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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAS) are désdtias relatively large areas encompassing one
or more protected areas, which straddle frontiexsveen one or more countries (World Bank,
1996). The 99,800 khGaza-Kruger-Gonarezhou Transfrontier ConservatioeaAvas formally
established in November 2000, when an agreemensigasd by the governments of Zimbabwe,
South Africa and Mozambique. In 2001 a smaller areataining the ‘core protected areas’ of
Kruger National Park in South Africa, Gonarezhoutidtzal Park in Zimbabwe, and Limpopo
National Park in Mozambique was recognized as treatGLimpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP)
(Wolmer, 2003) (see front cover).

The aim of this study was to establish the econompacts of tourism accommodation and
activities in the Great Limpopo Transfrontier Cans¢ion Area (GLTFCA). The objectives
included to:

Replicate a study conducted by Suich et al (2005)he economic impacts of tourism in the
Kavango-Zambezi TFCA, within the GLTFCA;

Establish the impacts of accommodation and toumradimg in the Mozambican, South
African, Zimbabwean parts of the TFCA,

Establish levels of local benefits in relation tderprise equity, local employment and wages
from tourism in the GLTFCA,;

Ascertain revenues generated by tourism from tandsaccommodation; and

Establish whether the GLTFCA has an impact on sourdevelopment.

The Suich et al (2005) methodology was largely aggek in 2007, aside from minor changes made
to questionnaires. Interviews were undertaken \BBhaccommodation enterprises and 21 tour
operator businesses in South Africa and Zimbabweclwrepresented an estimated 25% of the
population of enterprises based in this regiorhefGreat Limpopo TFCA. However, for logistical
and human resources reasons, no interviews werertakdn with enterprises in Mozambique.
Therefore, this report was compiled almost entitgfycombining two country reports by masters
students working in South Africa (Tangawamira, 208&d Zimbabwe (Dzingirai, 2007)

Within the enterprises interviewed there is attieasapacity of 1186 rooms (2925 beds), capacity
for 172,379 campers, and also for 1,522,780 petpfearticipate on a tour within the GLTFCA.
The accommodation enterprises in the sample cafere851,892 visitors, while the tour operators
reported 96,582 clients in 2006 (although it is kiwbwn to what extent some of the visitors may
have participated in a tour, and stayed at theraowadation enterprises sampled).

The tourism industry in South Africa is dominateg Ibcal ownership (82% of accommodation;
50% of tour operators). A majority of the owners ahite people (61% accommodation, 83% tour
operators). In Zimbabwe, the majority of accordatmn is also locally owned (62%
accommodation; 60% tour operations), but white feare less dominant in their level of
ownership (47% for accommodation, 40% for tour apm@s).

In South Africa, the GLTFCA tourism sample emplay&6 people in the accommodation sector,
and 476 in the tour operator sector. The majoritghe employees are local residents (61% in
accommodation; 70% among tour operators). In Zbmlea by contrast, the level number of
employees is lower, but the proportion of those #ra local is higher than in South Africa. The
accommodation sample in Zimbabwe employs 432 peapie 219 in the tour operator sector. The
majority of the employees are local residents (88%ccommodation; 88% among tour operators).



In South Africa, the local wages from accommodatorerprises is an estimated US$24 million
per year, and $609,000 from tours. In Zimbabwe |dlcal wages from accommodation enterprises
are an estimated US$473,000 per year, and $51r600tburs.

In South Africa, there was no data on local prooeet from accommodation facilities, but tour
operators sampled stated that they spent US$392¢@@lly in 2006. In Zimbabwe, the local

expenditure by accommodation enterprises internvewas an estimated US$505,000 with an
additional $52,600 from tours.

The South African enterprises generated US$85 anilfrom accommodation, and $52 million
from tours in 2006. In Zimbabwe, US$6.8 million wgenerated from accommodation, and
US$337,000 from tours in the same year. This shbassthe level of revenue from tourism in the
Zimbabwean portion of the TFCA is far lower thanSouth Africa. Data from South Africa also
indicates that tourism in this part of the GLTFGAains $5.1 million from tours in local profit each
year (there was no data for accommodation). Inbaiomwve, the local economy profits of
US$28,500 from accommodation and $3000 from tau006.

The study has provided an interesting overviewhaf €conomic impacts of a small sample of
tourism accommodation and tour operator enterpogesating within the Great Limpopo TFCA.
Due to small and variable sample sizes within tielys the results have not been extrapolated to
make implications regarding the total economic iotpaf the TFCA on the local economy.
Although the studies implemented did not cover Mokmue, as had been intended, anecdotal
evidence suggests that there is currently limitegism development in that region of the TFCA.



2 INTRODUCTION

Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAS) are désdtias relatively large areas encompassing one
or more protected areas, which straddle frontiesveen one or more countries (World Bank,
1996). In comparison to national parks, TFCAsehthe potential to conserve a greater diversity
of species within larger geographical areas angrtmmote co-operative wildlife management
between nations (BSP, 1999). TFCAs may also imgmapportunities for tourism, by allowing
visitors to disperse over greater areas and oliiter quality experiences (Singh, 1999), and by
offering more diverse attractions (van der Lindeaet2001). The World Wide Fund for Nature
(WWF) suggests that TFCAs have the capacity taegreally develop sustainable tourism that
may support the costs of conservation managemehile valso providing employment and
entrepreneurial opportunities for poor people imedeping countries (BSP, 1999).

The 99,800 krh Gaza-Kruger-Gonarezhou Transfrontier ConservatioreaAwas formally
established in November 2000, when an agreemensigasd by the governments of Zimbabwe,
South Africa and Mozambique. In 2001 a smaller areataining the ‘core protected areas’ of
Kruger National Park in South Africa, Gonarezhoutidtzal Park in Zimbabwe, and Limpopo
National Park in Mozambique was recognized as treatGLimpopo Transfrontier Park (GLTP)
(Wolmer, 2003). A formal treaty for this 35,000 kmansboundary area was signed in November
2002 (Huggins et al. 2003) as the first phase tdsvéine wider, and re-branded, Great Limpopo
TFCA (see front cover).

The TFCA has generated interest amongst consemggadoecause of its potential to become one
of the largest conservation areas in the world.e &@hea could conserve the widest variety of
wildlife on earth, with areas of great cultural ah@torical value: making it an area of global
conservation significance (Hanks, 1998). Howe%enn the initial planning stages, it was clear
that there were disparities between the three ceghtpolicies and law enforcement, access to
finance, approaches to natural resource managertteegts to biodiversity, relationships with
neighbouring communities, and levels of tourismrastructure (Afrosearch, 1999; Gelderblom et
al.1998).

Underlying the TFCA process is the Southern Afri€avelopment Community (SADC) Wildlife
Policy. This promotes the establishment of TFCAsaasieans for interstate cooperation in the
management and sustainable use of ecosystemsahsteénd national boundaries. In addition, the
SADC Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Emfement promotes regional cooperation in
the development of a common framework for the corag®n of natural resources, enforcement of
laws governing these resources and their sust@nsadd, provides the framework for transfrontier
development and management (Mtisi & Chaumba 2001).

The institutional structure of stakeholders workorgthe GLTP has a hierarchical arrangement that
incorporates a Trilateral Ministerial Committee (T)M a Joint Management Board (JMB), a
coordinating party and management committees. TIME consists of the Ministers designated
and mandated by the participating countries anesponsible for overall policy guidance in the
development of the transfrontier park. The comnaite chaired on a 2-year rotational basis and
meets at least annually (Codex, 2001-2004; Schirer003). The JMB is supported by four
management committees, which advise and assisthén ilmplementation and day-to-day
management of the GLTP. They are responsible fptementation of the JMB’s action plan and
need to ensure full participation by all appromiastakeholders when preparing policy
recommendations and resource management plansx i -2004).

The GLTP Joint Management Plan (JMP) encouragepdhle to work closely with the tourism
industry within a framework of sustainable touristhihe plan aims for a market related strategic
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plan and the harmonisation of tourism related ratuhs (e.g. entry fees, speed limits) and border
access for certain activities (e.g. guided walkica@noe, horse, camel or elephant back trails and
balloon safaris). The JMP also specifies thatvaies should be transparently outsourced to the
private sector, and also that an element of preéereshould be given to local entrepreneurs. The
plan states that local people should not only begreed as potential employees, but should also
have an equity stake in tourism businesses, hasasado business opportunities and the capacity to
tender for contracts (JMB, 2002). The plan alsemamends that cultural tourism be developed and
marketed within local communities (JMB, 2002).

2.1 Tourism and the Great Limpopo TFCA

During 2000, nature-based tourism was estimatggnerate an aggregate of $3.6 bn from Africans
and non-Africans, and contributed 9 per cent adltGross Domestic Product (GDP) for the SADC

region in 1999. The nature-based tourism sectorresgsonsible for an estimated 2.8 million non-

African arrivals and 6.1 million African arrival§¢holes & Biggs, 2004).

The characteristics of the nature-based tourismketain South Africa, Zimbabwe and
Mozambique indicate a relatively strong demandaia of the participating countries, with 78.9%
of South African, 76% of Zimbabwean tourism arrs/g@larticipating in nature tourism. Income
from nature-based tourism across the three cosngemerates an estimated US$2.45 billion each
year (Scholes & Biggs, 204

2.1.1 South Africa

In South Africa, the GLTP comprises of Kruger NaabPark (KNP), but the wider scope of the
GLTFCA has not yet been defined. KNP has well tped tourism infrastructure, with 25 rest
camps of various sizes providing 4056 beds, in tamdito 405 caravan and camping sites
(UNEP/WCMC, 2004). Although the overall standardaoEommodation is not considered high by
international standards, accommodation ranges floxury tented-camps to self-catering
guesthouses and cottages (KPMG, 2002). KNP hasoéipgately 1.4 million visitors per year
(Stevens, 2005) and generates an annual incomewiaUS$40 m (JMB, 2002).

