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The benefits from intact habitats and healthy ecosystems extend well beyond biodiversity. This 
report is part of an ongoing effort by the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) to analyze 
the relationship between the projects it supports and poverty reduction. 
 
This analysis includes a socioeconomic study across the CEPF geographic funding area and a 
project- and portfolio-specific study performed through administering questionnaires to grantees. 
The socioeconomic information provides CEPF with more detailed information about the areas 
where it invests, and can be layered with existing biodiversity data to present a more 
comprehensive picture of the priority areas. Project-specific information, collected through 
questionnaires, provides specific data on key indicators agreed upon by the CEPF donor partners. 
In addition, this report incorporates narrative examples of how CEPF-supported conservation 
projects contribute to poverty reduction.  
 
The project-level information is presented in a standard format agreed upon with the CEPF donor 
partners that is then globally aggregated as a part of the regular quarterly reporting to the partners. 
This approach has so far been completed in ten regions: Atlantic Forest, Cape Floristic Region, 
Guinean Forests of West Africa, Madagascar and Indian Ocean Islands, Philippines, Southern 
Mesoamerica, Succulent Karoo, Sundaland, Tropical Andes, and Tumbes-Chocó-Magdalena. The 
following report presents the results from the Cape Floristic Region Hotspot, emphasizing the 
sub-regions of that hotspot identified as priorities for investment by CEPF. 
 
CEPF�s Cape Floristic Region ecosystem profile relies heavily on the Cape Action Plan for the 
Environment, a comprehensive plan for conservation and development created between 1998 and 
2000. Of the priorities identified by the plan, CEPF selected several for investment: three areas in 
excess of 500,000 hectares representing potential corridors, or mega-reserves, called the 
Cederberg Region, the Gouritz Initiative, and the Baviaanskloof Mega-Reserve; and the 
remaining natural veld lowland areas (Figure 1). Key lowland areas include the Northwest 
Lowlands Region, the Southwest Lowlands Region, and the Southeast Lowlands. The Agulhas 
Biodiversity Initiative and the Garden Route Initiative, also important conservation areas in the 
Cape Floristic Region, receive funding from other sources and thus are not priorities for CEPF 
investment. 
 
Data from various complementary sources were used for the analyses presented in this report. For 
the entire region and each corridor, we compiled and examined available socioeconomic data 
from South Africa. For individual projects, we collected and analyzed data from CEPF grantees. 
This report summarizes the data analysis at a regional scale, at a corridor scale, and for individual 
projects. 
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Figure 1. Map of CEPF Priority Areas in the Cape Floristic Region Hotspot 
 

 
 

 
Initiative-Wide (Regional) Level 
The Cape Floristic Region Hotspot covers about 78,500 square kilometers in the southern part of 
South Africa. Although South Africa is one of the most developed countries on the African 
continent, standard measures of socioeconomic conditions such as the human development index 
and the poverty index indicate the presence of considerable poverty (Table 1). Much of the 
hotspot is rural, though concentrations of people occur along the coast in cities and towns such as 
Cape Town (in the Southwest Lowlands) and Port Elizabeth (in the Southeast Lowlands). 
 
Table 1. National development and poverty levels for the Cape Floristic Region Hotspot 

 South Africa 

Human Development Index: value (rank a) 0.658 (#120) 
Human Poverty Index: value (rank a) 30.9 (#56) 
% population living on less than $2 per day 34.1 
% population living on less than $1 per day 10.7 

a : Rank among less developed countries globally 
Source: United Nations Development Programme-Human Development Reports online: http://www.undp.org/reports/ 
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Corridor Level 
To explore the socioeconomic context of CEPF corridors in the Cape Floristic Region Hotspot, 
this study examined variables widely recognized as indicators of poverty, focusing on both 
population and housing characteristics. The distribution of poverty can be shown in map form, 
presented for small geographic units called small areas in South Africa. Recent (2001) data on 
persons lacking education, housing units lacking electricity, and housing units lacking piped 
water are available for small geographic areas, providing evidence of how these indicators vary 
across the hotspot. Mapping the percentage of people lacking education indicates that in the vast 
majority of small areas in CEPF priority areas, 10-25 percent of the residents have never had any 
formal education (Figure 2). A few small areas with fewer than 10 percent of their residents 
lacking education occur in the CEPF priority areas, as do a few with more than 25 percent lacking 
education, though there are no clear geographic patterns with respect to the priority areas. 
Mapping housing units lacking electricity indicates more geographic variability than education 
(Figure 3). Relatively fewer housing units lack electricity in the Northwest Lowlands and 
Southwest Lowlands than in the Cederberg Region, Gouritz Initiative, and Baviaanskloof Mega-
reserve, with more than half the housing units in the last three areas lacking electricity. 
Availability of electricity for the remaining priority areas falls between levels found in the two 
groups of areas just mentioned. Finally, mapping access to piped water shows that people in 
priority areas generally had consistent, high access in the westernmost regions, with increasing 
variability (and decreasing access to piped water) in the eastern regions beginning with the 
Gouritz Initiative (Figure 4). 
 
Figure 2. Percentage of people lacking education, 2001 
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Figure 3. Percentage of households lacking electricity, 2001 
 

 
 
Figure 4. Percentage of households lacking piped water, 2001 
 

 
 


