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EVALUATION OF THE IMPACT OF THE 1999 NATIONAL STATE OF 
ENVIRONMENT REPORT  

Executive Summary 
 
In 1999, several National State of Environment products were developed and 
disseminated which include a web based National State of Environment Report 
(NSOER), printed overview documents in Zulu, Sepedi and Afrikaans, a booklet for 
schools and a video. Since then, several provincial, local and sector-specific reports 
have been published. 
 
The Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) initiated this study to 
determine whether the 1999 NSOER and related products reached target audiences, 
whether the report fulfilled the need of decision-makers and other users and to 
determine which of the related products add value to the suite of SOE products. This 
information will inform DEAT regarding adaptations needed to ensure maximum 
impact of the NSOER due in 2005.  
 
A structured generic questionnaire was designed based on certain impact criteria to 
elicit opinions from stakeholders. The respondents were grouped according to their 
occupation into four user groups: policy maker/decision-maker/government official; 
lecturer; researcher; and environmental consultant. Most of the questionnaires were 
returned by Policy makers, with Researchers and Environmental consultants 
returning the second and third most, respectively. 
 
The NSOER was tested against the following parameters:  

• Report visibility;  

• Report dissemination;  

• Usefulness of the report, per product as well as per user group;  

• User friendliness;  

• Sufficiency and relevance of content;  

• Coverage of issues;  

• Comprehensibility and appropriateness of the DPSIR framework as a reporting 
approach;  

• Adequacy of information provided by the Indicators;  

• Enabling of informed decision-making;  

• Level of involvement in compilation of the NSOER 

The related NSOER products, provincial and City SOE reports and sector-specific 
reports were tested against report visibility and usefulness of the report, per product 
as well as per user group. 
 
More than 60% of the respondents indicated that they have seen the Web-based, 
CD-ROM and Printed overview English versions of the NSOER, between 40 and 
60% the Provincial SOE reports, about 60% the State of Rivers and National 
Environmental Indicators reports and almost 30% of the respondents the State of 
Estuaries report. Response rates could have been influenced by the availability of 
some of the reports, for example provincial SOE reports that were web-based only, 
and the lack of sufficient communication/dissemination.  



DEAT officials as well as the DEAT website played a major role in the dissemination 
success of the various SOE products to all the user groups, except amongst the 
environmental consultant group where DEAT officials were the main point of 
dissemination.   

In order of popularity, the Printed overview English version, Web-based and CD-
ROM were the most seen and used NSOE products. Between 40 and 65% of the 
more than 60% respondents that have seen the reports, used them. Government 
officials, lecturers and environmental consultants are the main users and refer to their 
version on a monthly basis. 

The layout and style of the CD-ROM and Web-based version were fairly easy to 
follow, although a higher rating would be more satisfactory. Only half of the 
respondents are satisfied that terms are adequately explained. The lower ratings 
relating to layout, style and explanation of terms that the Printed overview English 
version document received, is of concern.  

Relating to content relevance, the policy maker/decision-maker/government official 
group indicated a balanced spread of themes and chapters being useful in their work 
environment. Although more than 60% of the respondents agreed that the content of 
the Web-based version, CD-ROM and Overview document (printed English version) 
are relevant, objective and accurate, the sufficiency and currency of the NSOE 
products need attention.    

It was suggested that social, biophysical and economical issues, as well as 
institutional issues, be covered in NSOE reports. Food security, environmental well-
being, poverty alleviation, environmental education and literacy, as well as 
scenarios/environmental outlooks, stood out as issues that should be addressed 
more. 

The respondents indicated that they understand the DPSIR framework which is used 
as a reporting approach, but some also indicated that it is not appropriate for SOE 
reporting. About 50% of the respondents indicated that indicators provide adequate 
information and almost 70% find the indicators useful to track trends over time. 

This evaluation found that SOE reports impact positively on the respondents’ 
decision-making ability. The majority of respondents indicated that the NSOER in its 
current state enables informed decision-making relating to the natural environment. 

Less than 20% of the respondents indicated that they were involved in the 
compilation of SOE reports. The majority of the respondents (almost 70%) do not 
know whether the public was adequately involved, while 25% indicated that the 
public was not adequately involved.  



 
 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 
The first National State of Environment Report (NSOER) was published in 1999. 
Various related publications and formats such as the web-based report, the overview 
document (published in several languages), a booklet for schools and a video were 
developed. Since then, several provincial, local authority and sector-specific reports 
have also been published. 

Whether these reports and products reach their target audience and have the desired 
impact is unsure. Therefore, a study to determine the impact of State of Environment 
(SOE) reporting in South Africa was initiated during 2002/03 and a draft 
questionnaire was developed. During 2003/04, the Department of Environmental 
Affairs and Tourism (DEAT) requested CSIR Environmentek to revisit and complete 
the survey. The questionnaire was revised and distributed to various stakeholders.  

It was considered that findings from a study in 2002 on State of Rivers reporting 
would contribute towards this survey. During this study the first steps of an impact 
chain (Christoffersen 2000) was measured. This correlates with work done by 
Denisov (2000) who emphasised that it is useful to determine whether the 
stakeholders know about a report, whether they have seen it and whether they have 
read it, when assessing the impact it has had. There is, however, a growing need to 
measure the response of decision-makers to various reports and whether the reports 
have had an impact on decision-making.  

1.2 Purpose of the study 
DEAT is due to produce the next NSOER for South Africa in 2004/05. Hence, it was 
necessary to determine whether the 1999 NSOER fulfilled the needs of decision-
makers and other users as well as which of the related products1 added value to the 
suite of SOE products. This would ultimately inform the manner in which DEAT 
should adapt the next NSOER in order to maximise the impact.  

The aim of this study was thus to: 

• Determine whether SOE reporting reach the target audience 

• Give guidance to DEAT on how the next NSOER and related products should 
be adapted to serve stakeholder needs.   

1.3 Output 
The outputs of this project are: 

• A draft questionnaire 

• A revised questionnaire distributed to stakeholders 

• A report capturing the important findings of the survey 

1.4 Outcome 
The intended outcomes of this project include a better understanding of what an 
SOER impact evaluation entails and what can be achieved through such a study by 

                                                 
1 The SOE products include the Web-based version; CD-ROM, Printed overview document in 
English; Printed overview document in Zulu, Sepedi and Afrikaans; Booklet for schools; 
Poster; Brochures; Video and Press reports. 
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eliciting opinions from stakeholders via questionnaires. The project also evaluate 
whether the SOE reports and products have the desired impact on the target 
audiences. 

2 Methodology 
In an attempt to evaluate the impact of the current NSOER and establish how 
different sectors as well as local and provincial officials utilise the report, a number of 
“impact” criteria (refer to criteria in Appendix I) were formulated. These impact criteria 
arose out of a study conducted by CSIR Environmentek and EIS-Africa to assess 
State of Environment Reporting in Africa. They were developed in consultation with 
experts in SOE Reporting from around the world. A questionnaire was developed 
based on these criteria. Responses were elicited by means of a generic 
questionnaire and thus, careful attention was paid to both its design and structure.   

2.1 Questionnaire design 
Due to time and financial constraints it was not feasible to conduct interviews, but 
rather, a highly-structured and generic questionnaire composed of closed-ended 
questions was distributed to individuals to elicit responses. The questionnaire was 
designed to facilitate the easy collection of data pertaining to the NSOER. It was 
compiled in collaboration with relevant people in DEAT and with the assistance of an 
expert in questionnaire design and analysis.   

The questionnaires were written in English. The closed-ended questions confined the 
choice of responses, encouraging the individual to respond in terms of the present 
categories or alternatives. Such a structure facilitates easy comparison of the data 
collected and enables relationships between answers to different questions to be 
established (Bless and Higson-Smith, 1995).  It is worth noting that the questionnaire 
was short and well-formulated in an attempt to increase the response rate (refer to 
Appendix II). 

As a result of the lack of direct personal contact, it was imperative to pilot the 
questionnaire and verify the research techniques employed as well as to ensure that 
the researcher’s and respondent’s frames of reference corresponded (Blaxter et al., 
1996). The piloting of questionnaires was conducted a month before being distributed 
to respondents, and was very useful in ensuring that questions were properly 
understood by that potential defects were anticipated and consequently avoided. All 
comments and suggestions derived from individuals during the piloting phase were 
assessed and where necessary, the questionnaire amended. A potential problem 
that was averted as a consequence of this pilot study was the manner in which some 
of the questions were phrased; some questions were interpreted differently by 
respondents which might have biased the findings. 

The design of the questionnaire was such that it could be disseminated and filled in 
by individuals in private. This approach was necessary in order to grant respondents 
sufficient time to consider and complete all questions (they could work at their own 
pace). In addition, they were not influenced by the presence, personality and 
intonation of an interviewer which was essential to avoid bias. 

The questionnaire survey was an indispensable tool for purposes of this study and 
was used to extract primary data relating to individuals’ attitudes and perceptions of 
the SOE report. Consequently, in an attempt to enhance the quality of research data 
collected for this project, a substantial proportion of time was dedicated to the 
questionnaire design. 
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2.2 Questionnaire distribution 
Although low response rates tend to be associated with self-administered and mail 
questionnaires (i.e. on average only 20 to 40 per cent are returned (Bless and 
Higson-Smith, 1995)), a much larger coverage of the population can be realized with 
little time or costs. Consequently, this distribution means was adopted for purposes 
of this study. It is, however, essential when interpreting the findings to bear in mind 
that non-respondents are usually quite different from respondents and thus, their 
absence from the sample could constitute an important bias. 

A total of 156 questionnaires along with a covering letter compiled by the DEAT 
authorities (in the hope of increasing the response rate) were posted to ‘targeted 
stakeholders’ in August 2003. Targeted individuals included:  

• Provincial managers;  

• DEAT Capacity Building and Law Reform staff;  

• Members of MINTECH Working Group 3; and  

• Various other stakeholders.  