Until 2000, all tourism infrastructure inside KNPasvdeveloped, owned and operated by South
African National Parks (SANParks). At this time I[SRarks embarked on a commercialisation
process that allowed the parastatal to grant cermeares rights for the use of defined areas of
land and infrastructure within National Parks, dedpwith the opportunity to build and operate
tourism facilities over twenty-year concession pasi (SANParks, 2001). The aim of the process
has been to increase the net revenue that commedisities contribute to SANPark's core
function of nature conservation. The program ledthle transfer of management of tourism
operations to commercial operators, who were cemnsdito be more qualified and equipped to
such facilities than SANParks (van Jaarsveld, 2004jor objectives included the promotion of
economic empowerment of the formerly disadvantagfeel,promotion and provision of business
opportunities to emerging entrepreneurs (in padickecal communities adjacent to national parks)
and the application of SANPark’s environmental tatijons and global parameters to all
concessions (SANParks, 2000a).

Seven accommodation concession contracts in KN agreed in December 2000 that guaranteed
SANParks a minimum income of R202 millfoaver a 20-year period, with all assets revertmg t
SANParks. Three of the concessionaires were blaok-glled consortia, and all of the others had

YIn real Net Present Value terms.



significant percentages of shareholding by Hisadljc Disadvantaged Individuals (HD)s The
average percentage of HDI shareholding within #nes concessionaires (either immediately or
contractually bound to be in place within 3 years)s 53% (SANParks, 2001). The concessions
added approximately 250 beds to KNP’s existing aonodation facilities (KMPG, 2002).

However, the concessionaires have not performedetiss they had anticipated over the first three
years. In 2004 SANParks undertook an investigatiothe concessionaires’ financial progress, and
found that that concessionaires had effectivelytbadmuch for their sites. For the first threergea
occupancies were 22% lower than the bid forecast tlae fixed concession fees amounted to R29
million despite concessionaires incurring losse®84#.9 million (van Jaarsveld, 2004). The total
actual capital investment for the KNP concessioras WR218.8 million: 65% more than the
anticipated R 132.3 million. The companies hacksted between 22% and 118% more than they
had predicted in their bids (van Jaarsveld, 2004he upmarket game lodge industry in South
Africa is highly volatile and risky, characteriség sensitivity to market fluctuations, a highly
competitive market, high capital requirements; Higled costs, and a requirement for predictable
and high quality game viewing. Apparently the laakinformation regarding the market for
concessions inside national parks at the time eftédmder process coupled with concessionaires
bidding in a competitive environment led to thenemstimating their potential performance. In
addition, van Jaarsveld (2004) reports that toudsgmand in South Africa has become increasingly
price driven, and growth is being experienced mttiree-star market due to the high end five-and
four-star markets being less affordable. SANP&lzurrently undergowing a consultation process
with concessionaires to address and ameliorate sbtheir constraints. The problems faced by the
concessionaires in KNP need to be understood ierotdat future concession programs in
Mozambique and Zimbabwe build on the South Afrieaperience. It has been reported that that
commercialisation of the restaurants and retailetaitwill lead to a guaranteed annual spend of
R6.9 million in adjacent HDI communities. With the restaurants there is 40% ownership by
black individuals, 10% ownership by a communitystriand 10% equity among employees
(Varghese, 2005).

The Kruger National Park’'s management plan (Soufiican Parks 2006) documents well the
paradigm shift of their plans towards the integnatiof cultural and natural resources base
experiences through adaptive management. This afgails the empowerment of the local
communities for cultural and ecotourism opport@stiSuch a system has been adopted by other
organizations that have tourism establishmentshen gark. However, most of these activities
involve the communities being given opportunities produce project proposal for their
development and being provided with employment erattnan a chance to manage their own
tourism ventures.

When including the whole of the Mpumalanga provijrtbe population of the people in the area is
approximately 3 million individuals live in the aewhich is about 6.9% of the total South African

human population (Saayman & Saayman 2006). Thesencmities are among the poorest in South
Africa. According to the Statistics South AfricaD(), tourism has an important role in boosting
the economy of the Mpumalanga region. The regi@ugh has a gross domestic product that is
7.2% of the economic output of South Africa, whishthe forth lowest in all the nine provinces.

Further, Saayman & Saayman (2006), state that themddlanga province has the lowest human
development index, lower than the South African rage. There are therefore a lot of

developmental needs in the province including etlmieajobs and housing for the people that some
tourism activities are addressing (Spenceley 2006).

2 HDIs are defined by SANParks as individuals whecitizens of the Republic of South Africa who, @ting to
racial classification, did not have the right tdevor had restricted voting rights immediately ptmthe 1994 elections
(SANParks 2000b).
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2.1.2 Zimbabwe

In Zimbabwe the GLTP consists of Gonarezhou Nati®zak (GNP), and is proposed to include
the Sengwe communal area. The GLTFCA also includedilangwe, Save, Chiredzi and Bubiana
Conservancies. Gonarezhou includes a rest camgniki, providing rondavels with 16 beds.
The transport infrastructure, although availablamd around GNP, is in a state of disrepair due to
poor funding and maintenance. Roads are untarretha@npark, poorly maintained and mainly
accessible by 4x4 (KPMG, 2002, JMB, 200Rgtween 1996 and 1998 there were approximately
6000 visitors to Gonarezhou annually, of which a0 per cent were foreigners. By 2004 this
number had declined steeply (along with other ame#lse country) to just over 2600 per annum, of
which 7.7 per cent were international (Stevens52@hd more than half were day visitors (JMB,
2002).

The 1998-2004 GNP Management Plan proposed théareaf 13 ‘undeveloped’ campsites and
15 developed sites, 20 day-visitor picnic siteadldition to new hides and viewing points (KPMG,
2002) which have gone out to tender (Pers. Corvlutepfa, 2005). Reports from the ZTA indicate
that during 2004 the Ministry of Finance allocaté#il7.9 billion (R26 million) to upgrading
international airports, including refurbishing tiBuffalo Range Airport that is used to reach
Gonarezhou. The state also allocated Z$2.2 bil{i|gB8.2 million) to upgrade existing tourism
facilities in GNP. It was indicated that they Haehun with three main areas of road development,
electrification and communications to provide facessibility for interested investors to develop
campsites. However, the ZTA indicates that a lackunds has put de-mining programs along the
borders on hold (Chikanga, 2004).

The Peace Parks Foundation report that the goveitnmade over $1 million available for
Gonarezhou National Park’s infrastructure, suchngsoving access roads, providing electricity
and water to existing campsites and constructimitiadal ones. The establishment of a combined
local authority comprising the Chiredzi, Beit Bredlg@nd Chipinge district councils furthermore
provided an institutional framework to enable theation of the Sengwe/Tshipise Corridor, which
will be de-mined. A site is also being cleared daraccess facility at Chitulipasi for when a direct
crossing point over the Limpopo River is built.drder to provide strategic guidelines and direction
for the development of the park, the GLTP joint sgement board is developing a five—year
integrated development and business plan with #eeatl objective of providing a comprehensive
package of business and investment opportunities.plan will also guide the joint management
board and management committee activities ovendixé five years, as well as the country-specific
interdepartmental budgeting processes; providenpiatefunders and donors with information on
the GLTP; and establish the baseline for evaluaiidhe GLTP project (PPF, undated).

2.1.3 Mozambique

The GLTP in Mozambique is proposed to include thredopo National Park (LNP) (JMB, 2002).
LNP was a hunting zone called Coutada 16 until Muser 2001 when it became a national park
(Huggins et al. 2003).

LNP has a tourism masterplan, zoning plans, anthfaastructure development plans have been
drawn up. The Tourism framework identifies fiverfs of tourism that can be accommodated in
LNP: recreational, adventure, consumptive, culthrsiorical, and ecotourism (Limpopo
Development Consortium, 2004). KfW has helped marfice the construction of a network of safe
roads, basic infrastructure for the establishménprosate tourist camps and lodges, fences to
protect the villages from roaming wildlife, and tleenstruction of health stations and village
schools in the fringe areas of the park (KfwW, 2004)



In addition to facilities for administration, gamnangers and environmental education, the LNP
Tourism Development Plan proposes four entrancesgdassingir, Giriyondo Border Post (which

opened on 16 August 2006), Mapai and Pafuri BoRtest. It is predicted that in addition to the

2184 potential overnight visitors, 160 day-visiterl also be able to enter LNP. At capacity, and
with a 2-night average stay, it is anticipated tina park may have a capacity of 486,180 visitors
per annum (Limpopo Development Consortium, 2004).

PPF (undated) reports that major developments kealken place to boost tourism to the Great
Limpopo Transfrontier Park. In total 3885 animads/é been translocated and many animals have
also migrated from Kruger by themselves. To enageirdis, as further 30 km section of fence
along the northern boundary between Kruger and bjpopNational Park was dropped. Peace Parks
Foundation is assisting the Mozambican governnreaverseeing the development of the Limpopo
National Park (LNP) — a project approved by the &Aember states and funded by the German
Ministry of Cooperation through KfW. Progress instldevelopment includes the following (PPF,
undated):

All known suspected mined areas as well as all ldpveent sites have been cleared of land
mines and unexploded ordnance.

