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7. Selecting additional conservation areas

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this stage in the conservation planning process is to locate a set of additional conservation areas that, together with the existing conservation system, will achieve terrestrial and aquatic biodiversity targets in the GAENP. It is at this stage that the integration of terrestrial information (contained in Chapters 2 to 6 of this report) and aquatic information (contained in CSIR/IECM/Albany Museum 2002) occurs. The outcome of this stage is a single conservation planning framework for the GAENP planning domain. 

In order to select additional areas to achieve conservation targets, the units of selection, or planning units, need to be defined. In this project, farm or cadastral units were used as planning units, since these are the most practical parcels for land management, and the basis on which land is bought and sold. Various options for achieving the conservation targets can be mapped by calculating the irreplaceability of each planning unit (Pressey et al. 1994). Irreplaceability can be defined in two ways:

· The likelihood that a planning unit will be required as part of an expanded conservation system to achieve the set of conservation targets, and

· The extent to which the options for achieving the set of targets are reduced if the area is unavailable for conservation.

In areas of high irreplaceability, all or most of the intact habitat is required to achieve targets; in areas of low irreplaceability there is greater flexibility in the set of available areas required to meet conservation targets.

Irreplaceability of each planning unit was calculated using C-Plan, an iterative GIS-based planning software that calculates and displays patterns of irreplaceability, and updates these as decisions about new conservation areas are made (C-Plan 2001). C-Plan can be used interactively to negotiate new conservation areas, recording at each step the reasoning behind the selection or exclusion of an area. This makes it a very powerful and transparent tool for supporting conservation planning. 

There are several important points to note about the C-Plan design outputs presented in this chapter:

· The design options should not be regarded as final outputs or as “maps” of a reserve system. Rather, they represent one of several options for achieving conservation targets within the planning domain. The C-Plan Database should therefore be viewed as a dynamic decision support tool, which allows different options for achieving conservation targets to be explored in an explicit, transparent and defensible environment. Once a C-Plan Database is in place, and its supportive data layers are maintained, they will be available as an interactive tool to support SANParks’ planning processes in the longer term.

· Many management issues, beyond biophysical considerations, may affect decisions on which areas to conserve. The ability of C-Plan to systematically evaluate different options is particularly important in view of the fact that the design that is ultimately chosen for implementation may well depend on management issues such as economic and/or social sustainability, in addition to the biophysical considerations examined in this report.

· C-Plan outputs are driven by irreplaceability, which reflects the importance of an area in achieving conservation targets developed specifically for the GAENP planning domain. The outputs do not reflect the type of conservation management appropriate for the area. Thus, while some areas are suitable for inclusion into the formal statutory reserve system, others may lend themselves to management through contractual agreements with private nature reserve owners. In other areas, where there are very strong economic pressures to maintain existing farms, the most appropriate approach is likely to be the use of off-reserve conservation measures, such as incentives for conservation farming (Botha 2001). Chapter 9 examines the complexity of implementation.

· The C-Plan design outputs presented in this chapter are based on explicit, quantitative conservation targets developed to reflect the broad conservation goal (Box 2) for the entire GAENP planning domain. Changing the extent of the planning domain (e.g. if a portion of the domain is excluded, or the 5 km “buffer” area is dropped) will alter the amount of available intact habitat, which in turn changes the targets and irreplaceability of the biodiversity features, and the range of options for achieving these targets. Scenarios that alter the planning domain will need to be explored using a modified set of conservation targets. 

· The design outputs presented in this chapter reflect the long-term goal of GAENP (Box 2), which assumes a one-fence park with no significant barriers to movement of fauna. In reality, the fenced area of the GAENP will change incrementally as new land is added to the reserve system, and roads and railways will represent barriers to the dispersal of animals and plants. Thus, the amount of land available and contributing to mammal targets will increase, changing the design options over time. Such options for achieving targets based on different land availability scenarios in the short to medium term should be explored further, especially for the five-year implementation phase following this study.

7.2 Methods

7.2.1 Preparation of data 

The C-Plan software is a Windows-based software package, which, when linked to a GIS, displays the irreplaceability of planning units graphically (C-Plan 2001)15. This section provides an overview of the data required for C-Plan. 