A poor response rate from this initial distribution (less than 10%) made it necessary 
to distribute an additional 80 questionnaires in October 2003. These additional 
questionnaires were e-mailed to specific individuals from diverse backgrounds.  They 
included the following:  

• Representatives from local municipalities and provincial practitioners directly 
involved in SoE; 

• Consultants involved in SoE;  

• Attendees of a SoE seminar held on the 6th of October 2003; and 

• Individuals who had previously requested SoE publications from the DEAT 
(either telephonically or by email).   

The number and occupation of ‘targeted’ stakeholders who were sent questionnaires 
is provided in Appendix III. A total of 236 stakeholders were sent questionnaires and 
overall, the response rate was 12%, which is at par with the 10% to 15% response 
rate expected from mailed questionnaires. A large majority (i.e. 57%) of the total 
respondents were policymakers (refer to Table 1 for a breakdown of the respondents 
occupations).  

 
Table 1:  Occupation of respondents to the questionnaire distributed. 
Occupation of respondents Number Percentage of total 

respondents 

Policymaker/government official 16 57 
Lecturer 4 14 
Researcher 3 11 
Environmental consultant 5 18 
Total 28 100 

 
The information collected from the questionnaires was entered into the SPSS 
statistical package and the trends were analysed.  This software was selected for this 
study because of its effectiveness in analyzing qualitative and quantitative data.  
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3 Results and Discussion 
The way in which the results of the survey is organised is explained in Table 2. The 
rest of this section is organised using this framework. The first sections, explores the 
visibility and usability of the National SOE products as well as the provincial, city and 
other related SOE reports, whereas the remainder of the results are concerned with 
the National SOE products only.   

 
Table 2: Layout of the results of the survey 
 
Section Relevant 

Reports/Products 
Parameter Figure/Table 

3.1.1 All Report Visibility Figs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,  

3.1.2 NSOER Report Dissemination Fig 6  

3.1.3 All Report usefulness by 
product 

Fig 7, 8, 9 

3.1.3 All Report usefulness by user 
group 

Fig 10, 11, 12, 13  

3.2 NSOER User friendliness  Fig 14 

3.3 NSOER Content relevance 

Sufficiency of content 

Fig 15a, 15b 

Fig 16 

3.4 NSOER Coverage of issues Fig 17, Table 3 

3.5.1 NSOER Reporting approach: DPSIR Fig 18 

3.5.2 NSOER Reporting Approach: 
Indicators 

Fig 19, 20  

3.6 NSOER Informed decision-making Fig 21, 22  

3.7 NSOER Involvement in compilation Fig 23, 24 

 

 
In the analysis of the questions, where it proved to add value, the assessment and 
interpretation of the data are split into the different user groups. The first user group 
includes policy makers, decision-makers and government officials, the second user 
group lecturers, the third researchers and the fourth one environmental consultants.  
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3.1 Varying levels of use 

3.1.1 Visibility  
The varying levels of use of the reports and products are depicted in this section. The 
percentage of the respondents that have seen the National SOE products, the 
Provincial and City reports and other SOE related reports are portrayed in Figures 1, 
2 and 3, respectively.  
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Figure 1. The percentage respondents that have seen the various 1999 NSOE 
reporting products. 

 

More than 60% of the respondents indicated that they have seen the Web-based, 
CD-ROM and Printed Overview English versions of the NSOER products. Except for 
the Booklet for schools and the Press reports, which just over 20% of the 
respondents have seen, less than 20% have seen the other products. 

A low percentage of the respondents indicated that they have seen the Printed 
Overview Document in Other Languages2, the Booklet for Schools, the Poster, the 
Brochures, the Video and the Press Reports. This could be attributed to the 
insignificant number of NGO’s, private sector and school teachers that responded to 
the questionnaire. These groups were, however, adequately covered by the 
distribution list, for example, 25% of the questionnaires were sent to schools.  Due to 
the low response rates, these products will not be analysed and discussed in detail in 
this report. Some of these results are captured in Appendix V.  
 

 

                                                 
2 Zulu, Sepedi and Afrikaans 
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The percentage of respondents that have seen the Provincial and City SOE 
reports
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Figure 2. Percentage of respondents that have seen other SOE reports. 

 

In terms of the Provincial SOE reports, 40 to 50% of all respondents reported to have 
seen them.  

The City of Cape Town SOE report was the most seen City SOE report (almost 60% 
of the respondents), while less than 20% of the respondents indicated that they had 
seen the Midrand and Pretoria SOE reports. All of these reports were released in 
1999 and thus had the same dissemination time.  The percentages for Midrand and 
Pretoria reports are very low compared to the rest. Possible reasons include the 
following: they are only web based; an internet search for the reports brings up only 
references to these reports on Norwegian sites (GRID-Arendal server); Pretoria 
website was off the air for a long time. The high percentage for Cape Town could 
possibly be attributed to the fact that City of Cape Town has released their report 
annually. The respondents to the questionnaire were geographically well presented 
in the Midrand and Pretoria area.   

The percentage of the respondents that have seen the other related reports
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Figure 3. Percentage of respondents that have seen other SOE reporting products.  

 

Almost 60% of the respondents indicated that they have seen a State of Rivers 
report, almost 30% the State of Estuaries report and 64% the National Environmental 
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Indicators (NEI) report. The above differences could be the result of the number of 
copies printed. Dissemination strategies for these were not compared. 

The respondents to the questionnaire were dominated by the policy maker, decision-
maker and government official group. Figures 4 and 5 indicate the respondents that 
have seen a specific report or product as a percentage of the total respondents. Very 
few responses from the lecturer, researcher and environmental consultant user 
groups were received. Possible reasons include the following: the questionnaire was 
not distributed equally to all user groups; the mentioned user groups did not obtain 
copies of the relevant products; there was a lack of interest/time.  

 

Percentage of total respondents that have seen the relevant SOE products
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Figure 4. Percentage of the total respondents, grouped according to their occupation 
that indicated that they have seen the relevant SOE products. 

 

Percentage of total respondents that have seen the relevant provincial and city 
SOE reports
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Figure 5. Percentage of the total respondents, grouped according to their occupation 
that indicated that they have seen the relevant SOE reports. 
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The SOE Web-based version and the SOE Printed Overview English version were 
the most seen, followed by the SOE CD-ROM version. 

3.1.2 Dissemination 
The success of various modes of distribution of the reports is indicated in Figure 6.  
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Figure 6. Dissemination method per user group. 

DEAT officials as well as the DEAT website played a major role in the dissemination 
success of the various SOE products to all the user groups. Less than 4% of the 
respondents preferred not to answer this part of the questionnaire, but they did not 
indicate that they were unable to obtain a copy. It is noted that no environmental 
consultants made use of the DEAT website. DEAT officials were the main point of 
dissemination for this user group.   
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3.1.3 Usability  
The following figures (Figure 7, 8 and 9) indicate the usefulness of some of the 
NSOE reporting products. Figures 10 to 13 report on the usefulness per user group. 

The usefulness of the National SOE products
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Figure 7.  Graph showing the usefulness of the Web-based version, CD-ROM and 
Printed overview English version. Those that have seen only, read or used the 
products is expressed as a percentage of the respondents that have seen the 
relevant product. 

 

The Printed overview English version and web-based version of the SoE report were 
used the most. More than 60% of the respondents had access to the web-based, 
CD-ROM and Printed overview English version document (Figure 1) and about 50% 
of those have used them. As stated, the response to the other products was low 
compared to the abovementioned three products and will not be discussed in detail.  
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Figure 8. Graph showing the usefulness of the Provincial and City SOE reports, 
expressed as a percentage of the respondents that have seen the relevant report. 
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The usefulness of other related reports
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Figure 9. Graph showing the usefulness of the related reports: state of rivers, state 
of estuaries and national environmental indicators reports, expressed as a 
percentage of the respondents that have seen the relevant report. 

 

Usefulness of the SOE products to the policy maker, decision-
maker and government official
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Figure 10. Graph showing the usefulness of the SOE products to the Policy maker 
user group. This group includes the decision-maker and government official, 
expressed as a percentage of the respondents that have seen the relevant product. 
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Usefulness of the SOE products to the lecturer
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Figure 11. Graph showing the usefulness of the SOE products to the Lecturer user 
group, expressed as a percentage of the respondents that have seen the relevant 
product. 

 

Usefulness of the SOE products to the researcher
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Figure 12. Graph showing the usefulness of the SOE products to the Researcher 
user group, expressed as a percentage of the respondents that have seen the 
relevant product. 
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Usefulness of the SOE products to the environmental consultant
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Figure 13. Graph showing the usefulness of the SOE products to the Environmental 
consultant user group, expressed as a percentage of the respondents that have seen 
the relevant product. 

 

Between 40 and 70% of all user groups (Policy makers, 50%; Lecturers, 68%; 
Researchers, 68%; and Environmental consultants, 50%) that have seen the Web-
based version of the SOE report have used it. Similarly, 70% of the Policy makers, all 
the Lecturers and 50% of the Researchers have used the CD-ROM. None of the 
Environmental consultants have seen the CD-ROM. Between 50 and 75% of all user 
groups have seen the Printed English version of the Overview document have used 
it: Policy makers, 70%; Lecturers, 50%; Researchers, 50%; and Environmental 
consultants, 75%. 

Most respondents that refer to their version of the SOE product do so on a monthly 
basis. The others refer to it on an annual basis.  
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3.2 User friendliness 
The user friendliness of a document can be determined through several parameters, 
including presentation, language use, layout, style and whether terms are explained. 
The latter three were used in this study. 

 

The user friendliness of the SOE report versions
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Figure 14. The user friendliness of some of the SOE products as expressed through 
layout, style and explanation of terms. 

 

These results were obtained from a Likert scale and the value of this graph lies within 
the relative values and not so much the percentage respondents in agreement. The 
latter will differ according to the values allocated to each category, being strongly 
agree, agree, neutral, disagree and strongly disagree.  

The Web-based version and CD-ROM received more or less the same rating, while 
the respondents perceived the Printed Overview English version to be less user 
friendly. The user friendliness of all these products should be improved. 