A resource mapping exercise was completed in thietbrmone of the park in an effort to
support the livelihood of the communities livingide the park along the Limpopo River by
ensuring that they have an area adequate for tleewurce utilisation needs. A new
boundary for the buffer zone was subsequently metgot with the communities.

Field rangers have been trained and deployed inptrd, bringing the total to 73.
Workshops were also held between communities aatd fangers to enhance collaboration
and cooperation.

Management and Tourism Development Plans wereedkaftccording to the latter, the park
has a potential to accommodate 486,180 visitorapeum and would need to provide 2184
beds.

A resettlement working committee was establishede Tommittee has approved the
resettlement framework which was developed andagased on a plan of action on how to
continue.

The following tourism projects now exist (PPF, utedkx:

Machampane tented camp, which is situated in thieide of a pristine wilderness area in
the Lebombo Mountains. Accommodation consists wfity en-suite tents on raised decks,
set into the river bank and overlooking the MachangpRiver.

The Machampane wilderness trail, which offers aightd day experience with daily
walking trails in the company of experienced arngsane rangers. The trail meanders
through open bushveld, descends into river gorgdsaands its way through dense riverine
and mopani forest.

The Shingwedzi 4x4 eco-trail, which is aimed aethush lovers and is a guided, self-drive,
4 night/S day 4x4 trail which offers a unique pieriag opportunity to no more than six
participant 4x4 vehicles to explore the tracks wilderness of the park. Three 4x4 camps
with ablution facilities have been built along thail.

The Aguia Pesqueira (Fish Eagle) campsite, whicsitisated halfway between Giriyondo
and Massingir and provides the opportunity to camp@ plateau with a spectacular view of
the Massingir Dam, measuring 103 km2 and featuaimgbundance of bird life.

The Massingir hiking trail offers a 4 night/5 dayderness adventure hiking experience.



2.1.4 Aim and objectives

The aim of this study was to establish the econompacts of tourism accommodation and
activities in the GLTFCA. The objectives includied

Replicate a study conducted by Suich et al (2005)he economic impacts of tourism in the
Kavango-Zambezi TFCA, within the GLTFCA;

Establish the impacts of accommodation and toumratimg in the Mozambican, South
African, Zimbabwean parts of the TFCA,

Establish levels of local benefits in relation tgerprise equity, local employment and wages
from tourism in the GLTFCA;

Ascertain revenues generated by tourism from tandsaccommodation; and

Establish whether the GLTFCA has an impact on soaidevelopment.

3 METHODOLOGY

Three masters students were recruited to undeasgessments of tourism in Mozambique, South
Africa and Zimbabwe. The purpose of this approaah to build human resources capacity in
economic impact assessment in southern Africat@pdovide an opportunity for funded masters
research. Each student was provided with a relsdardget from the IUCN’s Southern African
Sustainable Use Specialist Group (SASUSG) to ctraesportation, per diem, and allocation for
field assistants. Their research was undertak@0@® and 2007. However, studies were completed
for South Africa and Zimbabwe only by the conclusaf the IUCN contraét Therefore, survey

data for Mozambique is not available at this timd the report presents a partial picture of tourism
in the GLTFCA, based on the two field assistanbregpfrom South Africa (Tangawamira, 2008)
and Zimbabwe (Dzingirai, 2007).

The method largely replicated the approach uséldeiKAZA study undertaken by Suich et al
(2005). The characteristics of tourism entergrisethe GLTFCA region was established by
surveying accommodation providers and independemtdperators. The questionnaire used by
Suich et al (2005) included questions regardingype of business (e.g. capacity, origin of guest,
type of ownership, owner residence and ethnicihg,financial aspects of the business, and
employment, and also questions on local procurewfgmtoducts and services. Two questionnaires
were applied: one for accommodation providers aralfor tour operators (see Appendix 1). The
guestionnaire was translated into Portuguese foligtion in Mozambique (although this was not
used).

3.1.1 Sampling

An inventory of tourism establishments in Southiédrwas compiled using information from
SANParks and Mpumalanga Tourism Authority. Data Zimbabwe was obtained from
Zimbabwe Tourism Authority (ZTA) and to a lessetest through the snowballing method where
the identified enterprises provided information atbihe other players. The inventory can be found
in Appendix 2.

Questionnaires were delivered to the enterpriselsdoygl (with face-to-face interviews) or post and
email where interviews were not possible. The srasstudents employed local field assistants to

® The reason for was related to the contract. IUGIS anly able to pay expenses based on receiptstfrefield work,
and no advances could be made. The Mozambiquesasseaild not generate sufficient advanced fundsménce the
work initially (the South African and Zimbabwearsassors also faced problems in this regard). fifdaacial issue
has implications for future projects, and idealiyances should be made available to facilitatearebework.
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undertake some of the interviews in the two coestriInformation within the questionnaires was
supplemented by data from the internet, brochueggrts and observation.

Limitations to the surveys included:

A lack of comprehensive information on tourism eptises within the study region.
Other commitments of the private sector limitingeithavailability (e.g. Durban’s
tourism indaba).

Sometimes managers of enterprises were not avaifabinterview, and other staff did
not have access to all the information required.

The length of the questionnaire

Sensitive nature of some of the questions (e.gnguhe time of research one tourism
enterprise in Zimbabwe was closed by the Centradl@mgations of false representation
of financial records.)

Table 1 outlines the possible and actual numbeerdérprises surveyed in South Africa and

Zimbabwe. Where the exact population of tour omesadind accommodation were not known, this
is indicated. The sample of accommodation and ¢perators was therefore an estimated 25% of
the population operating in the area.

Table 1: Sample and population size of establishmes) by region

Accommodation Tour Operators
Area Surveyed Total Surveyed Total
South Africa : Kruger National Park 30 2137 14 367
South Africa : Other concessions 8 15 2 7
Zimbabwe 17 22 5 10
Total 55 250 21 53

All the data were entered in Microsoft Excel andcisoft Access and analysed using either
Statistica or Excel. Some financial data is misasgsome of the respondents did not feel free to
divulge their financial statements, while othersl hittle knowledge of the enterprises’ finances.
Some of the data were interpolated from regressnatysis (where data was missing).

Summary statistics were calculated as sums, wealghteerages and percentage of total, as
undertaken by Suich et al. (2005). All financialues were converted to US$ equivalents, using the
rates shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Exchange rates applied

Currency converted $US conversion rates

South African Rand (ZAR) |1 US$ = ZAR 6. 64

Zimbabwe Dollars (ZWD) Official rate: 1USD = ZWD 250 (applied)
Unofficial rate: 1USD = ZWD 140 000 on 22/6/07
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4 RESULTS

To enhance readability of the results, data rejatineach country report is not directly referenced
in the text, but nevertheless, the data is drawecty from reports for South Africa (Tangawamira
2008) and Zimbabwe (Dzingirai, 2007). Data is pnésé for accommodation and tour operators
separately in the following results section, foliog/the structure used by Suich et al (2005).

4.1 Accommodation

In all, 48 accommodation enterprises were survageHouth Africa and 22 were interviewed in
Zimbabwe.

4.1.1 Profile of establishments

45% of establishments in South Africa had less tB@rrooms but most of the businesses could
accommodate more than 12 people per enterprise.rdtes for accommodation varied from
ZAR100 (US$15) for rest camps to ZAR 16,000 (US$D4it some lodges.

Some of the accommodation establishments in Zimbadiao offered touring services in addition
to accommodation. Two establishments offered oapming facilities. 53% of the establishments
had less than 20 beds and 47% had between 20 ab@&d®0 Rates of accommodation ranged
between ZWD90,000 (US$360) and ZWD400,000 (US$),680night.

In total, the surveys in the GLTFCA representedabbommodation enterprises, with capacity of
2925 beds (1186 rooms), and annual bednight capaici.2 million person-nights (see Table 3).

Table 3: Capacity per night of establishments

| Total | Average| Median | Minimum | Maximum

South Africa: n=38

Number of rooms 1020 27 10 5 234
Number of beds 2639 69 20 12 505
Camping capacity 172,259 | 4533 15 0 55209

Annual (bednight) capacity 963,235 | 25,348 | 7,300 3,650 184,325

Zimbabwe: n=17

No of rooms 166 10 9 5 28
No of beds 286 11 25 12 28
Camping capacity 120 40 0 0 50

Annual (bed night) capacity 1,239,125 8,718 9,125 4,380 20,440

The average length of stay per establishment iriiSatrica was 3 nights, ranging from 1 day to

more than 2 months for those people doing reseamdhcamping in the park. Average year-round
bednight occupancy was greater than 50%, rangorg #5.9% to over 89%. The average length of
stay in Zimbabwe was 3.4 days. The average yeardrdned occupancy is approximately 46%
ranging from 7% to in excess of 80%.

Most accommodation businesses in South Africa \perate (58%), although the state enterprises
had greater capacity (64%), sold more bednight®oj88nd employed more people (54%).