Planning unit data layer

The spatial data layer of planning units links the C-Plan software to a GIS (Arcview, Environmental Systems Research Institute, USA), enabling the software to graphically display the irreplaceability values at each iteration of the decision-making process. For the terrestrial and freshwater component of GAENP, farm boundaries were chosen as the planning units. The farm boundary data layer was originally derived from 1:50 000 Surveyor General cadastre data (see Appendix 2 for detailed GIS metadata), and was updated to include the following additional planning units for the C-Plan analysis:

· The proposed Marine Protected Area (MPA) boundary for the GAENP

The boundary was demarcated in an expert workshop, based on a combination of important biodiversity features and processes in the marine and estuarine environment (CSIR/IECM/Albany Museum 2002). The resulting boundary was refined to the nearest latitude/longitude coordinates for ease of management. This boundary was then incorporated into C-Plan as a single planning unit.

· Spatial components of landscape-level processes 

Intact portions of the spatial processes derived in Chapter 3 were included in the planning unit data layer as separate planning units (i.e. if a process ran through a farm property, then the intact “process area” was treated as a separate planning unit from the rest of the farm). All processes were merged, and no distinction was made between the different processes (e.g. between a drought refuge rainfall gradient and a biome interface). Including processes as separate selection units has two main advantages:

i. Separate irreplaceability values are calculated for the process and the rest of the farm through which it runs, allowing an evaluation of relative contributions to pattern targets made by the process, and the surrounding farm on which it occurs.

ii. This method allows an evaluation of which portions of a farm property are driving the irreplaceability value of that farm, and therefore facilitates identification of areas for off-reserve conservation measures. For example, if a farm property has only one feature of interest, such as a narrow riverine corridor, this may be conserved adequately through off-reserve conservation of the riparian zone, rather than outright purchase of the whole property. This is particularly useful for conserving processes that are land-hungry and require contiguity.

For GIS technical notes on the derivation of the planning unit data layer, refer to Appendix 7. Detailed metadata of the derived planning unit data layer can be found in the SELUNIT metadata form of Appendix 2. 

Database files

In order to measure the irreplaceability of planning units, three database files were developed for C-Plan, containing the following relational information:

Extent of each biodiversity feature within each planning unit (“sites by feature matrix”)

The file lists, for each planning unit, the area of each land class (in hectares of intact land), number of individuals of each mammal species, and the area of spatial process (in hectares of intact land). In addition, it also recorded the area falling within the proposed GAENP-MPA (in hectares). 

Explicit conservation targets assigned to each biodiversity surrogate (“feature table”)

This file contains the conservation target for each land class, mammal species and landscape-level process, together with the marine and estuarine conservation target. For the freshwater environment, whole river lengths were targeted using a contextual overlay of river representation and priorities (see contextual data layers below).

Land class targets

Chapter 5 identified eight land classes for which the overall target could not be met within the planning domain, as there was insufficient intact land available (Table 13). For these land classes, the overall targets were “trimmed” to match available land, for the C-Plan Database file. However, the remainder of the target for each of these land classes needed to be acquired later in the design phase through the incorporation of restorable land into the reserve framework.

Mammal targets

Mammal population targets that could not be achieved were trimmed as shown in Table 19. For mammal species with targets of 50 individuals, but which could not achieve this population within the planning domain, the target was set to zero in the C-Plan Database file, recognising that these species would require intensive management if they were to exist at all in the GAENP. For mammal species with targets of 200 individuals, but which could not achieve this target within the planning domain, the target was adjusted to the baseline target of 50 individuals; a population of 50 individuals, although sufficient to withstand demographic events, would not be viable in the long term and would require strong metapopulation management, together with other populations, in order to remain viable. The adjustments to targets and reasons for each adjustment are shown in Table 19. 

Table 19. Mammal species for which population targets were adjusted for the purposes 
of C-Plan analysis.