Varying levels of use 

In order of popularity, the Overview document (printed English), Web-based and CD-ROM 
were the most seen and used NSOE products. Between 40 and 65% of the more than 60% 
respondents that have seen them, have used them. Government officials, lecturers and 
environmental consultants are the main users and refer to their version on a monthly basis. 

The response to the Provincial and City SOE reports was fair to good (35 – 60% of 
respondents) except for the Midrand and Pretoria reports (below 20%). Between 30 and 
55% of respondents use these reports. The response to the State-of-Rivers and National 
Environmental Indicators reports were good. Between 45 and 67% use them. 

Availability could have played a role in some of the response rates: web-based only and 
lack of sufficient communication/dissemination.  

The policy-maker/decision-maker/government official group dominated the respondents. 

Successful dissemination methods include DEAT officials and the DEAT website.  
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Suggestions by respondents to improve the layout and presentation: 

• Use simple language that is easy to understand 

• Improve the style of the SOE products: keep up to date with current trends  

• Make use of more white space  

• Use more graphs and pictures 

 

 

3.3 Content relevance and sufficiency 

3.3.1 Content relevance 
Figure 15a indicates the themes and chapters which the respondents indicated to be 
the most useful in their work. Figure 15b indicates the usefulness of the themes and 
chapters to the decision-making group. 
 
 

The themes and chapters that are the most useful in respondents' work 
environment
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Figure 15a. The Themes and Chapters which the respondents indicated as being the 
most useful in their work environment. 

 

User friendliness 

The layout and style of the CD-ROM and Web-based version are fairly easy to follow, 
although a higher rating would be more satisfactory.  

Only half of the respondents are satisfied that terms are adequately explained.  

The Overview document (English printed version) received lower ratings than the CD-ROM 
and Web-based version in terms of layout, style and explanation of term. This is a concern. 
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The following list links the same data with the user groups:  

• Human environment (lecturers) 

• Social environment (Policy makers) 

• State of environment in SA (Policy makers and Environmental consultants) 

• Environmental change (Policy makers) 

• Indicators and Issues (Policy makers, Researchers, Environmental 
consultants) 

• Forces, drivers and impact (Policy makers) 

• Climate change (Researchers) 

• Freshwater, sustainability and the political environment (Policy makers, 
Researchers) 

• Waste, air pollution and water (Policy makers) 

• Demographic statistics, GDP, and environmental programmes (Policy makers) 

• Water, Agriculture and Mining ( Lecturers) 

• Habitats and Biological and Chemical resources (Policy makers) 

Some Policy makers and Lecturers indicated that all the sections were useful to 
them. 
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Figure 15b. The Themes and Chapters which the policy maker/decision-
maker/government official group indicated as being the most useful in their work 
environment. 
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3.3.2 Content adequacy 
 

Similarly to Section 3.2 on user friendliness, the respondents had to mark whether 
they strongly agree, agree, are neutral, disagree or strongly disagree with statements 
about the NSOE products. In analysing this feedback, a weighing system was used: 
strongly agree counted 100, agree 66, neutral 33 and both disagree and strongly 
disagreed scored 0. By calculating the mean a percentage of respondents in 
agreement has been derived. This can also be called the degree of agreement. 

 

The content of the SOE report versions

0

20

40

60

80

100

Relevant Sufficient Objective Accurate Current

Parameters

%
 R

es
po

nd
en

ts
 in

 a
gr

ee
m

en
t

Web-based version

CD-ROM

Printed overview document
(English)

 
Figure 16. The content of some of the National SOE products are analysed by using 
the following parameters: relevance, sufficiency, objectivity, accuracy and currency.  

 

The respondents were quite happy that the information of all three products, the web-
based version, the CD-ROM and the Printed overview English version, were relevant, 
objective and accurate. There were mixed feelings as to whether the information was 
sufficient and current. The disagreement that the three products are current could be 
due to the fact that this survey was conducted a few years after the release of the 
NSOE reporting products. The information was thus, at the time of the survey, not 
current anymore. Both the Web-based version and CD-Rom scored low on 
containing sufficient information for the users’ application. 

Content relevance 

The policy maker/decision-maker/government official group indicated a balanced spread of 
themes and chapters being useful in their work environment.  

The lecturer group focuses on human environment and water, agriculture and mining.  

Indicators and issues; climate change; and Freshwater, sustainability and the political 
environment dominated the Researchers’ response.  
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The following suggestions, mainly by responding individuals, to improve the content 
of SOE products were received: 

• Revise often 

• Focus on the important indicators – use less information/indicators (less is 
more) 

• Link the content to development planning 

• Display information more readily by making use of relevant maps 

• Include more studies in SOE reporting 

• More information on climate change needed 

 

 

3.4 Coverage of issues 
Almost 86% responded to the question asking whether linkages and interactions 
between the social, institutional, economic and biophysical issues are adequately 
addressed. Of those respondents, 67% indicated that they feel it is adequately 
addressed and 33% that it is not adequately addressed.  

The respondents also had to indicate whether the social, institutional, economic or 
biophysical issues need to be further emphasised. Their responses are captured in 
Figure 17.  

 

Content adequacy 

The content of the Web-based version, CD-ROM and Overview document (printed English 
version) are relevant, objective and accurate: 60% and more of the respondents were in 
agreement.  

The sufficiency and currency of the NSOE products need attention.    
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Figure 17. Diagram indicating which of the Social, Economical, Institutional and 
Biophysical issues should be further emphasised in National SOE reporting. It also 
shows where more than one issue were indicated.  

 

In total, 44% of the respondents indicated that they wanted more emphasis on social 
issues, 32% on biophysical and 32% on economical issues. Only 24% requested 
more emphasis on institutional issues. Four percent of the respondents indicated that 
all four issues need to be further emphasised. The desire to link social issues with 
the three other issues was indicated. A total of 44% indicated that social issues 
should be further emphasised, with 28% of these respondents indicated a desire to 
focus on social issues only, while the other 16% indicated a need to focus on the 
links with other issues.  

The respondents were given the opportunity to select from a list of issues those that 
they would like to see addressed more in NSOE reporting. These results are 
presented in Table 3.  
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Table 3. Percentage of respondents that indicated that they would like to see more of 
certain issues 

Issue Policy maker Lecturer Researcher 
Environmental 
consultant Total 

Food security 56 33 0 40 44
Environmental well-being 25 33 67 60 37
Poverty alleviation 25 0 73 60 30
Environmental education and 
literacy 19 33 33 60 30
Scenarios/environmental outlooks 25 33 0 40 26
Rural development 19 0 33 40 22
Unemployment 19 0 0 40 19
Job creation 19 0 0 40 19
Environmental health                   13 0 33 40 19
Environmental justice 13 33 0 40 19
GMOs 6 0 0 0 4
Gender issues 0 0 0 0 0

 
 

Food security, environmental well-being, poverty alleviation, Environmental education 
and literacy and scenarios/environmental outlooks all received a 25% and higher 
response as issues to be addressed in future reports.  

The respondents were also given the opportunity to mention other issues that should 
be addressed that were not on the list. Individuals proposed the following: 

• Sustainable energy 

• Environmental management for tourism 

• Mining and rehabilitation 

• Aquatic system – groundwater 

• Urbanisation 

• Population growth impacts 

• Rural-urban interface (the pressures on the resources and the environment 

• Effectiveness of environmental governance 

• Penalties steps against non-compliance 

 

 

Coverage of Issues 

Social, followed by Biophysical and Economical issues should be addressed more in NSOE 
reports, indicated by 44%, 32% and 32% of the respondents, respectively. Institutional 
issues were indicated by 24% of the respondents. The linkages between the issues should 
also be addressed.  

Food security, environmental well-being, poverty alleviation, Environmental education and 
literacy and scenarios/environmental outlooks stood out as issues that should be 
addressed more. 
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3.5 Reporting approach 
The following three graphs (Figures 18, 19 and 20) portray the opinions of 
respondents regarding the DPSIR framework and the use of indicators.  

3.5.1 DPSIR framework 
The comprehensibility and appropriateness of the DPSIR framework as perceived by 
the respondents are portrayed in Figure 18. 

The comprehensibility and appropriateness of the DPSIR framework 
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Figure 18. Graph showing the opinion of the respondents, according to user groups, 
as to whether they understand the DPSIR framework and whether they think the 
DPSIR framework is appropriate for SOE reporting. 

 

Figure 18 shows that the majority of the respondents within each user group 
understand the DPSIR framework. Fewer respondents are confident that the DPSIR 
framework is appropriate to use for SOE reporting. The difference between 
understanding the DPSIR framework and thinking that it is appropriate is small 
amongst the Policy makers. This difference is bigger amongst Researchers and 
Environmental consultants. The data does not offer a reason for this.  

3.5.2 Indicators 
The Policy maker group was reasonably satisfied that the indicators used in the 
National SOE report provide adequate information (Figure 19). The other groups of 
respondents were not as convinced.  
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The indicators provide adequate information
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Figure 19. The degree towards which the respondents, as per user group, agreed 
that the indicators of the National SOE report provide adequate information.    

 

According to Figure 20, the Policy maker and Researcher groups, and the 
Environmental consultant group to a lesser degree, are of the opinion that indicators 
are useful to track trends over time.  
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Figure 20. Opinions of the user groups as to whether the indicators are useful to 
track trends over time. 
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3.6 Informed decision-making 
Figure 21 indicate the respondents in agreement that SOE reports enable informed 
decisions relating to the environment. 
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Figure 21. Graph showing agreement of the respondents towards whether the 
National SOE report in its current state enables better informed decisions concerning 
issues relating to the natural environment.  

 

All user groups, except the Environmental consultant group, indicated that the 
National SOE report in its current state enables better informed decisions concerning 
issues relating to the natural environment (figure 21). None of the respondents 
disagreed; although 10% preferred not to answer the question and about 30% 
indicated that they are neutral. The Environmental consultant group was less 
confident that the SOE report contributes to their decision-making abilities. 

A majority of 71% of the respondents indicated that SOE reports contribute positively 
to their decision-making ability (Figure 22). Less than 10% of the respondents (7%) 
said no and 21% preferred not to answer the question. 