Establishments in Zimbabwe are mostly privately e&r{58%). The joint partnerships are not
prevalent: only 12% of the establishments are jogrtures between community and the private
sector. The state owns only 18% of the establisten@nZimbabwe but these also account for a
considerable proportion of people employed (36%g (Bable 4).
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Table 4: Share of accommodation sector by ownershigpe

No. of % of | Capacity | Bednights| Turnover | Employment
enterprises | total (%) sold (%) (%) (%)
South Africa: n=38
Private 22 58 32 8 3 28
Public 6 16 4 2 2 18
Company
State 10 26 64 89 95 54
Zimbabwe: n=17
Private 10 58 43 43 76 42
State 3 18 35 35 2 36
Public 2 12 11 11 10 6
Company
Community 2 12 11 11 13 16
/Private Joint
Venture

Two corporate hotels in South Africa also have @dsthments in Mozambique and other East
African countries. Most of the establishments aally owned (82%) by white people (61%). In
terms of ownership, over half of the establishm@m@imbabwe are owned by people living in the
local area (65%), and nearly a tenth are ownedubjigp companies. Both the local owners and
corporate companies are white, although nearlyrd df all enterprise owners are black (29%) (see

Table 5).
Table 5: Share of accommodation sector by owner'ssidence and ethnicity
No. of % of Capacity Bednights | Turnover | Employment

establishments total (%) sold (%) (%) (%)
South Africa: n=38
Owner’s residence
Local 31 82 81 97 100 96
Foreign 1 3 15 1 - 4
No data 6 15 4 2 - -
Owner’s ethnicity
Black 1 3 8 2 - 4
White 23 61 27 8 3 23
Other 11 29 63 89 95 52
No data 4 7 2 1 2 21
Zimbabwe: n=17
Owner’s residence
Local 10 65 47 48 76 46
National 3 23 37 37 8 37
Foreign 3 18 14 15 16 18
Owner’s ethnicity
Black 5 29 45 45 14 37
White 8 47 33 33 63 41
Black/ White 2 12 11 11 13 16
partners
Corporate 2 12 11 11 10 6
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4.1.2 Profile of guests

An estimated 825,554 guests visited Kruger Nati®taak and the surrounding areas in 2006, while
only 26,338 overnight guests (3%) visited the Zibwean side of the GLTFCA. The majority
(65%) of tourists in Zimbabwe are domestic, whHe majority in South Africa are foreign (see
Table 6). People outside the GLTFCA and foreignntoes are not coming in large numbers
perhaps because of the bad publicity and poor eopn®f those foreigners who come, the
majority are from Southern Africa, and in partiauouth Africa. Typically the tourists start their
visit on the South African side of the park and ptete their visit in Zimbabwe.

Table 6: Origin of guests to the GLTFCA

Domestic | GLTFCA | Foreign | Total
South Africa: n=10
Average (%) |27 6 67 100
No. of visitors | 221,248 52,836 551,470 825,554
Zimbabwe: n=17
Average % 65 18 17 100
No of visitors | 17,120 4,741 4,477 26,338

Nearly half of the South African visitors visitirthe enterprises sampled are part of an organised
group. While there are organized groups and overtaoups visiting the Zimbabwean enterprises,
the majority of the visitors (63%) are independaee Table 7). There are few fly-in packages, and
it is customary for tourists to drive themselvese@and trips are difficult because of the shortage
of fuel and poor roads in that part of the coumthere the conservation areas lie.

Table 7: Guests by category

Self drive/ Fly- Overland | Organised Non- Total
Independent | in/package group tourist
guest
South Africa: n=6
Average (%) | 12 | 21 | 8 | 49 | 10 | 100
Zimbabwe: n=17
Average % | 63 | 8 | 5 | 8 | 16 | 100

On average, enterprises in South Africa reported mhost of their visitors made direct bookings
(71%) or via operators in the TFCA (53%). In Zimbah the majority are walk in guests (50%) or
make direct bookings (30%) (see Table 8).

Table 8: Method of booking accommodation

Walk in | Direct Local hotels/| Foreign hotels/| GLTFCA
Booking | operators operators Operators
South Africa: n=9
Average (%) | 2 | 71| 10 | 11 | 53
Zimbabwe: n=17
Average % | 50 | 30 | 10 | 5 | 5

4.1.3 Time Trends

In South Africa, many of the enterprises intervidwed been open for less than ten years (48%).
The majority of the establishments in Zimbabwe @gkerbetween 1991- 2000 before the
commencement of the TFCA. Only 24% opened betwd0 2and 2006 (see Table 9). The
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difference between the two countries is stark,aating poor conditions in Zimbabwe for new

tourism investment, by contrast to South Africa.

Table 9: GLTFCA Establishments opening year

Year opened No. opening in year in South No. opening in year in
Africa Zimbabwe
<1969 1 0
1970-80 4 3
1981-1990 8 0
1991-2000 0 9
2001-2007 12 4
Total 25 17

4.1.4 Finances

An estimated total of US$46 million was received thg by SANParks for the financial year
2005/2006 (SANParks, 2006). For 24 establishmamtgeged, over US$70.6 million was received
for accommodation only, with an average of $2.9iamilper enterprise.

Much of the revenue in Zimbabwe is generated fraoommodation. The table suggests that
accommodation contributes 57% of the total reveolestablishments. In terms of operating

expenditure, it is clear that much of the expendiia on non wage-costs (see Table 10).

Table 10: Revenue and operatin

g expenditures

Regional Enterprise Enterprise | Regional

Total average median Total
South Africa: n=variable
Revenue ZAR ZAR ZAR USs$
Total (n=6) 76,783,039 | 12,797,173 856,733 11,563,711
Accommodation (n=24) 469,056,037 | 19,544,002 | 17,729,145| 70,640,969
Bar & restaurant 19,746,000 82,275 82,000 2,973,795
(Private establishments in Kruger
National Park)
Tours (n=1) 3,249,886 3,249,886 249,886 489,441
Operating expenditures
Total wages and salaries (n=1) 221,803,000 - - BBOH6
Zimbabwe: n=17
Revenue ZWD ZWD ZWD US$
Total 790,151,032 | 46,479,472 | 62,213,000 3,160,604
Accommodation 449,595,937 | 26,446,820 | 28,614,708 1,998,384
Bar & restaurant 340,555,095| 20,032,653 | 25,543,878 1,362,220
Tours 79,805,294 1,596,106 2,557,212 319,221
Operating expenditures
Total wages and salaries 134,325,675 | 118,522,654 | 114,215,000 537,303
Non-wage operating costs 323,961,923 | 190,565,584 | 175,343,511 1,295848
Taxes 118,522,655| 6,971,920 7,335,485 474,091

4.1.5 Employment

Cumulatively, the 41 accommodation enterprisesvigered employed 3144 people, of whom 62%
were local. Most of the people employed in the BoMrican accommodation establishments are
local people, some with modest academic qualificeti (see Table 11). Zimbabwean
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establishments also rely more on local labour tham-local staff (>80% of all employees). It is
clear that local labour is above 80% of the totaplyees. However, women make up less than a
third of the total employees.

Table 11: Employment in accommodation establishmest

| Total | Average | Median| Minimum | Maximum
South Africa: n=24
Total employment 7786 150 150 24 3024
Local male 3255 163 30 8 2107
Local female 1493 82 32 3 917
Non-local national 15 4 5 0 5
Expatriate 1 0 0 0 1
Zimbabwe: n=17
Total employment| 432 25 20 5 120
Local male 253 15 17 5 80
Local female 127 7 8 2 15
Non-local national 52 3 3 0 4

4.1.6 Local impacts

Only Kruger National Park provided information da iocal economic impacts, with local
wages of over US$24 million (see Table 12). Somethef enterprises in South Africa
reported that they contributed to their surroundiagymunities through the establishments of
schools and the job opportunities for the localsthe tourism sector. There is also a
corporation that appears to have gone further lpitng to improve the health sector of the
surrounding communities by building health caret@nlike clinics and providing access to
clean water. Other enterprises noted that theyomedel business proposals and help farmers
with some natural products as well as buying somédyxts from the local communities. In
education, some businesses state that providecfalaassistance to students and help build
some school buildings while at the same time piogidnuch needed equipment for the
schools.

Table 12: Local financial impacts of accommodatiomstablishments

South Africa: n=1 Total (ZAR) Total USD
Local wages 159,555,000 24,029,367
Local expenditure ? ?

Profit retained locally ? ?
Zimbabwe: n=17 Total (ZWD) Total USD
Local wages 118,206,594 472,826
Local expenditure 126,239,850 504,959
Profit retained locally 7,111,359 28,445

The 17 establishments in Zimbabwe had local empel®y88% of the labour force) earning 88% of
the wage bill. Voluntary contributions to the commity included: child supplementary feeding
project which fed on average 40,000 children ewday from a network of nearly 500 feeding
points, implementation of village-level irrigati@chemes in neighbouring areas, transportation of
patients from the village to health centres, batddtlassrooms, teachers’ houses, payment of school
fees for local children, university fee sponsorsdmg provision of meat to the local people.

16



4.1.7 Knowledge of the GLTFCA

The following tables show a summary of the resofitained from the survey, on the knowledge of
the GLTFCA. In South Africa, the majority had hetaf the TFCA through official channels (82%
of enterprises) or the media (16%), while in Zimlvabmost had heard through official channels
(80%) (see Table 13). Only 2 (12%) of respondam@&iinbabwe had not heard of the GLTFCA.