	Species
	Original

target
	C-Plan

target
	Conservation

status
	Predicted

no. of

individuals
	Reason for

 Reducing

 target

	Aardvark 
	200
	50
	Vulnerable
	70
	Cannot meet total target

	Black wildebeest 
	50
	0
	None
	43
	Cannot meet baseline target

	Brown hyaena 
	200
	50
	Rare
	55
	Cannot meet total target

	Cheetah 
	50
	0
	None
	6
	Cannot meet target

	Hippopotamus 
	200
	0
	Rare
	32
	Cannot meet total nor baseline target

	Honey badger 
	200
	50
	Vulnerable
	70
	Cannot meet total target

	Leopard 
	200
	0
	Rare
	37
	Cannot meet total nor baseline target

	Lion 
	200
	50
	FIV-free status
	60
	Cannot meet total target

	Serval 
	200
	0
	Rare
	49
	Cannot meet total nor baseline target

	Wild dog 
	200
	50
	Endangered
	52
	Cannot meet total target


Process targets

The conservation target for processes was the total intact area of all the processes. Similarly, the target for the GAENP-MPA was the entire area enclosed by the proposed MPA boundary.

Information specific to each planning unit (“site table”)

This included information on the total area of each planning unit, and the type of land tenure. Five land tenure categories were distinguished:

· Statutory reserves;

· Non-statutory reserves;

· Land earmarked, with available funding, for boundary consolidation;

· Land earmarked, without available funding, for boundary consolidation; and 

· Farm properties.

Contextual data layers

River signatures

Major rivers in the GAENP planning domain were classified according to three variables - flow regime, ecoregion and geomorphologic zone - to develop a “river signature” (see Part 1, Chapter 2 of CSIR/IECM/Albany Museum 2002). These river signatures, buffered by a width of 500 m on each side of the river, were used as a contextual data layer to achieve freshwater pattern and process targets for the GAENP planning domain. The target was that at least one example of each unique river signature be conserved, in order to conserve a representative spectrum of biodiversity pattern in the freshwater environment. The selection of whole rivers and their riparian zones will also ensure that important biological processes such as evolution and succession, hydrological regime, nutrient cycling, and migration are maintained.

Where options exist, and two or more rivers have the same signature, a number of considerations were used to assist in making decisions regarding which option to select in C-Plan. Rivers were weighted according to extent of river transformation, degree of inclusion within park, uniqueness (number of rivers sharing same Level 2 signature) and geomorphologic diversity to give an overall score for the conservation priority of each river. Based on these relative priorities, the most appropriate river to be conserved for each Level 2 signature was identified. If these weightings were equal, still providing alternative options regarding river signatures, then preference was given to rivers that overlapped with spatial processes, or that ran through highly irreplaceable land. Detailed metadata of the derived river signature data layers can be found in the RIVG and RIVGBUF metadata forms of Appendix 2. 

Landscape-level spatial processes

Farms with processes running through them were selected in their entirety for the design outputs presented in this chapter. The combined processes data layer (Chapter 3, Figure 11) was used as a contextual backdrop to select the farms containing process.

Towns

The towns of Kirkwood, Addo and Alexandria were excluded in the initial stages of design in view of the irreversible nature of the transformation within their boundaries.

7.2.2 Patterns of irreplaceability in the GAENP planning domain

The pattern of initial irreplaceability displayed across the planning domain can provide a useful picture of irreplaceability as a guide for decisions regarding implementation of conservation plans, and impacts of development projects (Pressey et al. 1999). Patterns of initial irreplaceability were derived using three different C-Plan runs:

· Targets for land classes applied; mammal and process targets set to zero;

· Targets for processes applied; land class and mammal targets set to zero; and

· Targets for mammals applied; land class and process targets set to zero.

The three separate maps of irreplaceability were used to gain an understanding of which biodiversity surrogates were driving the pattern of irreplaceability, and in which areas.

7.2.3 C-Plan design phase

The steps that were used in the C-Plan analysis to produce the design outputs are outlined below. Box 3 defines the terminology used in this section, and Appendix 2 provides detailed metadata of the resulting C-Plan Database. 

	Box 3. Terminology used by C-Plan (C-Plan 2001).

· Initial reserved – assigned to planning units that are already in a reserve system or protected in some way; the features in these sites will contribute to the set targets. Existing statutory reserves in the GAENP planning domain were assigned to this class.

· Excluded – Planning units excluded from C-Plan; biodiversity features in these planning units are excluded from all calculations. The main towns of Kirkwood, Addo and Alexandria were excluded from the planning framework.

· Negotiated reserved – Planning units selected into the new or hypothetical reserve system during C-Plan iterations.