Reporting approach 

The respondents indicated that they understand the DPSIR framework: almost 80% of the 
government officials and researchers.  

Although less respondents indicated that the DPSIR framework is appropriate for SOE 
reporting, almost 70% of the government officials indicated that it is appropriate. 

About 50% of the respondents indicated that indicators provide adequate information. 

Almost 70% of the respondents find the indicators useful to track trends over time. 
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SOE reports impact positively on the respondents decision-making ability
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Figure 22. Graph indicating whether the National SOE report impacted positively on 
the respondents’ decision-making ability. 

 

 

3.7 Involvement in compilation 
Figures 23 and 24 shows the level of involvement and whether the respondents think 
that the involvement was adequate, respectively.  
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Figure 23. The percentage of the respondents that were personally involved in the 
compilation of the National SOE report. 

Informed decision-making 

The majority of respondents indicated that the NSOER in its current state enables informed 
decision-making relating to the natural environment. 

SOE reports impact positively on the respondents’ decision-making ability. 
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Almost 70% of the total respondents were not personally involved in national SOE 
reporting (Figure 23). This correlates with the almost 70% of total respondents that 
indicated that they were not sure whether the SOE compilation process involved the 
public adequately (Figure 24). Less than 10% of the total respondents estimated that 
involvement was sufficient.  
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Figure 24. Graph indicating whether the respondents to the questionnaire think that 
the public were adequately involved in the compilation of the National SOE report. 

 

There was no overwhelming response as to how involvement of the public in SOE 
reporting could be enhanced. Individuals mentioned workshops, questionnaires and 
involving NGOs and CBOs.  

 

 

 

Involvement in compilation 

Less than 20% of the respondents indicated that they were involved in the compilation of 
SOE reports.  

The majority of the respondents (almost 70%) do not know whether the public was 
adequately involved, while 25% indicated that the public was not adequately involved.  
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4 Conclusions 
Although the sample group was very small, and theoretically not big enough to derive 
statistical results, significant trends were picked up. The policy-maker/decision-
maker/government official group dominated the respondents. Since they are the main 
target group this could be expected. It is assumed that all those that received 
questionnaires also received the NSOE reports and products.  

The Overview document (printed English), Web-based and CD-ROM were the most 
seen and used NSOE products. Between 40 and 65% of the more than 60% 
respondents that have seen them, have used them. All user groups (50% and more 
of the respondents) have used their versions of the NSOER. Most of the respondents 
refer to their version on a monthly basis. The response to the Provincial and City 
SOE reports was fair to good (35 – 60% of respondents) except for the Midrand and 
Pretoria reports (below 20%). Between 30 and 55% of respondents use these 
reports. Availability could have played a role in some of the response rates: web-
based only and lack of sufficient communication/dissemination. No information on the 
availability and use of the printed overview versions in other languages are available. 

The response to the State-of-Rivers and National Environmental Indicators reports 
were good. Of all the respondents, between 45 and 67% have used the reports. 

The most successful dissemination methods include DEAT officials and the DEAT 
website.  

The layout and style of the CD-ROM and Web-based version are fairly easy to follow, 
although a higher rating would be more satisfactory. Only half of the respondents are 
satisfied that terms are adequately explained. The Overview document (English 
printed version) received lower ratings than the CD-ROM and Web-based version in 
terms of layout, style and explanation of term. This is a concern. 

The policy maker/decision-maker/government official group indicated a balanced 
spread of themes and chapters being useful in their work environment. The lecturer 
group focuses on human environment and water, agriculture and mining. Indicators 
and issues; climate change; and Freshwater, sustainability and the political 
environment dominated the Researchers’ response.  

The content of the Web-based version, CD-ROM and Overview document (printed 
English version) are relevant, objective and accurate: 60% and more of the 
respondents were in agreement. The sufficiency and currency of the NSOE products 
need attention.    

Social, followed by Biophysical and Economical issues should be addressed more in 
NSOE reports, indicated by 44%, 32% and 32% of the respondents, respectively. 
Institutional issues were indicated by 24% of the respondents. The linkages between 
the issues should also be addressed. Food security, environmental well-being, 
poverty alleviation, Environmental education and literacy and 
scenarios/environmental outlooks stood out as issues that should be addressed 
more. 

The respondents indicated that they understand the DPSIR framework: almost 80% 
of the government officials and researchers. Although less respondents indicated that 
the DPSIR framework is appropriate for SOE reporting, almost 70% of the 
government officials indicated that it is appropriate. 

About 50% of the respondents indicated that indicators provide adequate information. 
Almost 70% of the respondents find the indicators useful to track trends over time. 
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The majority of respondents indicated that the NSOER in its current state enables 
informed decision-making relating to the natural environment. SOE reports impact 
positively on the respondents’ decision-making ability. 

Less than 20% of the respondents indicated that they were involved in the 
compilation of SOE reports. The majority of the respondents (almost 70%) do not 
know whether the public was adequately involved, while 25% indicated that the 
public was not adequately involved.  

   

5 Recommendations related to impact evaluation 
An impact evaluation of NSOE reports/products should be done within one year of 
the release of such a suite of products.   

A questionnaire could accompany all reports that are distributed and a follow up 
questionnaire within a year. This is not only applicable to the NSOER, but also the 
provincial, city and sector-specific reports. 

Questionnaires or a link to an easy accessible web based questionnaire could 
accompany hard copies of the reports/products.  

The evaluation should be done on an ongoing basis – software e.g. excel 
spreadsheet that automatically update graphics as new data are added.  

Responses to questionnaires should be analysed – to monitor or evaluate whether 
there has been improvement or an increase in the use.  Thus, for the next round the 
same respondents should be sent questionnaires and the sample expanded to 
include others too! 

More questions around the dissemination and availability of the reports should be 
asked in the questionnaire. 

The results from this study could be tested against non-respondents to ensure that 
the no-response does not have significant meaning. 

The web-based, CD-Rom and Printed overview English version were the most used 
of all the NSOE reports and should be updated during the 2004/05 NSOE reporting. 

Dissemination strategy should be updated to ensure that the target audience are 
reached. 
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APPENDIX I 

CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF SOE REPORTING 
 
How do we measure the success of an SoE report? 

• Has there been a change in attitudes, behaviour and/or policy 

 
Content 

• Is it relevant? Who is it relevant to? 

• Does the content answer questions e.g. relating to policy? 

• Is the content linked to socio-economic issues or daily life? 

• Is it linked to the priorities and targets of governments, policy makers? 

• Has the best available data been used?  Has this data been analysed in a 
meaningful way?  Have indicators been used? 

• Where was the data obtained? From government sources? 

• Have the viewpoints of different interest groups been taken into account? 

 
Approach 

• Which approach has been used? e.g. DPSIR, thematic, ecosystems 

• Which approach works the best? 

• In what context does a certain approach work and in what context does it not 
work? 

 
Access 

• Is it available to the public? 

• Have copies been distributed to key groups? 

• Are different versions (e.g. different languages, presentation format, media) 
available for different audiences? 

 
Usability/Presentation 

• Have different products been produced for different audiences i.e. researchers, 
policy makers, workers? 

• Are the key indicators presented in a clear, understandable format? 

• Which format works best for different people? 

 
Policy options 

• Is the mandate for implementing environmental policy adequate? 

• If there enough funding to carry out the mandate? 

• Are there any conflicts between environmental policy recommendations and other 
policies? 

 
Feedback 
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• Have participatory methods been used? 

• Has feedback been received from different groups and has this feedback been 
taken into account? 

• Have a wide range of perceptions and viewpoints been taken into consideration? 

• Have questionnaires been sent out? 

 
Periodicity 

• Was the timing of the production and publishing/release of the report in line with 
the planning cycle of the government of the country? 
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APPENDIX II 

GENERIC QUESTIONNAIRE FORMAT USED FOR THE SOE STUDY 
 
Questionnaire no: (for office use only) 

    
 
Questionnaire to evaluate the impact of the National State of Environment Report and to 
establish the accessibility and usefulness of the City State of Environment, Provincial 
State of Environment, State of Rivers and state of estuaries reports 
 
1. Which of the following have you seen and read/used? (Please tick the appropriate 
block/s) 
 
  Seen Read Used 
National SoE Report 
Web-based version       
CD-ROM       
Printed overview document in English       
Printed overview document in another 
language (Please specify language) …………..       

Booklet for schools       
Poster       
Brochures       
Video       
Press reports       
Provincial SOE Reports  
North West    
Mpumalanga    
City SoE Reports 
Cape Town    
Durban    
Johannesburg    
Midrand    
Pretoria    
A State of Rivers Report    
The State of Estuaries Report    
National Environmental Indicators Report       

Please note that the remaining questions apply only to the National State of Environment 
Report 
 
2.  How did you first obtain a copy of the report? (Please indicate by ticking the 
appropriate block/s) 
Requested a copy from DEAT through their website   
Was handed out by a DEAT official   
From a government information centre   
From a public library   
From a university library   
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Was handed out by my superior   
Through Share-Net   
Through the School Environmental Policy Pack   
Other (please specify): 

  

 
3. How often do you refer to the following? (Please tick appropriate block/s) 

 Never 
referred to Daily Weekly Monthly Annually 

National SoE Report 
Web-based version           
CD-ROM           
Printed overview 
document           

Booklet for schools           
Poster           
 
4. What three themes or chapters of the report are most useful for application in 
your work environment? 
(i) _________________________________________________________________ 
(ii) _________________________________________________________________ 
(iii) _________________________________________________________________ 
 
5.  Please assign values to the blocks provided in Table A and Table B according to 
the following scale: (Please only answer for those versions of the Report that you are 
familiar with) 
 
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree
2 1 0 -1 -2 
 
Table A: Layout and presentation 

  Layout is easy to 
follow 

Style of writing is 
easy to follow 

Terms used are 
adequately 
explained 

National SoE Report 
Web-based version       
CD-ROM       
Printed overview 
document       

Booklet for schools       
Poster       
Brochures       
 
6. What, if any, suggestions do you have to improve the layout and presentation? 
(Please be specific) 
 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
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Table B: Content 

