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Provisional Report: 
    

BEPR progress in slowing the rate of loss of natural habitat along and 
adjacent to the Roodekrans Ridge (Western Gauteng Province)  

 
 

A.Albertson. 27 May 2008 
 

 
Please refer to the Map:  Black Eagle’s of Roodekrans: Habitat Map (May 2008). 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
The area of predominantly untransformed natural habitat on which the Black (Verreaux’s) 
Eagles of Roodekrans and other locally threatened wildlife species depend for their survival, 
is demarcated by the yellow boundary shown on the map.  
 
Outside of this boundary, land has been transformed, fragmented and disturbed by human-
related development and activities to such an extent that it can no longer support viable prey 
populations (e.g. Guinea-fowl, Scrub Hare) and as such this predominantly transformed area 
no longer serves as functional habitat for the eagles.    
 
The progressive loss of natural habitat in the rapidly urbanizing Muldersdrift area is impacting 
negatively on all local ecosystem processes, and reducing the availability of food, and 
undisturbed refuge that wildlife species require in order to survive and reproduce successfully. 
Consequently, a number of the larger species, such as the Verreaux’s Eagle, Black-backed 
Jackal, Caracal and Mountain Reedbuck, are facing local extinction. 
 
The loss of habitat in proximity to the current nesting site, where the eagles under natural 
circumstances would do most of their hunting, is forcing them to travel unusually long 
distances in search of alternative hunting ranges.  This is placing ever-increasing stress on the 
birds, particularly during the breeding season, and their excursions to find sufficient prey is 
exposing them to potentially fatal risk factors as they are forced to fly over urbanized areas 
and farmland.    
 
Key hunting ranges within a 10km radius of the current nesting site include: the Walter Sisulu 
Botanical Gardens Nature Reserve; portions 110 & 106 of the farm Roodekrans 183 IQ; the 
watershed area between the Roodekrans and Pardekraal Ridge crests; Little Falls; Kloofendal 
Nature Reserve and Kingskloof.  Hunting areas beyond a 10km radius include the 
Krugersdorp Game Reserve and Swartkops.  The areas within a 5km radius however, are the 
most important to the bird’s long-term survival and with this in mind the BEPR has focused 
its efforts on the protection, from further loss to development, of those ranges located within 
this area.  
 
Of the approximately 1332 hectares (ha) of untransformed natural habitat still remaining 
within the 5km radius area (7854ha), only approximately 692ha comprises habitat that is 
currently utilizable (core hunting range) on account of it being relatively undisturbed and 
containing a suitable variety and abundance of prey species or at least habitat of sufficient size 
and condition to support such species.   
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At less than 9% of the 5km radius area, this core range is critically important to the 
Verreaux’s Eagles and the integrity of the Roodekrans Ridge ecosystem.   
 
The BEPR has focused its attention over the last three years on those development proposals 
directly affecting this core hunting range, namely:  the Mogale Water Reservoir, Sugarbush 
Estate, Homes Haven Extension 1 and Little Falls Extension 16.  Due to the relatively large 
area of natural habitat - compared to the other three developments - that would be negatively 
impacted on by Sugarbush Estate, the BEPR has focused most of its time and fundraising 
efforts on opposing this development.                     
 
Notes regarding Black Eagle Habitat Map: 
 
Development areas: 
 
Areas transformed by development since 2006 are demarcated in dark grey and areas 
proposed or already authorized for development, but not yet developed, are demarcated in red. 
Note the location of the above-mentioned four developments (demarcated in red) in relation to 
the nesting site and core hunting range (shaded yellow).  
 
Changes in Black eagle hunting patterns: 
 
Areas of hunting activity prior to 2005 are indicated by the purple arrows, whereas current 
activity areas are indicated by the white arrows.  The recent development of the upper 
portions of Featherbrooke Estate, the Casino and the Mogale Water Reservoir are believed to 
be a major contributing factor to recent changes in hunting activity patterns.  A smaller area of 
core range is available today as a result of these development disturbances and the eagles are 
now forced to depend on fewer hunting ranges than prior to 2005, severely undermining their 
movement flexibility and ability to adapt to the effect of fires and other such impacts.   
 