· Mandatory reserved – This class is assigned to planning units that have a very high conservation value; there is no functional difference between this and the negotiated reserved class. Farm properties containing processes were assigned to this class.

· Initial available – Planning units that are “available” for conservation into a new or hypothetical reserve system. All planning units other than those mentioned above were assigned to this class initially (if selected for reservation, these were assigned to the negotiated reserved class).




Step 1: Statutory reserves

Accept existing statutory reserves as an initial reserved (these will not be deproclaimed), and exclude main towns of Kirkwood, Addo and Alexandria. All other planning units are considered available for conservation (i.e. C-Plan calculates and displays irreplaceability values for these planning units). 

Step 2: Processes for which explicit spatial data layers exist

Select farms containing any spatial process component (intact, restorable or transformed) as negotiated reserves. Whole farm properties were selected using the combined processes data layer (Chapter 3, Figure 11) as a contextual backdrop. Farm properties for which processes were extremely marginal (i.e. making up < 10 % of the area) were not selected. Step 2 ensures that the processes that maintain natural communities are conserved. However, the conservation of entire process areas can be expected to require large areas of land.
Step 3: Rivers

Select farms containing rivers and their associated riparian strips as negotiated reserves. Rivers for inclusion were selected by the freshwater conservation planning team, as summarised in Section 7.2.1 above and described in detail in the freshwater conservation planning report (Part 1, Chapter 2 of CSIR/IECM/Albany Museum 2002). The contextual rivers data layer thus generated was used as a backdrop to manually select all farms that had not already been selected in Step 2 of the C-Plan design. Farms that included a riparian strip, but did not include its associated river, were not selected.

Step 4: GAENP-MPA

Select the proposed GAENP-MPA as negotiated reserved. 

Step 5: Processes for which explicit spatial components do not exist

Explicit spatial data layers for the ecological and evolutionary processes incorporated by upland-lowland gradients, macroclimatic gradients, and natural fire regimes (see Table 4, Chapter 3) were not developed, but adequate spatial components for these processes were selected during the design phase. The aim of this step was to ensure that these processes are incorporated into the conservation planning framework.

Assessment of the contribution of Steps 1 - 5 to land class and mammal targets

Prior to proceeding with Step 6, it is useful to evaluate how many land classes and mammal populations have already satisfied their targets. This step was used to guide decisions on further selection options.

Step 6: Achievement of land class and mammal population targets

Two iterations were performed in C-Plan for this step. Firstly, farms with an irreplaceability = 1 were selected as negotiated reserved to satisfy both land class and mammal targets. This was followed by an iteration in which farms were selected to “mop up” land classes and mammal populations that had not yet reached 90 % of their target.

7.3 Results and discussion

7.3.1 Patterns of irreplaceability in the GAENP planning domain

Figures 31, 32 and 33 show the patterns of initial irreplaceability produced by C-Plan for the three respective runs using land class targets only, mammal targets only and process targets only. 

There is considerable spatial autocorrelation in the patterns of irreplaceability for land classes, mammals and processes in the area running along the Zuurberg, adjacent to the northern leg of the existing AENP (Figures 31, 32 and 33). Land class targets drive high irreplaceability values in the southern portion of the planning domain, around the Alexandria district (Figures 31), whilst mammal targets drive the high irreplaceability found in the xeric inland areas of the extreme north-west portion of the planning domain (Figure 32). Process targets for upland-lowland and biome interfaces drive the high irreplaceability exhibited along the eastern-most portion of the Zuurberg range (Figure 33). 

Figure 31. Patterns of irreplaceability for achieving land class targets in the GAENP planning domain.

Figure 32. Patterns of irreplaceability for achieving mammals targets in the GAENP planning domain.

Figure 33. Patterns of irreplaceability for achieving process targets in the GAENP planning domain.

7.3.2 C-Plan design phase

This section describes the results obtained from each step in the systematic design process. A summary table showing the land requirements of each step in the design process is shown in Table 20.

Step 1: Statutory reserves

Figure 34 shows the patterns of irreplaceability across the GAENP planning domain after the selection of statutory reserves as mandatory and the exclusion of towns (Step 1). Intact spatial processes are shown as separate planning units, and these process planning units all have an irreplaceability = 1, reflecting the target of conserving all intact process. 