  

Information 
is relevant 
for your 
application 

Information 
is sufficient 
for your 
application 

Information 
and 
analysis is 
objective 

Information 
is accurate 

Information 
is current  
(up to date)

National SoE Report 
Web-based version           
CD-ROM           
Printed overview 
document           

Booklet for schools           
Poster           
Brochures           
 
 
7. What, if any, suggestions do you have to improve the content? 
 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. Are the linkages and interactions between the social, institutional, economic and 
biophysical issues adequately addressed?  Yes  No  
 
9. Tick which of the following issues need to be further emphasised in the report: 
Social   
Institutional   
Economic   
Biophysical   
 
10. Which of the following issues would you like to see addressed more in future 
reports: (Please tick appropriate block/s) 
Issues to be addressed √ 
Food security   
Genetically modified organisms  
Poverty alleviation   
Rural development  
Unemployment  
Job creation  
Environmental health  
Environmental education and literacy  
Environmental justice  
Gender issues  
Environmental well-being  
Scenarios / environmental outlooks  
Other (please specify): 

 

 
11. Please examine the following statements and indicate your opinion by ticking the 
appropriate blocks: 
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 Strongly 
agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree

I understand DPSIR framework       
DPSIR framework is appropriate for 
this type of reporting      

Indicators presented are easy to 
understand      

Indicators provide adequate 
information      

Indicators are useful to track trends 
over time      

The report (in its current state) 
enables me to make better 
informed decisions concerning 
issues relating to the natural 
environment 

     

 
12. Has the report impacted positively on your decision-making ability?  
Yes   No   
 
13. Were you personally involved in the compilation of the report?    
Yes     No  
 
14. If yes, please indicate your involvement according to the following (tick 
appropriate block/s): 
Involved in planning stage   
Involved in providing information   
Involved in stakeholder workshops   
Other (specify): 

  

 
 
15. Do you think that the public were adequately involved in the compilation of the 
National Report? 
 Yes  No  Don’t know  
 
16. If no, how could the participation of the public be enhanced in the compilation of 
future reports? 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
Personal Details: 
Name:  ______________________________________________________________ 
Organisation: ________________________________________________________ 
Area of specialisation:_______________________________________________________ 
Type of organisation: __________________________________________________ 
What is your mother tongue? ____________________________________________ 
How long have you been working in your current field? ________________________ 
 
Please tick the appropriate block regarding your occupation:  
Occupation √ 
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Occupation √ 
Policy maker / decision maker / government official   
Work for an NGO   
Work for the private sector  
School teacher   
Lecturer at a tertiary institution   
Researcher   
Environmental consultant   
Other (please specify):   

 
Any other comments that you would like to make about the National State of 
Environment Report: 
 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________   
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APPENDIX III 

STAKEHOLDER LIST 
SoE IMPACT STUDY:  STAKEHOLDER LIST 1    

Representative Organisation Address E-mail Tel Fax Cell 

              
              
Dr D Pretorius Assistant Director, Dept 

of Agriculture 
Private Bag X120, Pretoria, 0001 dirkp@nda.agric.za 012-319 7545 012-3295938 012-

3295938 
Mr S Makhaye  Pretoria   P O Box 404, Kroondal, 0350 smakhaye@ampnet.co.za 014 591 5024           

083 455 3213 
014 591 5022 

  
Mr G Lebone Dept. of Health                 Private Bag X828, Pretoria, 0001 leboneg@health.gov.za 012 312 0752 012 312 0305 072 287 

7297 
  DEA&T Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 jbeaumont@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012-310 3693     
Ms V Pillay DEA&T Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 pillayv@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012-310 3693     
Ms K C Futhane DEA&T Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001   012-310 3471 012-322 5056   
Ms N L Giqwa DEA&T Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 ngiqwa@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012-310 3561     
Ms T Madiba DEA&T Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 tmadiba@ozone.pwv.gov.za       
Mr W Fourie DEAT Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 wfourie@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012-310 3203/3703     
T Ramotse DEAT Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001   012-310 3822     
Mr G Willemse DEAT Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 gwillemse@ozone.pwv.gov.za       
Maria Mbengashe DEA&T Private Bag X447Pretoria0001 mmbengashe@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012-310 3845 012-320 1714   
Mr. G J R Coetzee and 
Brunke E 

Weather Bureau (South 
African Weather Service) 

Deputy Director: Global Atmosphere 
WatchSouth African Weather Bureau 
DEAT Room 5070, Forum Building, Private 
Bag X097159 Struben Street, PRETORIA, 
0001 coetzee@weathersa.co.za 012-309 3052 

012-323 4518 

  

Ms A Hugo 

Sustainable 
Development / 
PlanningDWAF Private Bag X447Pretoria0001  hugoa@dwaf.gov.za       

Mr B Mathebula  

Pollution Control & 
Waste Management & 
Environmental Impact 
Management 
(Environmental Quality Private Bag X447Pretoria0001 bmathebula@ozone.pwv.gov.za        
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and Protection) 

Ms J Benadie 

Pollution Control & 
Waste Management & 
Environmental Impact 
Management 
(Environmental Quality 
and Protection) Private Bag X447Pretoria0001 

(check spelling) 
jbenade@ozone.pwv.gov.za       

Dr M Mayekiso Marine and Coastal 
Management (is this 
DEA&T) 

P/Bag X2 Roggebaai mlouw@mcm.wcape.gov.za  021-402 3018 021-402 3217 

  
Dr Niel Malan Marine and Coastal 

Management 
P/Bag X2 Roggebaai dmalan@mcm.wcape.gov.za 021-402 3021 021-402 3217 

  
Mr Z Jumat Marine and Coastal 

Management 
P/Bag X2 Roggebaai mzjumat@mcm.wcape.gov.za   021-418 2582 

  
Mr R Naidoo Mangaung Local 

Municipality                
PO Box 3704,  Bloemfontein,  9300 Rnaidoo@civic.mangaung.co.za 051 405 8691 051 405 8310 082 874 

3225 
Mr B Morris   DACE Private Bag X11233 Nelspruit 1200 bmorris@nelagri1.agric.za 082-874 3225 013-759 4015   
Ms F Moatshe   DACE Private Bag X11233 Nelspruit 1200 fmoatshe@nelagri1.agric.za secretary 

Angelique Venter at 
angelique@nelagri1.agric.za. 

    

  
Ms M C Theledi   DACE Private Bag X11233 Nelspruit 1200 

mtheledi@nelagri1.agric.za 013-766 6063 
  

  
Mr W Mngoma P/Bag x22 ULUNDI 3838 Mngomaw@uld.kzntl.gov.za 035-879 1278 

834530300 
035 8700 576 or 
035 874 3360   

Ms M Thornhill Private Bag X9059, Pietermaritzburg, 
3200 

thornhillm@dae.kzntl.gov.za  033-355 9100 X436 033-355 9614 
082-806 4251   

Mr O Parak Private Bag X9059, Pietermaritzburg, 
3200 

Omar.parak@dae.kzntl.gov.za 033 355 9438   

  
Ms M Monnis Private Bag X9059, Pietermaritzburg, 

3200 
  082 806 2661   

  
Mr H Karodia Private Bag X9059, Pietermaritzburg, 

3200 
karodiah@dae.kzntl.gov.za 033 355 9624 033 355 9188 

  
Ms S Allan 

Kwazulu Natal 
Department of 
Agriculture and 
Environmental Affairs 

Private Bag X9059, Pietermaritzburg, 
3200 

sarah.allan@dae.kzntl.gov.za 082 809 5830 033 355 9188 

  
Mr D Laidler P/Bag X9086Cape Town8000 dlaidler@pawc.wcape.gov.za 082 495 3945 021 483 4368 

  
Ms C Bill 

Western Cape Dept of 
Environment, Cultural 
Affairs and Sport P/Bag X9086Cape Town8000 cbill@pawc.wcape.gov.za 082 448 4747             

021 483 3925 
021 483 4372 
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Mr A Mfenyana Eastern Cape Dept. of 
Economic Affairs, 
Environment and 
Toursm Private Bag X 0054,  Bisho,    5605 albmfyn@eetmind.ecape.gov.za 040 609 3201 040 609 3201   

Ms N Jezile DEAT Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 Njezile@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012 310 3620 012 310 3438 083 500 
5703 

Mr M Mtimkulu 
  

Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001   040 609 3205 040 609 3219 
  

Mr L Puling lpuling@grand.ncape 053 832 2143 053 831 3530 
  

Mr J J Mutyorauta 

Northern Cape 
Department of 
Agriculture, Nature 
Conservation, 
Environment and Land 
Reform 

Private Bag X5018, Kimberley, 8300 

  053 832 2142   

  
Ms T Gxaba P O Box 264, Bloemfontein, 9300 514033024 514055404   
Mr D Mofokeng P O Box 264, Bloemfontein, 9300 823645493     
Ms G Ramabina P O Box 264, Bloemfontein, 9300       
Ms N Maii 

Free State Department 
of Environmental Affairs 
and Tourism 

P O Box 264, Bloemfontein, 9300 

tgxaba@worldonline.co.za 

015 403 3772/3 015 4033 023 / 
4033 3412   

Ms M Thelejane Gauteng Department of 
Agriculture, 
Conservation, 
Environment and Land 
Affairs 

P O Box 8769, Johannesburg, 2000 maneot@gpg.gov.za 011 355 1660 011 337 2292 

  
Ms D Mashitisho   P O Box 8769, Johannesburg, 2000 rainym@gpg.gov.za 082 373 7708 011 337 2292   
Mr D Rama   P O Box 8769, Johannesburg, 2000 dhirajr@gpg-gov.za  

  
  

  
Mr T Moremi North West Department 

of Agriculture, 
Conservation & 
Environment,  

P/Bag X2039, Mmabatho, 2735 tshepo@nwpg.org.za 018 389 5146  018 389 5722 

  
Mr S Mangold   P/Bag X2039, Mmabatho, 2735 smangold@nwpg.org.za 018 389 5141             

082 806 8519 
018 389 5006 

  
Dr G Knill Limpopo Department of 

Finance, Economic 
Affairs, Tourism and 
Environment 

P O Box 217, Pietersburg, 0700 gregknill@gem.co.za 
knillg@finptb.nprov.gov.za 

015 295 7090        015 295 7028 

  
Ms S Shaikh   P O Box 217, Pietersburg, 0700 shahida@mandla.co.za 

sheikhs@finptb.norprov.gov.za 
015 295 9300 015 295 5819 

  