Table 13: Knowledge of the GLTFCA

Official Word of

Channels Media mouth Don't know Total
South Africa n=38
No. 31 6 1 0 38
% 82 16 2 0 100
Zimbabwe: n=17
No 12 1 2 2 17
% 70 6 6 12 100

South African enterprises mainly believed the TF@uld have a positive effect on their
businesses (91%), as did 82% of the 11 respondesit&nswered this question in Zimbabwe (see
Table 14). The respondents from South Africa whaugit that the Great Limpopo TFCA was
having a positive impact on their businesses betlehat this was due to an improvement in the
number of guests that visited the area. Some seppt®at this operation would increase the
number of guests in the future, though they argihedl they might be little to no effect for the
Zimbabwean tourism industry because of its econaiti@ation. There were fears from others that
some companies would have higher profits and fhaiore people opened businesses in the area,
there was likelihood of a decrease in marginal ifgofThe few that were worried about the
environment, said that the impacts of touristsha park may have a negative effect on the park
resources. Others thought that some of the Big Biienals might not always be available for
tourists to see. However, most believe that thevelevbe a positive effect on the environment.
Some the Zimbabweans thought that the GLTFCA wontilease the wildlife area and hence
attract more people. They also felt that there b@lan improvement in the length of stay. The 2
respondents who had a ‘mixed’ view thought thatldémgth of stay for individual establishments
would not change as tourists would want to see ashnof the conservation area as they could
within their limited time and resources.

Table 14: Expected effect on business by GLTFCA

Effect on business| Positivg Negative Mixed | Dontlow | Total
South Africa n=11

No. 10 1 - - 11
% 91 9 100
Zimbabwe: n=11

No 9 0 2 0 11
% 82 0 18 0 100

Many of the South African enterprises considered they could coordinate with operations in the

GLTFCA countries (97%), while in Zimbabwe enterpaswere interested in this coordination, in

addition to joint marketing operations and invegtin operations in the other countries (see Table
15).
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Table 15: Potential activities with GLTFCA

Undertake Coordinate with Joint Invest in No Total
the activity operations in Marketing operations in change

GLTFCA countries Operations GLTFCA

countries

South Africa: n=37
No. 36 36 - 1 73
% 49 49 2 100
Zimbabwe: n=11
No. 4 4 3 0 11
% 36 36 28 0 100

South African enterprises mainly thought that tHeCA would have a positive impact on park

resource quality (63%), as did the majority of Zablwveans (76 %). Those who believed that the
GLTFCA will have a positive effect gave varied reas. ‘there will be a better understanding of

conservation’ and ‘the GLTFCA will improve the nooasumptive industry through sustainable

use of park resources’ (see Table 16).

Table 16: Expected effect of the GLTFCA on park regurce quality

Effect on park resource quality | Positive Negative Mixed | Don’t Know | Total
South Africa: n=30

No. 10 1 3 2 30
% 63 6 19 13 100
Zimbabwe: n=17

No. 13 0 3 1 17
% 76 0 18 6 20

4.2 TOUR OPERATORS

Of the 43 tour operators identified operating ia Kruger National Park, 16 were interviewed. All
of these tour operators are independent from acamhation establishments, although some are
associated with businesses that operate in Krugdiotal Park. Some operators operate at a
national level while some operate in the vicinitly tbe park. Data from 11 of the operators
indicates a total capacity of 93 vehicles with 43®&éts, and an annual capacity for 1.3 million
visitors in South Africa (see Table 17).

Table 17: Capacity of Tour Operators

Total Average | Median Minimum | Maximum
South Africa: n=11
No. of vehicles 93 8 8 5 15
Number of seats 4354 366 400 165 530
Annual capacity 1,326,410 120,583 | 142,350 14,600 189,800
Zimbabwe: n=5
No of vehicles 36 7 4 2 22
No of seats 538 107 28 14 396
Annual capacity 196,370 | 39,274 10,220 5,110 144,540

5 of the 10 tour operators operating in Zimbabweeweterviewed, as some had closed down due
to the unfavourable economic conditions prevailingZimbabwe. Of these 3 were affiliated to
accommodation establishments while the other 2 weteaffiliated to other tourism businesses.
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The number of vehicles operated ranged from 2 t@2® capacity ranged between 8 and 300
people. On average the operators had 7 vehicldsl@nseats available.

Therefore, within this sample the bulk of capadity tours in the South African and Zimbabwean
portions of the TFCA is located in South Africa ¥8)/

50% of the tour operators operating in South Afaca locally owned, and the majority are white
owned (83%). Within the sample over 60% of the toperators have their offices in the
Mpumalanga region, whilst the remaining percentagase foreign headquarters or national
headquarters (see Table 18).

In Zimbabwe, nationally-based operators employ np@eple than those which are locally based.
This is not surprising: national operators arerotdgy and complex and heavily endowed in terms
of resources. Also very clear from Table 18 is thiaick people tend not to have equity in the
enterprises, save in the case of joint ventures.

Table 18: Share of tourism market by owner’s residence and anicity

No. of Total Capacity Clientele | Turnover | Employment

enterprises operations (%) (%) (%) (%)
South Africa: n=12
Owner’s residence
Local 6 50 38 32 53 33
Foreign 6 50 62 68 47 67
Owner’s ethnicity
Black 1 8 13 No data | No data No data
White 10 83 74 89 100 100
Other 1 8 13 11 No data No data
Zimbabwe: n=5
Owner’s residence
Local 3 60 7 10 10 48
National 2 40 93 90 90 52
Owner’s ethnicity
White 2 40 16 2 2 26
Joint venture 2 40 10 8 13 9
partnership
Corporate 1 20 74 90 85 45

4.2.1 Profile of guests

In South Africa there were more than 86,945 tooid 81 2006 by 11 tour operators (an average of
7904 tours sold). An estimated number of 9637 stsirvisited Zimbabwe part of the GLTFCA
during 2006 (see Table 19). This data suggestsntioat of the tourists visiting TFCA are mainly
from outside the country or are domestic tourists.
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Table 19: Origin of guests

Domestic GLTFCA Foreign Total
South Africa: n=11
Average (%) 19 13 68 100
No. of tours sold 16433 11085 59427 86945
Zimbabwe: n=17
Average % 49 13 38 100
No of visitors 4722 1253 3662 9637

Table 20 indicates that most of the tourists tolAalmwe use fly-in packages. This may be because
the relatively poor road infrastructure in Zimbahvemd also fuel shortages may decrease the
number of independent travellers. The tour opesatarking in South Africa did not indicate the
specific proportions of the different purchaseregatries. However, most of the people interviewed
indicated that, their clientele mainly comprisecpatkage tourists, with an average of 70% of their
clients from this category. The second highestgmatewas that of the people traveling with friends
or relatives, while few business and organized gitours were catered for by these tour operators.

Table 20: Guests by Category, in Zimbabwe

N=5 Self-drive/ Organised | Non Fly in
Independent | Overland | Group Tourist Package | Total

Average % | 25 2 17 27 39 100

No of visitors| 2409 193 1638 2602 3758 9637

In South Africa, the method of booking varied amdogr operators though for all of them there
were no clients that walked in but all clients pasked. From average percentages given, there is a
clear overlap of some of the results such thatdted percentage exceeds 100; therefore the data in
below excludes the number of tours sold. In Zimbabmvost of the tourists book trips to the TFCA
through foreign hotel operators, followed by lobatel operators (see Table 21).

Table 21: Method of booking tours

Walk | Direct Local hotel | GLTFCA hotel | Foreign hotel
in Booking | operators Operators operators
South Africa: n=10
Average (%) - 40 37 9 61
Zimbabwe: n=5
Average % 5 10 30 0 55
No of visitors 482 964 891 0 5300

Although there are some tour operators with redioiestinations, most of the Zimbabwean tour
operators confined their activities to ZimbabweeTdther destinations visited included Botswana
and Zambia. The South African enterprises, sinyjaoffered most of their tours within South
Africa (see Table 22). This indicates only a snrmalinber of transfrontier conservation area tours
taking place (i.e. to all three countries). Ove®o/6f the tour operators in South Africa reported a
decline in tours with neighbouring Zimbabwe whiteete may be a slight increase with some to
Mozambique and other southern Africa regional coesit
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Table 22: Destinations of tours offered

Mozambique | South Africa Zimbabwe | Other
South Africa: n=10
Average (%) 6 85 5 4
No. of tours sold 5217 74077 4347 3304
Zimbabwe: n=5
Destination % 10 15 70 5

4.2.2 Time Trends

Most of the tour operators in South Africa stabeginess between 2001 and 2006 (90%), while in
Zimbabwe most were established between 1991 andl (3296) (see Table 23).

Table 23: Year of opening

Year opened South Africa Zimbabwe
1970-80 - 3
1981-1990 - -
1991-2000 1 9
2001-2006 9 4

Total 10 17

4.2.3 Finances

Table 24 suggests that tour operators in Zimbalpeatsabout double the amount of money from
wages on non-wage costs. In total, their wages;wame costs, and taxes constituted $242,852 or
72% of total tour revenue. In South Africa, entesgs generated US$27.4 million from tours but
spent only US$558,030 in salaries. Their total cegtre 3.5% of the total tour revenue (however,

this seems to be a very low level, and may indisatae discrepancies in the data).

