
frameworks.  Similar processes with Mozambique and Zimbabwe, guided by their legal 
frameworks, will be followed, in line with the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Treaty (2002) and 
KNP Management Plan (2018).  The necessary Cooperative and Contractual Agreements 
need to be in place prior to any further fence dropping. 
 
A second phase of Agreements with communities, sectors and strategic partners (not open to 
KNP) will be facilitated during 2019 and 2020 through the Greater Kruger Strategic 
Development Framework (GKSDF).  The process will be stakeholder intensive, and will aim 
to constitute the park fora, and formalise strategic partnership in order to support and deliver 
on conservation and socio-economic outcomes.  Such engagement will include consultation 
with Traditional authorities, local government, tourism and business sectors, safety and 
security clusters, People and Parks etc. 
 
The afore-mentioned Agreements will seek conservation compatible economies and value 
added chains, for areas not open to the KNP.  As further phase, Agreements will be furthered 
with Mozambique – Limpopo National Park, which is 1 million ha open to KNP, and with 
Zimbabwe, to seek joint conservation, socio-economic and wildlife and security outcomes. 
 
 

3. Discussion 
 
The high level summary of fences dropped with KNP, is presented in Table 1 (blue showing 
the fences that were dropped). 
 

Fence dropped Fence dropped (km) 

a. Total fence dropped 435.16 

b. Total fence in place 642.54 



 

Fence regions: Fence dropped (km) 

1.1 Eastern boundary (Mozambique) - Dropped 44.22 

1.2 Eastern boundary (Mozambique)- Fence in place  309.04 

2. Northern boundary (Zimbabwe) - Dropped 33.34 

3.1 Western boundary (South Africa side) - Dropped 357.60 

3.2 Western boundary (South Africa side) - Fence in place 333.50 

Grand Total 1077.7 

  

 
Figure 1.  KNP fence areas in place and those dropped (red). 
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Figure 2.  The GLTFCA Cooperative Agreement was signed with the Western 

boundary areas on 5 December 2018 to regularise the relationship as per 

NEMPA (Act 57 of 2003). 

Through the GLTFCA Cooperative Agreement, 360 000 ha of western boundary areas open 
to KNP can now be managed according to an overarching umbrella framework and 
standards for conservation, safety and security, socio-economic, governance and further 
land inclusion matters.  Key to this is that entities need to submit an annual socio-economic 
impact assessment report, as well as a beneficiary framework. 
 
 
Table 2.  The areas with which fences were dropped, are comprised as below: 
 

Ownership hectares 

Private     235,301.56  

Community owned (managed by MTPA or 
LEDET, except for Mala Mala 

    119,045.00  

 
 
The fence areas for which the Department of Agriculture is responsible for maintaiing and 
managing, are presented in Figure 3, whilst the areas that dropped fences with KNP, is 
responsible for maintaining these.   



 

 
 
Figure 3.  Fence area for which the Department of Agriculture is responsible in terms 
of management and monitoring. 
 
 
 
Table 3.  Estimated costs to upgrade the fences 
 

Project Distance (km) Cost estimate Type Funding 

Sabie 28.9 R 30 000 000 Upgrade - internal DAFF 

Nsikazi 67 R 60 000 000 Upgrade - outsourced Not sourced 

Punda 12.8 R 15 000 000 Upgrade - outsourced Not sourced 

Makuya 46.2 R 50 000 000 Upgrade - outsourced Not sourced 

Letaba Ranch 47.6 R 50 000 000 Upgrade - outsourced Not sourced 

Manyeleti 38.2 R 40 000 000 Upgrade - outsourced Not sourced 

Luvhuvhu 3.6 R 3 000 000 New construction - outsourced Not sourced 

TOTAL 
 

R 248 000 000 
  

 
 
The Crocodile river might require a further R30 000 000 in addition to the above to upgrade 
fences, with this area having high elephant impacts.  The costs for erecting fences complying 
with the Veterinary standards, and with safety and security standards (wildlife protection), 
ranges between R150 000 – R200 000 per km.  The open western boundary reserve areas 



 

(GLTFCA Cooperative Agreement partners) maintain 438.1km of the fence which is now to 
their west.  These fence areas, safety and security aspects are funded by the conservation 
partners open to KNP. 
 

Table 4.  The perimeter fence maintained by the Western boundary reserves (state, 
community, private) 

Reserve open to KNP 
Perimeter 

Fence  

Mjejane 15.4 

Sabie Sands 64.9 

Manyeleti 39.3 

APNR 212.5 

Makuya 52.4 

Letaba Ranch & Mthimkuhlu 53.6 

Total 438.1 

 
There is a significant impact of the Greater Kruger protected area network on the local and 
regional economic impacts (study by A. Chidakel, 2018) (see Addenda 1, 2). 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 4.  Multi—plier impact of the Greater Kruger Protected area network, western 
boundary. 
 
A further risk is that major snaring, through the stealing of the KNP fence strands 
takes place in KNP in certain areas.   
 
The KNP fence does provide an ideal opportunity for a fence stewardship partnership with 
communities in terms of accountable wildlife management, and for maintaining the fence as 
per legislative requirements (Veterinary).  Such an opportunity also includes fence clearing, 
linking to adjacent land uses value-add wildlife economies, and the appointment of fence 
monitors (EPWP).  The following would be required:  equipment e.g. fencing material, 
infrastructure, mobile homes, containers for outlets, vehicles; operational support e.g. 
traveling; funding to appoint Fence Stewards/Monitors (EPWP programme). 
 
 



 

 
4. Concluding remarks 

 
The KNP signed the GLTFCA Cooperative Agreement to regularise the relationship with 
entities on the western boundary.  The similar agreements, facilitated through the GLTFCA 
Joint Management Board, will follow with Mozambique and Zimbabwe.  Key to this is to meet 
minimum conservation, safety and security, socio-economic and governance standards.  All 
parties to the GLTFCA Cooperative Agreement will also be required to submit a beneficiation 
framework (2019-2020) and annual socio-economic impact assessment report (see 
Addendum 3 for workplan). 
 
However, the western boundary reserves not only added land to the conservation estate, but 
is now responsible for the safety and security, and management of the fence on their western 
boundary.  The private reserves almost double the local and National socio-economic impact 
compared to that of KNP (Chidakel, 2018). 
 
Community owned and state managed reserves open to KNP, such as Manyeleti, Letaba 
ranch/Mthimkulu and Makuya are vulnerable, and do not have adequate resources or capacity 
to maintain fences on their western boundary.  The Department of Agriculture, State Veterinary 
Services, also do not have adequate resources to maintain fences on the western boundary, 
which may result in disease outbreaks and increased human-wildlife conflict in certain areas. 
 
 

5. Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that the Portfolio Committee: 
 

1. Takes note of the submission. 
 
 
 
 
 