Ms A Manoko   
Chief Directorate, Environment Office, P 
O Box 1397, Tzaneen, 0850   015 307 1195/6     
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Mr S van der 
Westhuizen 

DWAF (Water) Private Bag X313, Pretoria, 0001  sakkie@dwaf.pwv.gov.za 012 336 7541 012 323 0321 

  
Mr J Diederiks DANIDA P O Box 11439, Hatfield, 0028 jondie@um.dk 012 430 9350 012 342 7620 

  
Dr T Demana Department of Trade 

and Industry 
Private Bag X84, Pretoria, 0001 tdemana@dti.pwv.gov.za 012 310 9820   

  
Ms S Naidu Department of Housing Private Bag X644, Pretoria, 001 samantha@housepta.pwv.gov.za 012 421 1311   

  
Ms E Swart Department of Minerals 

& Energy 
Private Bag X59, Pretoria, 0001 mwanor@mepta.pwv.gov.za 012 317 9288   

  
Mr R Grobler Statistics South Africa Private Bag X44, Pretoria, 0001 RiaanG@statssa.pwv.gov.za       
Mr T Pule  Department of Health Private Bag X828, Pretoria  0001 puleta@hltrsa2.pwv.gov.za 012 312 0000 012 323 0796 

  
Dr H Biggs         South African National 

Parks 
P O Box 787, Pretoria, 0001 biggs@parks-sa.co.za    

      
Mr A Spies   P O Box 787, Pretoria, 0001 andreS@parks-sa.co.za  083 415 4647 012 434 2723 

  
Ms K  Mpanga DEAT Private Bag X447, Pretoria, 0001 kmaphanga@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012 310 3812 012 320 0205 082 871 

6445 
Dr D Roberts Durban Metro P.O. Box 680, Durban, 4000 robertsd@cesu.durban.gov.za     

  
Ms A Ismail City of Johannesburg P O Box 30733, Braamfontein, 2017 aminai@joburg.org.za 011 407 

6751/21/48 
011 339 1885 

  
Mr G Govender   P O Box 30733, Braamfontein, 2017 gesang@joburg.org.za 011 407 6531     
Mr M Roopa Potchefstroom City 

Council 
P O Box 113, Potchefstroom, 2520 mroopa@nwpg.org.za 018 299 5257 018 299 5258 

  
Mr F Benedek PU  for CHE, School of 

Env Science  
Private Bag X6001, Potchefstroom, 2520 ggffgb@puknet.puk.ac.za 083 415 1047 018 299 1580 

  
Ms P van der Spuy City of Cape Town P O Box 16548, Vlaeberg, 8018 Pauline.vanderspuy@capetown.gov.za 021 487 2313   

  
Mr C Haskins   P O Box 16548, Vlaeberg, 8018 chaskins@capetown.gov.za    

Chaskins@cmc.gov.za 
021 487 2832 021 487 2255 

  
Ms M Machumele Tzaneen Municipality P O Box 24, Tzaneen, 0850 maggym@tzaneen.gov.za 015 307 8000 015 307 8049 

  
Ms S Oosthuizen Nelspruit Town Council  Mbombela Local Municipality, 45 

Nelspruit 
susano@mbombela.gov.za 083 462 6739 013 759 2194 

  
Mr S Mitha Kimberley Sol Plaatjie Municipality LA 21, 

Coordinator Environment 
skmitha@kbhsp.ncape.gov.za 053 830 6208 053 833 1005 
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Ms S Gomba Buffalo City Municipality 23 Cooper Street, Summerpride, East 
London, 5246 

sindiswag@buffalocity.org.za 082 622 8511 043 743 4120 
  

Ms W Goba     wgoba@kingtlc.ecape.gov.za 083 478 3216 043 642 4553 
  

Mr H Makobe P O Box 2094, Pretoria, 0001   
Mr D Bambata 

South African Local 
Government Association 
(SALGA) 

P O Box 2094, Pretoria, 0001 
hmakobe@salga.org.za 012 338 6726 012 338 6747 

  
Mr C Viljoen Rand Water PO Box 1127, Johannesburg, 2000 cviljoen@randwater.co.za 011 682 0481   

  
Ms P Dlamini Umgeni Water P.O. Box 9, Pietermaritzburg, 3200 poppy.dlamini@umgeni.co.za 033 341 1360            

083 300 7053 
033 341 1349 

  
Prof R Cowling                  University of Port 

Elizabeth 
Terrestrial Ecology  Research Unit, 
Department of Botany, University of Port 
Elizabeth, PO Box 1600,  Port Elizabeth 
6000 

btarmc@upe.ac.za 041 504 2308 041 504 2488 

  
Prof G Kerley   Terrestrial Ecology  Research Unit, 

Department of Botany, University of Port 
Elizabeth, PO Box 1600,  Port Elizabeth 
6000 

zlagik@zoo.upe.ac.za     

  
Prof J Glazewski Institute of Marine and 

Environmental Law, 
University of Cape 
Town, 

  glaz@law.uct.ac.za 021 650 3075   

  
Prof P Van Helden Department of 

Geography and 
Geoinformatics, 
University of Pretoria 

PRETORIA                                               
0002 

paul.vanhelden@up.ac.za 012 420 3536 012 420 3284 

  
Dr. I.J. van der Walt School of Environmental 

Sciences and 
Development, 
Potchefstroom University 
for Christian Higher 
Education 

PU  for CHE, Potchefstroom, 2520 ggfijvdw@puknet.puk.ac.za 018 299 1584 018 299 1580 

  
Prof A B de Villiers   PU  for CHE, Potchefstroom, 2520   018 299 1583   

  
Prof C Fabricius Department of 

Environmental Science, 
Rhodes University 

P O Box 94, Grahamstown, 6140 fabricius@ru.ac.za   046 622 5524 

  
Dr C Shackleton   P O Box 94, Grahamstown, 6140 c.shackleton@ru.ac.za 046 603 8615 046 622 5524   
Dr D McDonald Department of 

Geography, Queen's 
University, Canada 

Department of Geography, Queen's 
University, Mackintosh-Corry Hall, Room 
D201 , Kingston, Ontario, Canada K7L 
3N6                                  

dm23@post.queensu.ca  +001 (613) 533-
6030 

 +001 (613) 533-
6122 

  

Dr H K Watson MTB, School of Life and 
Environmental Sciences 

University of Natal, Durban, 4041 watsonh@nu.ac.za 031 260 1390 031 260 1391   
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Prof H van Rooyen Department of 
Curriculum Studies, 
Rand Afrikaans 
University 

P O Box 524, Auckland Park, 2006 hgvr@edcur.rau.ac.za 011 489 2674     

Prof C Vogel School of Geography, 
Archaeology and 
Environmental Studies 

University of the Witwatersrand vogelc@geoarc.wits.ac.za 011 717 6510     

Dr S Mitchell Water Research 
Commision 

Private Bag X03, Gezina, 0031 Steve@wrc.org.za 012 330 0340 012 331 2565   

Dr B Newman Institute for 
Environmental and 
Coastal Management, 
University of Port 
Elizabeth 

P. O. Box 1600, Port Elizabeth, 6000 btabkn@upe.ac.za    iecm@upe.ac.za 041 504 2747  041 583 2317     

Mr S Fakir IUCN South Africa PO Box 11536, Hatfield, 0028 sfakir@icon.co.za 012 420 4115 012 420 3917   

Ms J Wilson Environmental 
Monitoring Group 

P O Box 13378, Mowbray, 7705 jessica@emg.org.za 021 448 2881 021 448 2922   

Mr D Walmsley Mzuri Consultants Mzuri Consultants,  P O Box 72847,  
Lynnwood Ridge, 0040 

walmsley@pixie.co.za 012 361 2924 012 361 9845   

Ms J Walmsley Mzuri Consultants Mzuri Consultants,  P O Box 72847,  
Lynnwood Ridge, 0040 

Jaywalmsley@absamail.co.za 012 361 2924 012 361 9845   

Lieutenant Colonel E 
van Blerk 

National Defence Force, 
Logistics Division 

Private Bag X319, Pretoria, 0001 clogfac@global.co.za 012 339 5167 012 339 5159   

Dr L Lotter Chemical & Allied 
Industry Association 

Posbus 91415 Auckland Park 2006  JHB  caia@iafrica.com       

Mr T Frost WWF South Africa Private Bag X2, Die Boord, Stellenbosch, 
7613 

  021 888 2800 021 888 2888   

Mr D E Pollock Marine and Coastal 
Management, 
Department of 
Environmental Affairs 
and Tourism 

    021 402 3911     

Ms A Ballance GRID-Arendal, Norway GRID-Arendal, Longum Park, Service Box 
706, N-4808 Arendal, Norway 

anna.ballance@grida.no  +47 37 03 57 58  +47 37 03 50 50   

Ms T Newby Institute for Soil, Climate 
and Water, Agricultural 
Research Council 

 Private Bag X79, Pretoria, 0001 terry@iscw.agric.za 012 310 2587 012 323 1157   

Dr M Rutherford National Botanical 
Institute 

  Rutherford@nbict.nbi.ac.za 082 575 7175     
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Dr F Kruger Fred Kruger Consulting 
cc 

  fkruger@global.co.za 012 343 6167             
082 604 5029 

    

Ms F Botha SASOL P O Box 486, Johannesburg, 2001   011 441 3593     

Mr J A van Rooy SABS, Environmental 
Management Services 

Manager Env. Management Services, 
SABS P Bag X191, Pta, 0001 

        