Table 24: Revenue and Operating Expenditure, Tour @erators

Total Enterprise | Enterprise Total (US$)
South Africa: n=10 (ZAR) average median
Revenue
Total 346,241,003 114,115,806 9,270,000 52,460,758
Tours 181,106,399 18,110,640 | 1,827,700 27,440,363
Operating expenditures
Wages and Salaries 3,683,000 | 368,300 382,500 558,030
Non-wage operating costs (n=5) 2,481,807 | 496,362 256,682 376,031
Taxes (n=3) 103,740 34,580 48,720 15,718

Total Enterprise | Enterprise Total (US$)
Zimbabwe: n=5 ZWD Average Median

ZWD ZWD

Revenue
Tours | 84,323,750] 16,864,750 14,555,213 337,295
Operating expenditures
Total wages & salaries 14,335,038 | 2,867,008 | 1,762,134 57,340
Non-wage costs 33,729,500 | 6,745,900 | 5,829,061 134,918
Taxes 12,648,562 | 2,529,730 | 1,212,332 50,594

Tour operators in Zimbabwe engage considerable etsniif local employees (89%), and there is
no labour from foreign countries or the region. Hwer, there is bias among the establishments
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towards the use of male labour, and women constibaly a fifth of those employed. In South
Africa, a similarly high proportion of local peopsre employed (70%), although split relatively
equal between the genders. Fifteen tour operatorkimg in the two countries within the TFCA

cumulatively employed 695 people (see Table 25).

Table 25: Employment-Tour Operators

| Total | Average | Median | Minimum | Maximum
South Africa: n=10
Total employment | 476 47.6 46 25 78
Local male 183 18.3 16.5 6 36
Local female 152 15.2 11 3 35
Non-local national | 141 14.1 12.5 5 30
Zimbabwe: n=5
Total 219 44 31 14 100
Local male 150 30 25 9 81
Local female 44 9 7 4 19
Non local national | 25 5 6 3 7

In Zimbabwe 89% of the operators’ employees wetallpeople, who earned 89% of the wage bill
(see Table 26). The operators reported relatilaly profits, with a total of only $3,036 between
them. In South Africa, approximately US$5.1 milliovas retained locally annually. However,

there is a high likelihood of an underestimationtfee local expenditure, and an over estimation of
the profit retained in South Africa. This is duetwo reasons; 1) the sample sizes varied when
calculating the expenditure and profit, 2) the expire values excluded cost of maintenance of
vehicles, cost of fuel and cost of taxes.

Table 26: Local Financial Impacts of Tour Operators

South Africa: n=10 Total (ZAR) Total (US$)
Local wages 4,019,556 609,024
Local expenditure 2,585,547 391,750
Profit retained locally 33,963,590 5,145,998
Zimbabwe: n=5 Total ZWD Total (US$)
Local wages 12,758,184 51,032
Local expenditure 13,154,505 52,618
Profit retained locally 758,914 3,036

4.2.4 Knowledge of the GLTFCA

Tour operators in South Africa were asked about #r@wledge of the GLTFCA, and half had
heard through official channels, while the othdf had heard about it from the media (see Table

27).
Table 27: Source of knowledge of the GLTFCA, in Sdh Africa
n=10 Official Media Total
channels
No. 5 5 10
% 50 50 100

The South African tour operators anticipated, havelargely thought that the GLTFCA would not
affect their business (see Table 28). The 10 SaAifrilsan tour operator interviews indicated that
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there would be new routes created because of tf@ATRNd links with businesses in other
countries already exist. People from smaller enigep felt that the tour operators with a greater
capacity to expand would benefit most from the TE@ile uncompetitive companies would
close down. There was also a fear that Park atigekivould allocate additional quotas for vehicles
to enter the park, and these thresholds would lwnsiness growth.

Table 28: Expected effect on business by GLTFCA i8outh Africa

Effect on | Positive Negative No effect Tota
business

No. 4 0 6 10

% 40 - 60 100

None of the South African operators thought that@L.TFCA would have a negative effect on the
park resources. Some people indicated that sudhitzative is great for the animals as they will
move freely to different areas.

Some believed that the visitation patterns of siucould increase due to the TFCA, but most

thought that there would be no change in that asapurists will have the same length of stay,
visiting the same counties and attractions (sedeT2®).

Table 29: Expected effect of GLTFCA on park resoure quality, South Africa

Positive Negative | No effect Tota
No. 4 1 5 10
% 40 10 50 100

5 DISCUSSION

With regards to the aim of the study, this reseattbmpted to establish the economic impacts of
tourism accommodation and activities in the Graaidopo TFCA. The findings are discussed in
relation to the objectives of:

Replicate a study conducted by Suich et al (2005)he economic impacts of tourism in the
Kavango-Zambezi TFCA to the GLTFCA

Establish the impacts of accommodation and touesatimg in GTFCA,;

Establish levels of local benefit, in relation taterprise equity, local employment and wages
from tourism in the GLTFCA

Ascertain revenues generated by tourism from tandsaccommodation
Establish whether the GLTFCA has an impact on sourdevelopment.

Replication of the study conducted by Suich et al2005) on the economic impacts

tourism in the Kavango-Zambezi TFCA to the GLTFCA

The method section indicated that the Suich e2@0%) study was replicated in the GLTFCA.
Interviews with 55 accommodation enterprises antlbRt operator businesses in South Africa and
Zimbabwe represented an estimated 25% of the populaf enterprises based in this region of the
Great Limpopo TFCA. However, for logistical andntn resources reasons, no interviews were
undertaken with enterprises in Mozambique, andetlgt®uld be undertaken at a later stage for
completeness.
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5.2 Impacts of accommodation and tours operating in th&sLTFCA

Within the samples interviewed by Tangawamira aadch@irai there is at least a capacity of 1186
rooms (2925 beds), capacity for 172,379 campens, atso for 1,522,780 people to participate on a
tour within the GLTFCA at one time.

The accommodation enterprises in the sample weeging for 851,892 visitors, while the tour
operators reported 96,582 clients in 2006 (althoilgh not known to what extent some of the
visitors may have patrticipated in a tour, and siegtethe accommodation enterprises sampled).

5.3 Levels of local benefit, in relation to enterpriseequity, local employment and wage

from tourism in the GLTFCA
5.3.1 Ownership

The tourism industry in South Africa is dominateg Ibcal ownership (82% of accommodation;

50% of tour operators). However, a majority of thase white people (61% accommodation, 83%
tour operators). In Zimbabwe, the majority ot@mmodation was also locally owned (62%
accommodation; 60% tour operations), and white |geggere more dominant in their level of

ownership (47% for accommodation, compared to 28%bfack people; and no tour operators
wholly black-owned).

In Zimbabwe, Dzingirai considers that the dominanfevhite owners might be due to a long
tradition in tourism, or perhaps because they haweess to more resources. However, this
ownership is creating tension among the blacks sthiothink that they are discriminated against.
Dzingirai also suggests that interventions to erage more black ownership could providing better
access to finance and more training opportunities.

5.3.2 Equitable distribution

The current situation in Zimbabwe, whereby thealasiinority has better access to benefits from
tourism, may one day lead to social unrest as igsddantaged black communities seek to claim by
radical means what they think belongs to them atingrto Dzingirai. This indeed is what is
happening with the Chitsa community that has skitiehe Gonarezhou National Park. The same
happened in the land sector in Zimbabwe. Hencedorism to be sustainable this needs to be
addressed by improving local people’s access anttam®f natural resources.

5.3.3 Local employment and wages

In South Africa, the GLTFCA tourism sample empldy&6 people in the accommodation sector,
and 476 in the tour operator sector. The majoritghe employees are local residents (61% in
accommodation; 70% among tour operators). In Zbwea by contrast, the level number of
employees is local, but the proportion of thosd #ra local is higher than in South Africa. The
accommodation sample employs 432 people in thenatwmlation sector, and 219 in the tour
operator sector. The majority of the employeeslaral residents (88% in accommodation; 88%
among tour operators).

Tangawamira notes that an increase in local emptoyns a prerequisite for sustainable tourism.
Although most of the employees are from local comities, most of the local people undertake
low rank positions due to the lack of appropriatademic qualifications and skills. Since some of
the operators are contributing positively to thaadion of the people in this area, this issue baay
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addressed in the near future. Moreover, there gganizations that undertake tourism education
programmers in these areas. As such, there mag beease not only in black empowerment for
the communities around Kruger National Park bub atseducation and skill development. Like
most areas in southern Africa’s communal lands radqurotected areas, these people’s livelihoods
highly dependent on subsistence agricultural acts/i Therefore, tourism may be a major income
generator for the communities involved, which, wteamefully administrated may help alleviate
poverty.

Dzingirai states that there is clear indicationt tuaurism operations in the Zimbabwe part of the
GLTFCA are using local labour, and the majoritypeiople employed come from the local areas.
The only problem is that senior management respoiigis remain with either owners or people
from other areas of the country.

In South Africa, the local wages from accommodatmrerprises is an estimated US$24 million
per year, and $609,000 from tours. In Zimbabwe |dcal wages from accommodation enterprises
is an estimated $473,000 per year, and $51,000 toons. In Zimbabwe, Dzingirai calculated that
the local economy profits of US$28,500 from accordatmn and $3000 from tours in 2006.

5.3.4 Partnerships

Some corporate establishments in South Africa atevden private companies and the Kruger
national park authorities whilst other partnershgze between local communities and private
business operators. Tangawamira suggests that pactmerships are encouraged in the
establishments of TFCAS as they allow revenue metto most of the stakeholders involved. There
may also be an increase in revenue when commupiigser with private sectors that may enable
them to market their products to the internatiammhmunity. Given an increase in the revenue will
probably be the incentive to maintain or improve tlonservation strategies for the sustainability of
the industry in these areas.