Impact of Sugarbush Estate: 
 
The potential impact of Sugarbush Estate is clearly evident when considering its 
“development footprint” (red boundary) and the area potentially affected by so-called “edge 
effects” (i.e. the areas adjacent to the perimeter of the development, on other properties, that 
will also be negatively impacted on by the physical and other disturbances associated with the 
development).  The impact of Sugarbush Estate is therefore not limited only to the 59ha that 
would be permanently transformed. A substantial area of surrounding, currently undisturbed 
Protea caffra woodlands and grasslands would also become degraded in portions 25/297 and 
214 (‘Protea Dal’).  Considering that “edge” effects are active up to 600m, but taking a 
relatively conservative estimate of 300m, the total area of natural habitat that would either be 
transformed or degraded is likely to be in the region of 94ha or 14 % of the total core hunting 
range.  
 
This would have a devastating effect on local flora and fauna, further undermine already 
stressed wildlife using the Sugarbush and surrounding properties as part of their range, and 
severely compromise the ability of the eagles to adapt to loss of access to other core ranges 
(e.g. Northern Roodekrans slopes) by being able to focus on alternative ranges such as this.  
Losing access to the Sugarbush area as well, would leave Little Falls and Kingskloof as the 
only other available hunting grounds within a 5km radius.  As these areas alone cannot sustain 
the birds, they may be forced to abandon the current nesting site altogether.     
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2. BEPR activities in relation to development threats and progress made  
 
2.1 Sugarbush Estate: 
 
The Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Environment & Conservation (GDACE), in April 
2006, after considering various appeals for and against the development application, upheld 
their January 2006 Record of Decision (RoD) to authorized only phase 1 and part of phase 2 
of a total of 5 phases proposed by LANDEV (Pty) Ltd.   
 
In an attempt to gain approval for the denied phases, LANDEV then resubmitted practically 
the same proposal (as the 2004 original) in May 2006, resulting in a partial positive RoD, 
dated 28th August 2006 for the remainder of phase 2 and phases 3,4,5.   
 
The BEPR’s lobbying of GDACE prior to the issuing of this RoD however, ensured that 
significant portions of Phases 3 and 4 were denied authorization (approximately 35% of 
proposed development footprint), on the basis of the potential of these portions for inclusion 
into a proposed Urban Wildlife Reserve (an initiative of the Sisulu Reserve Working Group, 
now a sub-committee of the BEPR). 
 
However, as much of the proposal had still been authorized, a comprehensive appeal, 
opposing the decision, was submitted by the BEPR, along with a public petition. Despite 
further meetings and communications between BEPR and GDACE officials, the MEC 
eventually dismissed the appeal in a letter dated 8th November 2008, thus upholding the 
August RoD. This provided LANDEV with permission to proceed with construction work on 
the remaining phases.  
 
In December 2006, the developer had already begun to mark out individual stands in the 
remainder of Phase 2 (top of Pardekraal Ridge crest) and by January 2007 excavations for the 
development of a service road and pipelines on top of the ridge had commenced in full force. 
Having exhausted all available remedies, the BEPR began preparations for the submission of 
an urgent high court Review Application (RA), citing GDACE and LANDEV as respondents, 
in a bid to halt further damage. 
 
During site investigations in January 2007, for the preparation of the RA court papers, one of 
the independent ecological experts, Mr. Andrew Hankey of the South African National 
Biodiversity Institute (SANBI), discovered the existence on site of an exceptionally rare 
subspecies of orchid that the SANBI Threatened Species Unit would later confirm to be the 
worlds only know population.   The BEPR’s subsequent media campaign, and lobbying of 
GDACE and National Government, for the implementation of an adequate no-development 
buffer around this population, eventually resulted in GDACE stating later  in the year, by way 
of a letter to the BEPR and in the media, that a 400m no development buffer would be 
implemented.  (If properly implemented, the effect of this buffer will be a further reduction of 
the area authorized for development, regardless of the outcome of the RA). 
 