 Ms W Poulton Eskom Megawatt Park, Sandton wendy.poulton@eskom.co.za        
Mr P Nelson Eskom Megawatt Park, Sandton peter.nelson@eskom.co.za 011 800 2678 011 800 2938   
Ms V Govender Eskom Megawatt Park, Sandton Vanida.Govender@eskom.co.za       
Dr Z Budnik-Lees Industrial Environmental 

Forum P O Box 800 5401, Johannesburg, 2000  
  011 800 5401 011 800 4360 

  
Ms K Ireton Industrial Environmental 

Forum P O Box 800 5401, Johannesburg, 2000  
  011 800 5401 011 800 4360 

  
              
Mr J P Nell Institute for Soil, Climate 

and Water (ARC-ISCW)) 
  pnell@iscw.agric.za 310 2600 323 1157 

  
Mr. T Simelane  SABS   simelats@sabs.co.za Tel (012) 428 6093 

Cell (082 330 7955) 
or email 

  

  
Dr. L Hutchings, Sea Fisheries Research 

Institute 
  lhutchin@sfri.wcape.gov.za  021 402 3109 021 421 7406 

  
Mr E William Group for Environmental 

Monitoring 
P O Box 30684, Braamfontein, 2017         

Dr Dr van der Zel     dokdiek@mweb.co.za       
              
SCHOOLS             
Mr Liebenberg Crestway Secondary Concert Boulevard, Retreat   021 7011 551     
Ms Apolis Lavender Hill Secondary Depsiton Crescent, Lavender Hill   021 701 9000     
Ms V Howard Muizenberg High School C.o Dover & Windermere   021 788 1424     
Mr Sennett Table View HS Janssens Ave, Table View   021 557 3602     
Mr Mbanjwa Intlanganiso Secondary Ngongo St, Site C, Kayelitsha   021 3875 143     
Mrs C N Louw Malubi Sek Chatres Singel, Maliby Village, Blue Downs   021 909 1105     
Ms E Snell Strandfontein Sek Frigateweg, Strandfontein   021 393 2100     
Ms A Keane Marian RC Sec. St Dominic St, Matroosfontein   021 931 4891     
Ms A Keet Macassar Sek Bint Laan, Macassar   021 857 1090     
Ms Ebrahim Islamia College Sec. 409 Landsdowne Rd, Rondebosch East   021 696 5836     
Mr B du Plessis Charleston Hill Van der Stel Street, Paarl   021 862 0212     
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Secondary School 
Ms C Repsold Hoerskool Vredenburg Posbus 96, Vredenburg   022 713 1151     
Mr P de Coito   Box 2516, Clareinch, 7740   082 7817 321     
Ms R  Magret Dept of Education C/o Dept of Education   021 465 7350082 

770 7079 
    

Ms R Mjali DWAF P Bag X5296, Umtata, 5100   047 5310 839     
Ms L Nduna Dept of Education Butterworth District Office, Butterworth, 

4960 
  047 419 0355     

Ms N Raats   Twee Rivieren, Kgalagadi Transfrontier 
ParkP Bag X5890, Upington, 8800 

  054 561 2046     

Ms F Cooper   KZN-DEC Ed LibraryTechnical Service 
(ERITS)P Bag 9055, PMBurg 

  345 1374     

Ms T Jenkins   12 Circle Drive, Westville   031 2661 353     

Mr J Keegan     gwez@mweb.co.za 031 312 4029     

Mr E Coetzee     ericcoetzee@dwaf.kzntl.gov.za 031 305 9927     

Ms K Govender   Box 56224, Chatsworth, 4030   031 401 8001031 
403 4918 

    

Mr P Irwin Rhodes University P O Box 94, Grahamstown, 6140         

Mr M Kaplan   SEED, P.Bag X12, Observatory, 7935   021 447 9113     

Mr A Pillay   School of Ed Faculty of HumanitiesUDWP 
Bag X54001, Durban, 4000 

        

Mr C Holland NGO     04457 7732     

M…   WESSABox 44344, Linden, 2104   011 8844773     

              

Mrs M A Cunnama Teacher St John's D S GP Bag X4, Scottsville, 
3209 

  033 386 8304 033 386 8945   

Mr T Mjali DWAF P Bag X5296, Umtata, 5100   047 531 0839     

Mr J Lombard Consultant Icando, Box 115, Linkhills, 3652 june@icando.co.za 031 763 3222 031 763 3041   

Mrs M Turnbull Teacher Willowridge H/SBox 72262, 
Lynnwoodridge, 0040 

  012 807 3423     

Ms A Arbee   Box 1619, Carolina, 1185   083 786 2063     

Mr Mba Mandele EINF P O Box 11920, Dorpspruit, 3206 mba@ejnf.org.za 033 394 9074     

Ms Anie Sugrue   
Private Bag 65        Halfwayhouse     1685         

Mr Andrew Motha 
  CSIR ENVIRONMENTEK   PO Box 17001   

CONGELA 
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Mr Phillip Wessels Departmental Assistant 
Geography Military Academy    Private 
Bag X2     Saldanha     7395 awessp@ma2.sun.ac.za 

      

H.A.P. Smit   
Geography Military Academy    Private 
Bag X2     Saldanha     7395   

      

Mr K Pillay   
T Greyvill Primary  PO Box 16    
Rydalpartk   

      

Ms Carin Swart   PO Box 504    Grahamstown     6140         

Ms Lisa Parkes 
  

PO Box 1347          Cape Town     8000 
        

 
SoE IMPACT STUDY:  STAKEHOLDER LIST 2    
     

Ms N Maswana 
Dept. of Economic Affairs, Environment and Tourism             
Private bag X0054  BISHO                      5605 lungam@eetmind.ecape.gov.za 

040 609 5214           
082 775 2206 040 609 3201/19 

Mr G van Weele 
Dept. of Agriculture, Conservation,      Env. & Land Affairs    
PO Box 8769    JOHANNESBURG      2000 gerardv@gpg.gov.za 011 355 1285 011 337 2292 

Mr A Abrahams 
Dept. of Agriculture, Conservation & Environment        
Private Bag X5018   KIMBERLEY           8300 aabrahams@grand.ncape.gov.za   053 832 2143 

Mr F Matjokana 
Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism   Private 
Bag X447         PRETORIA                      0001 fmatjoka@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012 310 3719   

Ms NL Giqwa 
Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism   Private 
Bag X447         PRETORIA                      0001 ngiqwa@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012 310 3561          012 322 5056 

Ms Tiny Madiba 
Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism   Private 
Bag X447         PRETORIA                      0001 tmadiba@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012 310 3653 012 322 5056 

Mr W Fourie 
Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism   Private 
Bag X447         PRETORIA                      0001 wynand@ozone.pwv.gov.za 012 310 3703   

Mr D Raun 
Dept. of Agriculture, Conservation, , Env. & Land Affairs       
PO Box 8769      JOHANNESBURG     2000 dhirajr@gpg.gov.za 011 355 1983 011 355 1083 

Ms E Brehens 
Mogale City Local Municipality           PO Box 94          
KRUGERSDORP        1740     emmarie@sefsa.co.za 012 362 0559 012 349 1229 

Ms J Leggo 
Sedibeng District Municipality            PO Box 471       
VEREENIGING         1930  Janetl@lekoa.co.za 016 422 4270 012 320 5469 

Ms L Venter 
Sedibeng District Municipality            PO Box 471       
VEREENIGING         1930  lizettedp@lekoa.co.za 016 422 6511 016 422 6545 

Ms E Olivier 
Ekurhuleni Metropolitan Municipality    Private Bag X15    
BRAKPAN                1540 Oliviere@ekurhuleni.com 011 741 2173 011 741 2144 

Mr S Mosidi 
Govan Mbeki Municipality     Private bag X1017     
SECUNDA              2302 gbrecords@govanmbeki.gov.za 017 610 6265 017 634 8019 

Mr C Mafuta 
SARDC        15 Downie Avenue     Belgravia                 PO 
Box 5690             HARARE     Zimbabwe cmafuta@sardc.net 2634 791141 2634 791271 

Ms O Nkosi 
Revolution of goodwill-Tourism Youth Organisation              
PO Box 1976     EMBALENHLE          2285   073 178 6081 017 685 1388 
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Ms H Mthembi 
Govan Mbeki Municipality           PO Box 539     
NATURENA               2064   

017 624 3131         082 
954 1950 017 647 5232 

Ms T Nkosi 1373 White City       EMBALENHLE      2285   082 6217 869 017 647 5232 

Ms R van Dyk 
ARC.LNR          Private Bag X79      PRETORIA                  
0001 iscw@igkw2.agric.za 012 310 2500 012 323 1157 

Ms S Robin 
Wildlife Conservation Society  1700 Connecticut Ave, NW 
Suite 403   WASHINGTON D.C   20009  USA wolfgil@iafrica.com     

Mr J Enock PO Box 19608        Dar-es-salaam        TANZANIA jenock1@lsu.edu     

Mr P Botes 
Overberg Test Range   Private Bag   X12     
BREDASDORP           7280 peetb@otb.co.za 

028 449 5010        082 
921 5949 028 449 5252 

Ms S Farrell 
Working for Water at South African National Parks        PO 
Box 787       PRETORIA                  0001 SharonF@parks-sa.co.za 

012 426 5214      083 
271 9683 012 343 2723 

Ms N Buthelezi Mhlathuze Waters   PO Box 1264 RICHARDSBAY     3900 ndube@mhlathuze.co.za 083 715 6062 035 751 1358 

Mr K Mbatha 
Department of Water Affairs & Forestry  Private Bag  
X5912    UPINGTON              8800 mbathak@dwaf.ncape.gov.sa 

054 3340201         082 
258 3359 054 3340205 

Ms J Bonthuys 
Die Burger               PO Box 692                40 
Heerengracht    CAPE TOWN         8001 JBONTHUY@DIEBURGER.COM 

021 406 2739      083 
286 7265   

Ms L Mazivuko 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry              Private 
Bag X93                   PRETORIA            0001  mazibuke@dwaf.gov.za 012 336 8557   

Ms T Radali 
Environmental Technology Department     International 
Private Bag 40175    CLEVELAND              2022 Takalani.Radali@eskom.co.za 