There is indication of partnerships in the Zimbabweortion of the GLTFCA. At least two lodges

reflect this partnership between the community andate business. Whether the communities
really benefit from this partnership, actually atfeecisions or they simply are sleeping partners i

the ventures, the data from Dzingirai does notrileshnow.

5.3.5 Procurement

In South Africa, there was no data on local prooweet by accommodation facilities, but tour
operators sampled stated that they spent US$392¢@@lly in 2006. In Zimbabwe, the local

expenditure by accommodation enterprises internvdewas an estimated US$505,000 with an
additional $52,600 from tours.

Dzingirai notes that Zimbabwean establishments tientbuy commodities locally. Most of the
establishments buy basic needs from Chiredzi, wisithe major town in the area. Establishments
often buy crafts from local people; at least twddes have organised the display and sell wares on
behalf of the local people. It can be debated wdrgbleople are getting the true value of their wares
but there is no doubt that there is an attemptsitigtdishments to engage local producers.

5.4 Revenues generated by tourism from tours and acconmdation

Tangawamira’s data indicates that the South Afrieaterprises generated US$85 million from
accommodation, and $52 million from tours in 200@zingirai’'s data found that US$6.8 million
was generated in Zimbabwe from accommodation, aB#337,000 from tours in the same year.
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This shows that the level of revenue from tourisnthe Zimbabwean portion of the TFCA is far
lower than in South Africa.

Data from Tangawamira also indicates that tourisnthie South African part of the GLTFCA
retains $5.1 million from tours in local profit éagear (there was no data for accommodation).
These figures are likely to be underestimates,gthe small number of participants in the survey
who were willing and able to provide financial data

5.5 Impact of the GLTFCA on tourism development

5.5.1 Infrastructure development

In South Africa, Tangawamira states that the Krubjational Park contains the majority of
accommodation facilities, including camping aredmslets, lodges and hotels. Most of the areas are
highly accessible. The infrastructure in these srsathus highly developed and is almost too
organized as compared to other areas outside gfahe For the people that live in the vicinity of
the park, infrastructure is very poor. These issauegherefore part of the challenges that nedx to
addressed in the development of these areas.

There is infrastructural development in Zimbabwegl &zingirai explains that roads and lodges
have been built and electrification has been cotaeglen some areas, and is still ongoing in others.
Still this development is very limited when comghte what is happening on the South African
parts of the TFCA. The low infrastructural develanh is affecting tourist numbers and by
extension revenue from tourism. The limited inwestt in infrastructure relates to the capacity of
the Zimbabwean state, which is financially stresseie hope is that as soon as the economic
situation changes, there will be a correspondinvgstment in tourism that may match that on the
other sides of the conservation area.

5.5.2 Cost mitigation

A number of researchers suggest that costs ofgliwith wildlife are much higher in the areas
immediately surrounding the protected area. Thestiisnhowever of most of the income that is
generated from any activities in the conservati@as are not received by the people who bare the
cost. At times the human-wildlife-interactions nmagd to a loss in human life and for some cases,
a decrease in crop production due to raids or tliagpy the wildlife. In these cases, it is belidve
that the poverty index increases, as the peoplé mainly depend on donations by various
companies and governmental organization. Such coaystherefore be mitigated by an increase in
participation by the local communities in tourisRelatively, such an option may yield higher
returns than the subsistence farming that the pewglybe depending upon. This is certainly true
for the Mpumalanga province were the Kruger Natiétaak is located, according to Tangawamira.

Dzingirai states that there is indication of costigation as safari companies in Zimbabwe often

provide protection to rural people against wildl§eeking to damage crops. It can be debated
whether this mitigation is adequate or not. Andah also be debated whether this mitigation is
timely, but there is no argument that establishmdostry to make good risks and damages that
arise from their operations.
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6 CONCLUSION

The study has provided an interesting overviewhaf €conomic impacts of a small sample of
tourism accommodation and tour operator enterpriggsrating within the Great Limpopo

Transfrontier Park. Although the studies implemdntid not cover Mozambique, as had been
intended, anecdotal evidence suggests that thezeriently limited tourism development in that
region of the TFCA.

Tangawamira suggests that some of the major clygéem South Africa are complemented with
those documented by Mahony (2007). These includerthintenance on the tourism sector on the
global market, while benefits accrue to all stakéérs, including the communities around the
conservation areas and promoting sustainable dewelot up to a regional level. In addition there
is need for government policies to be established protect and promote the tourism industry for
local people, entrepreneurs and the private sewitr,equity between these sectors. These policies
need to take into cognizance the other nationsrtiet be involved in the initiative, resultantly,
allowing “peace” between these nations. Governnsgstems need to put in place systems for
corruption alleviation for at times this becomesmajor hindrance to project and programme
implementation.

There are a number of challenges in Zimbabwe, doogrto Dzingirai. The most serious problem
relates top the low numbers tourists coming toaiflea. The causes for this are multiple and include
erratic power fuel, and water supplies. The abseicthese facilities makes it unbearable for
tourists to frequent the conservation area. Tw®isd challenge relates to inflation which makes
the Zimbabwean side of the conservation area mquensive that South Africa and Mozambique.
In this context, tourists, particularly those wittiterest in low-cost tourism concentrate on thetBou
African and Mozambican sides of the conservati@aar

Despite the challenges faced by the establishnersnbabwe, Dzingirai suggests that tourism in
the GLTFCA has shown good potential. It has produgeod results within a very short time,
suggesting that more can be expected in the lamg. t€o improve the contribution of tourism in
the area, it is suggested that the establishmeaite movements towards incorporating local people
in management positions, facilitate the entry aadigpation of local black people in tourism, and
clarify roles of partners, speed up infrastructutavelopment and provision of ancillary services.
These changes require the participation of vargiakeholders including NGOs, government and
the private sector. The NGOs can help to providdsskmong those who want to enter into
tourism, the private sector can provide the finah@sources needed to initiate tourism enterprises
and the state can improve its supply of criticalviees like power and fuel. Thus when a
stakeholder approach is taken, much can be achieved
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ACCOMMODATION ESTABLISHMENT SURVEY

Purpose of study and statement of confidentialityThis survey is part of a study being conductedheylUCN
southern Africa Sustainable Use Specialist Grouptha University of the Witswatersrand. The purpofthis study is
to measure the impact on regional ecotourism ecanffow of the implementation of the Great Limpopansfrontier
Conservation Area (GLTFCA). The sample region fis study includes parts of Mozambique, South Afaad
Zimbabwe All responses are strictly confidential Data will be made public only in aggregate folN. information,
financial or otherwise, will be released carryihg hame or other identifying characteristic of amdividual or
business. This survey will take approximately 3@utes to complete. Thank you for your help andpeawation!

[ID#

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1 In what year did the establishment open?
2 What is the main theme of the establishment? (Tick as many as apply)
Adventure Golf / Sport Natural Area/ Park

Casino / Gaming

Health Spa

Rural

Conference / Business

Highway / Roadside

Safari/ Game Viewing/ Wildlife

Cultural

Hunting

Urban

Other: (Please describe)

3 How many rooms did the establishment have in 2006
4 How many beds did the establishment have in 2006?
5 How many people could be accommodated per night ¢ amping in 20067
6 What is the average/typical length of stay at you r establishment?
7 What is the proportion of guests of each of the f  ollowing types:
a | Self-drive/independent tourists (%)
b Package tourists (fly-in) (%)
c Overland truck tourists (%)
d Organised group (tour, school, church, etc.) (%)

e Business travellers (e.g. including conferences, etc.) (%)

f Travelling with friends or relatives (%)

g Other (%) (please describe) ...

8 What is the proportion of guests by country of or

igin?

a | Domestic (%)

b Neighbouring GLTFCA nations (%)

c Other Foreign (%)

Which best describes the ownership of the
9a [1=Private; 2=Communal; 3=State/government; 4=Publicly listed company;
5=Community/Private Joint Venture; 6=Other

enterprise business ?

b If owned privately, which best describes the re
[1=Local (live within local procurement zone) 2= National

4=Foreign]

sidence of the owner(s)?
3=Rest of GLTFCA

“Both double and sigle beds count as 1 bed
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c In order to track the transformation of the in dustry over the long, term, can you tell me, if the
enterprise is owned privately, whether the owner bl ack, white or other? [1=Black 2=White
3=0ther]

Please describe:

d If it is owned publicly, where is the company headquartered and/or listed?

Which best describes the ownership of the land the enterprise is located
10a on?

[1=Private; 2=Communal; 3=State/government; 4=Publicly listed company;
5=Community/Private Joint Venture; 6=Other

]

b | If owned privately, which best describes the residence of the owner(s)?
[1=Local (live within local procurement zone) 2= National 3=Rest of GLTFCA
4=Foreign]

¢  Inorder to track the transformation of thei  ndustry over the long, term, can
you tell me, if the land is owned privately, whethe  r the owner black, white
or other? [1=Black 2=White 3=0Other]

Please describe:

d | Ifitis owned publicly, where is the company headquartered and/or listed?

Which best describes the ownership of  enterprise infrastructure ?
11a | [1=Private; 2=Communal; 3=State/government; 4=Publicly listed company;
5=Community/Private Joint Venture; 6=Other

]

b | If owned privately, which best describes the residence of the owner(s)?
[1=Local (live within local procurement zone) 2= National 3=Rest of GLTFCA
4=Foreign]

¢ i Inorder to track the transformation of the i ndustry over the long, term, can
you tell me, if the infrastructure is owned private ly, whether the owner
black, white or other? [1=Black 2=White 3=Other]

Please describe:

d Ifitis owned publicly, where is the compan y headquartered and/or listed?