Step 2: Processes for which explicit spatial data layers exist

Figure 35 shows the additional selections associated with the spatial components of processes. An additional 56 % (317 675 ha in 1401 farms) of the terrestrial planning domain is required if all farm properties containing important spatial processes are selected, as was done in Step 2 (Table 20). As mentioned above, this step is relatively land-hungry, and limits the remaining options for subsequent steps in the design phase.

Table 20. Summary of area requirements of each design step.

	Step in design process
	Additional requirements

	
	No. of farms
	Hectares (ha)
	% of planning domain 16

	Step 1
	Statutory reserves
	N/a
	106 925
	19

	Step 2
	Spatially-explicit processes
	1401
	317 675
	56

	Step 3
	Rivers
	59
	19 780
	3

	Step 4 
	Marine protected area
	N/a
	106 810
	N/a

	Step 5
	Non-spatially explicit processes
	0
	0
	0

	Step 6
	Final mop-up
	134
	31 040
	6

	Total 
	
	1594
	475 420
	84


	Box 4. A potential refinement for selecting areas to meet process targets.

Further development of the C-Plan Database could include an alternative approach to the selection of process selection units, which would increase the number of design options available to SANParks. Selecting only those portions of farms containing intact processes (areas shaded red in Figure 33), rather than entire farm properties, would produce a less land-hungry conservation framework, as the process target could be met with an additional 11 % of the planning domain (as opposed to 56 % when entire farm properties are selected). This provides more options in selecting additional sites for the conservation of land classes and mammals, than the alternative used in this analysis (Figure 35).

This method would be appropriate in areas where only small portions of farms contain processes, and where SANParks is considering off-reserve management. For example, in the dairy farming district of Alexandria, farms have been selected largely to maintain the functioning of the Algoa Dunefield, and the profitable dairy industry in this area precludes outright purchase of most farms (Figure 35). However, the fringes of the Algoa Dunefield could be conserved through a conservation-farming project in the area, which provides an incentive to farmers to keep their portion of the dunefield process intact. This off-reserve conservation of the dune process would mean that it would not be necessary to place the entire farm under conservation (unless it is required for achievement of other pattern targets). Similar arguments could be applied to off-reserve conservation management of riverine processes, where incentives could be provided to farmers to keep the riparian strip intact.

Although this approach may initially appear to be more efficient in terms of the reduction in land required to meet process targets, this needs to be critically evaluated for each process in order to determine whether or not it is an appropriate option on the ground. As this is a very time-consuming process, it was not appropriate to apply this alternative in the analyses presented here. However, it may be a useful option to explore in the future to examine practical options for implementation.




Figure 34. Patterns of irreplaceability across the GAENP planning domain after the selection of statutory reserves (Step 1).

Figure 35. Patterns of irreplaceability across the GAENP planning domain after the selection of farm properties containing processes (Step 2).

Steps 3 and 4: Rivers and GAENP-MPA

The selection of farms containing processes in Step 2 (Figure 35) included many of the rivers and associated riparian strips that had been identified for inclusion to achieve freshwater targets. However, farms containing rivers and riparian strips that had not been selected in Step 2 were selected in Step 3. These additional selections assigned a further 4 % of the terrestrial planning domain (19 780 ha represented by 59 farms) to the negotiated reserved category in C-Plan (Table 20). The proposed GAENP-MPA was then also selected as a negotiated reserve, adding a further 106 810 ha of adjacent sub-tidal habitat to the terrestrial component of the GAENP planning domain. The resulting pattern of irreplaceability in the GAENP planning domain is shown in Figure 36.

Figure 36. Patterns of irreplaceability across the GAENP planning domain after the selection of rivers and the GAENP-MPA (Steps 3 and 4).

Step 5: Processes for which explicit spatial components do not exist

The maintenance of upland-lowland gradients, macroclimatic gradients, the corridor between the two blocks that accommodate drought refuge rainfall gradients and natural fire regimes are crucial for the long-term persistence of biodiversity in GAENP (Chapter 4). Inclusion of areas to accommodate these processes was necessary to satisfy the conservation targets for all processes. When this stage of the C-Plan analysis was reached, Steps 1 to 4 had already satisfied the spatial requirements of these processes.