011 629 5442      083 
256 7474 011 629 5291 

Ms S Bellinger PO Box  176         CRAMERVIEW   2060 sueb@mweb.co.za 
011 787 1497          
082 34 777 67   

Ms I Taviv 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry          Private 
Bag X93                   PRETORIA                0001 Tavivl@dwaf.pwv.gov.za 

012 336 8851       082 
375  6541   

Mr K Mearns UEDC     PO Box 13562             NORTHMEAD         1511 UEDC@worldonline.co.za     

Mr S Mancotywa 
Department of Trade and Industry     Private Bag X84            
PRETORIA                 0001 Sonwabil@dti.pwv.gov.za 012 310 9888   012 320 8527 

Ms M Nyakale 

Dept. of Agricultue, Conservation, Environment & Land 
Affairs                      PO Box 8769   JOHANNESBURG      
2000 MakisangN@gpg.gov.za     

Mr A  Arswegener 
Mpumalanga Parks Board Fisheries     Private Bag   20092   
LYDENBURG           1120       

Mr R  Ansermino 
297 Louis Botha Avenue           Ruxville   
JOHANNESBURG    2192       

Dr J Pcrkins 
NRP Pty Ltd            PO Box 1761  GABORONE    
Botswana Jem@ffmbots.com     

Mr M Aitchison 
Swedish Trade Council             Private Bag X2201       
SAXONWORLD   2123       

Mr D Thompson PO Box 1099          PINC COWRIE     2123 desmond@carteblanche.co.za     
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Mr M Mogopa 
Geoflux                     PO Box 854     GABORONE         
Botswana goflux@info.bw     

Mr G Briscoe 
Marine Parade        PO Box 11081  DURBAN                
4056      tab@mweb.co.za     

Ms L Godfrey 
CSIR              Environmentek        PO Box 395       
PRETORIA                 0001   

012 841 3675               
082 339 0871 012 8412506 

Ms B Griffiths     PO Box  1425       North Ridding     2162 kesnest@mweb.co.za 
011 708 2626         083 
414 8551 011 708 3222 

Mr L Nel PO Box 649          KLEIN BRAKRIVER       6503 Ino@ffg.net 
044 696 6787       082 
654 8188   

Mr R van Rooyen 
Portnet Planning Development           PO Box 1027    
DURBAN              4000       

Mr S Summers PO Box 10362     Willington            NEWZEALAND steve.summers@mfe.govt.nz     

Prof. J Olivier 
UNISA                     PO Box 392       UNISA                  
0003 olivij@unisa.ac 012 429 6452 012 543 0185 

Karen Ellery 

University of Natal        School of Life and Environemtal 
Sciences                   Memorial Tower Building                     
DURBAN                      4014 Elleryk@nu.ac.za 031 260 2416 031 260 1391 

Ms T Holomisa 
South African College for Teacher Education                PO 
Box X460     PRETORIA          0001           tholomisa@sacte.ca.za 012 422 8147 012 343 9893 

Prof. HC Vogel 
Department of Geography and Environmental Studies        
University of Witwatersrand   Private Bag x  2050  WITS 017chv@cosmos.with.ac.za     

Mr Kirstin Otten 
Mills & Otten Environmental Consultants            PO Box 
84344        GREENSIDE        2034       otten@wn.apc.org 011 486 0062 011 486 0088 

Ms Maryna Matthee 
Mpumalanga Parks Board                       PO Box 1990     
NELSPRUIT               1200   013 759 5473 013 759 5496 

Mr Etienne Roux 
IDC                           PO Box 784             055 SANDTON    
2146 etienner@idc.co.za 011 269 3000 011 269 3116 

Dr T de Jager 
University of Pretoria    Department of Urology                   
PO Box 667        PRETORIA          0001 tdejager@medic.up.ac.za 083 703 1177 012 329 5152 

Ms Roleen Webber 
French Embassy-Trade Commission     PO Box    651048     
BENMORE           2010 Roleen.Webber@dree.org 011 303 7157 011 303 7177 

Mr Jan Roos 
University of Free State    Dept. of Botany and Genetics    
PO Box 339     BLOEMFONTEIN    9300 roosjc@plk.nw.uovs.ac.za 051 401 2265 051 448 8772 

Mr David Jolliffe 
Western District Council                     PO Box 752  Graaf 
REINET                 6280       

Mr Leon Bredenhann 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry                Private 
Bag X313       PRETORIA          0001 TEB@dwaf.pwv.gov.za 012 336 7552 012 323 0321 

Ms Lizette van der Walt   

Legal Assessments   Environmental law Specialists        
607 Nedbank Gardens              33 Bath Avenue       
ROSEBANK     2196   

011 447 4831        083 
272 5245 011 447 4832 

Mr J van Rooy 
SABS                 Environmental Assessment Services       
Private Bag X191    PRETORIA          0001 vanroyai@sabs.co.za 012 428 7911 012 344 1568 

Mr Peter Johnston 
Dept. of Environmental & Geographical Science     
University of Cape Town       RONDEBOSCH    7701 peter@egs.uct.ac.za 

021 650 2784       083 
659 6248 021 650 5773 
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Mr T Steytler 

Enrironmental Management Unit     University of 
Potchefstroom     Private Bag X6001   Internal Box   
POTCHEFSTOOM      2520 eobtjs@puknet.puk.ac.za 018 299 1467 018 299 1581 

Mr T Smith 

GSB Port Elizabeth     Satellite Office Grahamtown        
Environmental Management Services   Private Bag X1014    
GRAHAMSTOWN     6139   046 622 2011 X2085   

Mr Prostasius 
Nghileendele 

Ministry of Environment & Tourism    Private Bag  13306    
WINDHOEK    Namibia pronghileendele@dea.met.gov.na 264 61 249015 264 61 240339 

Mr David Cox 
Institute of National Resources           Private Bag X01    
SCOTTSVILLE     3209 coxd@nu.ac.za 

033 3460 796          
082 333 8341   

Mr Simon Moganetsi 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry              Private 
Bag X313                 PRETORIA           0001 moganetsi@dwaf.gov.za 

012 336 7486     082 
803 0414 012 336 8678 

Ms Deborah Mochotlhi 
South African National Parks                 PO Box  787     
PRETORIA            0001 dchantym@parks-sa.co.za 

012 426 5215               
082 900 9799 012 343 2832 

Mr Thabiso Mudau 
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry                Private 
Bag X93       PRETORIA           0001 mudaut@dwaf.pwv.gov.za 

012 336 8973         082 
802 2857 012 323 7054 

Mr Herve Levite   h.levite@cgiar.org     

Ms Sandra 
Redelinghuys PO Box 1038          DURBAN           4000 SandraRe@dmws.durban.gov.za 

031 302 4685      083 
281 1589 031 302 4747 

Mr A De Jong 
6 Westerford Courd        224 Main Road         Rondebosch    
CAPE TOWN           7700 aldj@ananzi.co.za 

021 686 9298          
083 451 4170   

Mr Sakkie Van 
Rensburg PO Box 1449      BLOEMFONTEIN       9300 zaki@roza.co.za   sakkie@propertyA2z.co.za 

0861 229 229           
082 447 4315   

Mr Lutfi Omar 
101 Lower Main Road       Observatory          CAPE TOWN  
7925 lutfi@dag.org.za     

Dr Debra Roberts 
Ethekwini Minicipality         PO Box 680    DURBAN            
4000 robertsd@cesu.durban.gov.za 031 300 2527 031 300 2225 

Ms Flora Mokgohloa 
City of Johannesburg  PO Box 30733          
BRAAMFONTEIN     2017 Flora.mokgohloa@joburg.org.za    Floram@joburg.org.za 

011 407 6748              
082 559-3750 012 308 7615 

Mr S Mooi 
Mohokare Municipality        PO Box20          ZASTRON        
9950 Mohokare@absa.co.za  

(051) 673-1018           
082 8540 530 051 673-1550  

Ms S Mothiba 
Mogale City Local Municipality           PO Box 94    
KRUGERSDORP      1740 std.envir@infodoor.co.zasnowym@mogalecity.gov.za 

011 951 2203             
083 347 0311 011 660 1507 

Mr M Sithole 
Ekurhuleni Metropolitan Municipality    Private Bag X15      
BRAKPAN          1540 Morongwat@ekurhuleni.com  

011 741 2011     082 
492 9137 011 741 2020 

Ms C Kruger 
Strategic Environment Focus of South Africa                  PO 
Box 74785     LYNWOOD RIDGE     0040 charmain@sefsa.co.za 012 349 1307 012  349 1229 

Mr G. Schwabe 
Human Science Research Council         Private Bag X41       
PRETORIA           0001   012 302 2955 012 303 2525 

Mr J Botha 

Limpopo Department of Finance, Economic Affairs, 
Tourism and Environment               PO Box 217  
PIETERSBURG     0800 

bothaj@dinptb.norprov.gov.za 

015 298 7073 015 295 9232 
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APPENDIX IV 

COMPARING THE FIRST BATCH OF RESPONCES WITH THE SECOND  
 

Since a poor response rate from the initial distribution of questionnaires made it 
necessary to distribute additional ones, responses were at first analysed separately to 
ensure that there are no significant differences between the two batches. Figures 25 and 
26, compare these two batches: the percentage of respondents that have not seen, seen 
read and used the relevant NSOE products. There was no significant difference between 
these two batches of respondents. 

Percentage of total respondents that have not seen, seen, read and used the 
relevant SOE products

0

20

40

60

80

100

not seen seen read used

%

SOE Web-based version

SOE CD-ROM version

SOE Printed Overview
English version
SOE Printed Overview
Another Language version
SOE Booklet for Schools

SOE Poster

SOE Brochures

SOE Video

SOE Press Reports

 

Figure 25. First batch of respondents indicating whether they have not seen, seen, read 
or used the SOE products. 
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Figure 26. Second batch of respondents indicating whether they have not seen, seen, 
read or used the SOE products. 
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APPENDIX V 

THE USEFULLNESS OF ALL THE NSOE PRODUCTS 
 

The usefulness of the National SOE products
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