The RA was submitted on 5th February 2007 in two parts, challenging GDACE’s decision to 
authorize the remaining phases.  Close monitoring of the site by BEPR revealed that work 
was quickly progressing in the remainder of Phase 2.  As a consequence of BEPR’s attorneys 
conveying their concerns to the court, a court order was issued on the 16th February, 
instructing LANDEV to limit further damage.  LANDEV continued with construction work 
related to the installation of a road and pipeline in the remainder of phase 2, causing some 
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further damage to Protea trees and grasslands despite the court order.  By late March 2007 
however, no further clearing of vegetation had taken place. A written assurance was also 
provided by LANDEV that no development would commence in Phases 3,4,5 prior to the 
hearing of the RA.  This resulted in the BEPR withdrawing the urgent part of the application.       
 
Field surveys carried out in 2007 and 2008 revealed that there has been no further clearing of 
natural vegetation since March 2007 and, as evidenced by the re-growth of grass and other 
herbaceous plants, there has been some recovery of the approximately 1.5ha of land that was 
stripped of its natural vegetation cover due to initial development work.  
 
A number of technicalities, including a failed attempt by LANDEV to liquidate the BEPR, 
have postponed the hearing of the RA, which is now due to be heard in June 2008.       
 
Results of BEPR lobbying activities and legal action: 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that potentially would have been developed since 
October 2006 (i.e. expected timeframe for dismissal of appeals) had the BEPR not intervened 
in any way (lobbying + legal activities):  59ha 
 
(Considering the initial intent, pace of construction and financial investment therein, it is 
highly probable that the full extent of this 59ha would have been cleared or severely disturbed 
by the end of 2007). 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that potentially would have been developed since 
December 2006, had the BEPR not intervened legally (pre-RoD and appeal activities only):   
59ha - ±24ha (denied portions phase 3,4):  ±35ha     
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that has been developed to date in the remaining phases 
(i.e. since November 2006), due to BEPR interventions:  1.5ha 
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Phase 1

Remainder Phase 2 (top of Pardekraal Ridge) 

Phase 5

Phase 3

Phase 4

View of remaining phases of Sugarbush Estate from North-East

Service road 
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2.2  Mogale City Water Reservoir: 
 
The BEPR alerted Interested and Affected Parties (I&AP’s) to irregularities in the public 
participation and environmental authorization process that led to the issuing of a positive RoD 
by GDACE in January 2006, providing the Mogale City Local Municipality (MCLM) with 
permission to develop a 6 million litre reservoir on top of a ridge in the Walter Sisulu National 
Botanical Gardens, 600m from the Black eagle nesting site. The development was authorized 
despite the availability of alternative location options in less sensitive areas, much further 
from the nest, which the Applicant’s Consultants had failed to properly study or consider.   
 
After I&AP appeals were rejected without proper explanation by the GDACE MEC in April 
2006, the BEPR embarked on a media campaign to lobby support for its objective of 
persuading the MCLM to review its decision on the location of the development.  The BEPR 
also submitted and publicized a July 2006 report, by geologist Mr. A. Jamison, warning 
against any disturbance of the authorized site due to the existence of a shear zone with “high” 
potential for slope failure with “catastrophic consequences for down-slope communities.”  As 
a result of the controversy generated, the MLCM eventually commissioned a follow-up 
geological study in late 2006, which confirmed Jamison’s findings.  
 
Other activities integral to or resulting from the BEPR’s campaign during 2006 and 2007 had 
included the following:                 

(i) Extensive newspaper and television coverage. 
(ii)  The submission of a public petition to the MCLM Mayor. 
(iii)  Lobbying support from Elinor Sisulu, Professor Kader Asmal, Birdlife Africa, The 

Endangered Wildlife Trust, Dr. Rob Davies, The Democratic Alliance (DA). 
(iv) Lobbying by the DA in Parliament and at a local level by the Ward Councilor 
(v) An offer by Silverstar Casino for the development of the reservoir on their 

property and the initiation of discussions with MCLM. 
(vi) A series of high level meetings between SANBI, MCLM and GDACE. 
(vii)  Efforts by the BEPR’s attorneys to negotiate a solution with MCLM and 

threatened legal action. 
(viii)  Lobbying of Provincial Gov. in respect of the MCLM’s grant application. 
(ix) Support to the affected community in Rangeview Extension 4, which MCLM had 

failed to notify. 
(x) Monitoring and liaison with the awarded Contractors. 

  
Despite the BEPR’s campaign resulting in a significant delay, the MCLM eventually gave the 
final go-ahead for construction to commence in December 2007.  Although a “battle” that the 
BEPR ultimately lost, it is believed that development work would not be proceeding as 
cautiously as is currently evident, were it not for this campaign.               
   