Assessment of the contribution of Steps 1 - 5 to land class and mammal targets

Steps 1 to 5 satisfied targets for spatial processes and the aquatic environment. At this stage, it is useful to examine how many land class and mammal pattern targets had not been achieved through the selections in Steps 1 - 5, to help guide further decisions:

Land classes

Five out of the 43 land classes had not yet achieved their overall targets, however, all except Paterson Bontveld had achieved more than 50 % of their overall target (Table 21). 

It is also important to bear in mind that eight land classes are dependent on restoration of suitable land to achieve their overall target. Two of these land classes (Alexandria Bontveld and Addo Bontveld) had not yet achieved their targets in the intact land available, and are listed in Table 21. For the remaining six restoration-dependent land classes, all intact land had been incorporated. A test was undertaken to ensure that the additional land incorporated in Steps 1 to 5 included enough restorable land to meet the overall targets for each of these land classes. This assessment proved that there was indeed enough restorable land available for all six of the restoration-dependent land classes. Once all intact land had been included for Alexandria Bontveld and Addo Bontveld (after Step 6), a similar test was done to ensure that sufficient restorable land had been incorporated.

Mammals

Although three species had not yet achieved 100 % of their overall targets, all have reached levels of over 89 % (Table 21).

Table 21. Land classes and mammal populations for which overall pattern targets had not yet been achieved by the end of Step 5.

	Land Class / Mammal
	% Target achieved after Step 5
	% Target achieved after selecting for Irreplaceability =1 in Step 6

	Alexandria Bontveld17 
	7218
	9918

	Paterson Bontveld
	31
	31

	Coerney Spekboomveld
	93
	98

	Darlington Noorsveld
	80
	97

	Addo Bontveld17 
	8918
	10018

	Brown hyaena
	90
	90

	Small spotted cat
	91
	92

	Wild dog
	95
	96


Steps 6: Achievement of land class and mammal population targets

This step essentially served to “mop up” all land class and mammal pattern targets (Table 21), which had not already been achieved through Steps 1 to 5. There are several design options available in selecting farms to satisfy Step 6, and it is at this stage that measures of irreplaceability across the GAENP planning domain are particularly valuable to guide decisions.

In Step 6, all farms with an irreplaceability = 1 were selected (i.e. the farms in red on Figure 36), assigning a further 6 % of the terrestrial planning domain (31 040 ha represented by 134 farms) to negotiated reserve (Table 20). Whilst the mammal population targets remained relatively unaffected by this step, for all except one land class, target achievement was boosted to over 90 % - the exception being Paterson Bontveld (Table 21), which remained unaffected. 

A specific search in C-Plan was then conducted (“Find Available Sites”) to identify which farms would contribute the most to representation of Paterson Bontveld. In this way, the twelve additional farms (representing 6 413 ha) contributing the most to representation of Paterson Bontveld were selected, and together were able to boost target achievement for this land class to 94 %.

At the end of Step 6, all land classes and mammal populations had thus achieved 90 % of their overall targets, and the benefit gained by selecting further farm properties decreased rapidly. The return on investment thus became very low, with very slight benefits (e.g. 0.2 Wild dogs were contributed by the addition of a large farm). A pragmatic decision was therefore taken to stop adding new selection units at this point. Figure 37 shows the final design output of this conservation planning exercise.

Figure 37. The notional conservation system for the GAENP planning domain derived from the set of criteria followed in Steps 1-6.

7.4 Implications of this assessment

This analysis illustrates what would be required for effective conservation of the biodiversity of the GAENP. As mentioned previously, many factors other than biodiversity considerations may affect decisions on implementation. Hence, Figure 38 should not be regarded as the final design option for the proposed GAENP conservation system, but rather as a starting point for discussion. Other design options that consider management and socio-economic constraints should be explored in C-Plan during the implementation process (see Chapter 9 on Implementing Conservation Action).

The design output presented here may require an area that is far larger than that practicable for consolidation into 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 tremendous 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.






















15 For a detailed account of the capabilities and operation of C-Plan, the reader is referred to the C-Plan manual (C-Plan 2001), which can be downloaded from the website www.ozemail.com.au/~cplan/download.html


16 This column refers to the terrestrial planning domain only.


17 This land class also requires the addition of restorable land to meet its overall pattern target.


18 This refers to the portion of intact land only, restorable land is also required in order to meet the overall target.