Results of BEPR lobbying activities and legal action: 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that would have been developed since May 2006 (i.e. 
date of dismissal of appeals: 30days after RoD), had the BEPR not intervened in any way:  
1.4ha 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that has been developed to date, due to BEPR 
interventions:  0.4ha 
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                         Mogale Water Reservoir Site (fenced area) prior to construction 
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Featherbrooke

Approx. 1530m

Homes Haven EXT 1
Featherbrooke Estate

Approx. 1580m
Currently proposed 
development 
upper limit

Recommended 
development 
upper limit

 
 
 
 
2.3 Homes Haven Extension 1: 
      
The BEPR’s involvement as an I&AP subsequent to the granting of a positive RoD for this 
development in April 2006 (reversing a decision by the previous GDACE MEC to deny 
authorization), as well as evidence of irregular public participation procedure and 
inadequacies in the environmental studies, which was presented at a MCLM tribunal in 2007, 
is believed to be the cause of a delay in the town planning authorization process.  
Development has still not commenced on Site due to this delay and an unrelated legal process.           
 
Results of BEPR lobbying activities and legal action: 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that potentially would have been developed since May 
2006 (i.e. date of dismissal of appeals), had the BEPR not intervened in any way:  11.2ha 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that has been developed to date, due to BEPR 
interventions:  0ha 
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2.4 Little Falls Extension 16: 
 
Please refer to the maps below:  
- Proposed township Little Falls Extension 16 (July 2006) 
- Proposed township Little Falls Extension 16. Alternative 4. (25 April 2008)  
 
The BEPR’s activities as an I&AP from late 2006 until present, has included: numerous 
communications with the Applicant’s Consultant; the submission of several technical reports 
and maps; presentation of crucial information at a public meeting held in July 2007; 
independent meetings with and lobbying of other I&AP’s. This resulted in:  

- A halt in the EIA process in July 2007, as reported in the press, resulting in further 
ecological studies being undertaken and a review of the development proposal. 

- The applicant proposing a substantially reduced development footprint (7ha as 
opposed to original 15.4ha) for the western ridge slope, by November 2007.  
(“Alternative 2/3”). 

- A further reduction of the development footprint to 0ha for the western ridge (see 
“Alternative 4”), compared to the original proposal of 15.4ha (July 2006) for that 
portion of the development.   

- The final submission by the Consultant of a development proposal and EIA to 
GDACE in May 2008, for Alternative 4 as the formal recommendation.  (Area to now 
be included as part of a proposed wildlife reserve). 

 
Results of BEPR lobbying activities: 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that potentially would have been developed since 
September 2007 (i.e. expected date of issue of GDACE RoD), had the BEPR not intervened in 
any way: 15.4ha 
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat that potentially would have been approved for 
development by GDACE in May 2008, had the BEPR not persuaded I&AP’s, the Consultant 
and Specialists to reconsider their acceptance of Alternative 2/3: 7ha  
 
Area of untransformed natural habitat on western Little Falls ridge slope that will be subject to 
development authorization due to BEPR interventions:  0ha 
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3.0 Expected vs. Actual loss of high value habitat: for period 2006 to May 2008: 
 
3.1 Expected loss of core hunting range within 5km radius of current nesting site from 

date of GDACE MEC’s dismissals of appeals against authorization of developments: 
Sugarbush (Nov. 2006), Mogale water reservoir (April 2006), Homes Haven Ext.1 
(May 2006) to current date (i.e. within last 19 to 25 months):       
 
59ha + 1.4ha + 11.2ha = 71.6ha (10.3% of core hunting range within 5km radius) 

 
If include possible authorization of original proposed development layout for Little 
Falls Ext.16 in second half of 2007:    

 
  71.6ha + 15.4ha =   87ha (12.6% of core hunting range within 5km radius)    
 
 
3.2.1  Actual loss of core hunting range within 5km radius of current nesting site within 

same 19 to 25 month timeframe, due to BEPR activities (see 2.1 to 2.4):      
 

1.5ha + 0.4ha + 0ha =  1.9ha  (0.27% of core hunting range within 5km radius)   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