B. EMPLOYMENT

12 What is the total number of employees, including management?

13 How many local people are employed? (i.e. within the local procurement

zone®)
a Full time male (local)
b Full time female (local)
c Part time male (local)

d Part time female (local)

14 How many non-local nationals are employed? (full time equivalent)?

15 How many other GLTFCA nationals are employed (fu Il time equivalent)?

16 How many other expatriates are employed (fullti  me equivalent)?

C. FINANCIAL INFORMATION 2006 REVENUE:

® The local area within which the majority of loglods and services are purchased (e.g. includengehrest town or
village).
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17 How many bednights were sold in 20067?

18 What is the rack rate (per person, per night) to  stay at the enterprise?

19 What was the high season bed occupancy rate (%)  in 2006’

20 What was the low season occupancy rate (%) in 20 06

2la | What was the total annual turnover (revenue) of the enterprise in 2006?

21b i What was the total annual income from accommodation operations?

21c | What was the total annual income from restaurant and beverage sales?

21d | What was the total annual income, if any, from tours?

21e | What was the total annual income, if any, from other sources?
Please describe ...

21f What was the total annual income, if any, from financial support received from
NGOs, government, or other donors?

D. 2006 EXPENDITURES:

22a  What was the total gross annual wage bill in 20  06? (including salaries
taxes, pension contributions etc)

22b i What was the total annual gross wage bill for local staff, including management?

22c i What was the total annual gross wage bill for non-local national staff?

22d | What was the total annual gross wage bill for other GLTFCA national staff?

22e | What was the total annual gross wage bill for expatriate staff?

23 How much was paid to local and regional governme  nt in property rates or

taxes?

24 How much was paid to national government in the form of company taxes,
VAT, etc.?

25 How much was spent on other operating costs? (expenses excluding capital
items)

Did these expenses include the following (tick each that is included):
Food/drinks /cleaning materials, etc.
Maintenance — buildings and vehicles/workshops (cars and boats)
Rent/bond repayments
Marketing
Professional fees (e.g. legal/ accounting) + insurance
Office costs + communications (e.g. post, phones, internet)
Petrol/oil (vehicles + generator)

26 How much of these expenses were spent locally? (i.e. in the local
procurement zone)

27 How much was paid in concession fees to a Park A uthority?

28a  How much (if any) financial support was givent o the local community?
(not wages)

Please describe what the support was for:

28b | How much (if any) non-financial support (i.e.i  n-kind) was given to the local
community? (not wages) What was the approximate val ue of this support?

® Rack rate is the highest published rate. Therprise may offer discounts from this for tour ofera or groups.
" Divide the number of bednights sold during thentégason, by the total number available. E.g. @ortights
occupied in one month divided by 150 beds availabtene month = 0.4 = 40% bed occupancy
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Please describe:

29a | How much (if any) financial support was investe  d in conservation?
Please describe what the support was for:
29b  How much (if any) non-financial support (i.e.i  n-kind) was invested in

conservation? What was the approximate value of th

is support?

Please describe:

E. LINKS WITH OTHER BUSINESSES:

30 What proportion of your clients come to you from each of the following
sources?
a Walk in (%)
b Internet or other direct booking (e.g. phone) (%)
c Local hotels and/or operators (including tourist information centres (%)
d Neighbouring GLTFCA hotels and/or operators (%)
e Foreign travel agencies/tour operators (%)
f Other (%)
Please describe ...
31 Does the establishment regularly use the service s of any other local
businesses (excluding tour operators)? [1=Yes 2=No]
32 If yes, how much was spent in these local busine  sses in 20067

Please describe the services used:

F. KNOWLEDGE OF THE GREAT LIMPOPO TFCA

33 How, if at all, has tourism to your establishmen  t changed over the last
three years?
[1=Increased since 2004  2=Decreased since 2004  3=No change]
34 Have there been any changes in capacity in the |  ast three years?
If yes, how much has it changed (beds/night)?
35 What changes, if any, have you seen in tourist v isitation patterns (i.e. countries and attractions
visited, length of stay, etc) over the time the ent  erprise has been in operation? Please describe:
36 For each of the parks your guests frequently vis  it, have you seen any changes in the quality of the
park resource over the time the enterprise has been in operation? [1=Positive = 2=Negative
3=No change]
a Kruger National Park
b Limpopo National Park
c Zinave National Park
d Banhine National Park
e Gonarezhou National Park
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Other
(please name)

37 Do you know about the proposed Great Limpopo Tra  nsfrontier
Conservation Area in this region? [1=Yes  2=No]

38 How do you know about the GLTFCA?  Please describe:

39 From what you know about it, what effect, if any  , do you think the GLTFCA
will have on your business? [1=Positive  2=Negative  3=No effect]

40 Which particular aspect of the GLTFCA do you thi  nk would be most responsible for the change?
Please describe:

41 Which, if any, of the following changes would yo ur business be likely to make with the TFCA?
(Tick any that apply)

A | Contracting or coordination with operators/businesses in other GLTFCA
countries
B | Joint advertising/marketing with tour operators and/or hotels in other GLTFCA

countries
Investments in operations in other GLTFCA countries
No change
Other
(Please describe ...)

42 What effect, if any, do you think the GLTFCA wil | have on tourist visitation patterns (i.e. countri es
and attractions visited, length of stay, etc.)? Please describe:

43 What effect, if any, do you think the GLTFCA wil | have on park resource quality?
[1=Positive = 2=Negative  3=No effect]
If any, please describe:

44 What other effects, if any, do you think the GLT  FCA will have on the region? Please describe:

45 Other comments?
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TOUR OPERATOR SURVEY

Purpose of study and statement of confidentialityThis survey is part of a study being conductedheylUCN
Southern Africa Sustainable Use Specialist Grouptha University of the Witswatersrand. The purpofthis study
is to measure the impact on regional ecotourisn@wic flow of the implementation of the Great Linmgo
Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA). The saengion for this study includes parts of Mozambigbouth
Africa and ZimbabweAll responses are strictly confidential Data will be made public only in aggregate fohh.
information, financial or otherwise, will be releaiscarrying the name or other identifying charastierof any
individual or business. This survey will take appmately 30 minutes to complete. Thank you forryelp and
cooperation!

[ID#

#

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1 In what year did the business open?
2 What is the main theme of the establishment? (Tkcas many as apply)
Adventure Golf / Sport Natural Area/ Park
Casino / Gaming Health Spa Rural
Conference / Business Highway / Roadside Safari/ Game Viewing/ Wildlife
Cultural Hunting Urban
Other: (Please describe)
3 How many tour vehicles does the business opergtecluding boats but not support
vehicles)?
4 How many people can the business accommodate pglaty (i.e. maximum capacity)?
5 What is the proportion of clientele of each of th following types:
a Self-drive/Independent tourists (%)
b Package tourists (fly-in) (%)
Cc Overland truck tourists (%)
d Organised group (tour, school, church, etc.) (%)
e Business travellers (e.g. including conferences) €¥)
f Travelling with friends or relatives (%)
g Other (%)
(please describe) ...
6 What is the proportion of your guests by countryof origin?
a Domestic (%)
b Neighbouring GLTFCA country (%)
Cc Other foreign (%)
7 What was the total number of tours run in 2006?
8 What proportion of tours included:
a Mozambique (%)
b South Africa (%)
c Zimbabwe (%)
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d Other (%)
(please describe)
9 How many tourists were taken on tours in total 2067
10 How many total tourists-days were occupied in 267
1la  Which best describes the ownership of the enfmise business?
[1=Private; 2=Communal; 3=State/government; 4=Rliplisted company;
5=Community/Private Joint Venture; 6=Other ]
b | If owned privately, which best describes theesidence of the owner(s)?
[L1=Local 2=Restof GLTFCA 3=Foreign]

C In order to track the transformation of the industry over the long, term, can you tell me, if tk enterprise is
owned privately, whether the owner black, white oother?  [1=Black 2=White  3=O0ther]
Please describe:

d If it is owned publicly, where is the companyeadquartered and/or listed?

B. EMPLOYMENT
12 What is the total number of employees, includingnanagement?
13 How many local people are employedg.e. within the local procurement zdhe
A | Full time male (local)
B Full time female (local)
C  Parttime male (local)
D  Parttime female (local)
14 How many non-local nationals are employed (futime equivalent)?
15 How many other GLTFCA nationals are employed (fll time equivalent)?
16 How many other expatriate people are employedyfl time equivalent)?

C. FINANCIAL INFORMATION — 2006 REVENUE

17 How many clients did the operation receive per omnth in the high season?
18 How many clients did the operation receive per omth in the low season?
19 What is the typical daily price of a tour with tis business?
20a = What was the total annual turnover (revenue) othe enterprise in 2006?
20b | What was the total annual income from tour af@ns?
20c | What was the total annual income from food laexkrage sales?
20d | What was the total annual income, if any, fathrer sources?
Please describe ...
20e | What was the total annual income, if any, ffoxancial support received from NGOs

government, or other donors?

D. FINANCIAL INFORMATION — 2006 EXPENDITURES

2la

What was the total gross annual wage bill in 287 (including taxes, pension
contributions etc)

8 E.g. the total number of tourists x number of déng their tours took
° The local area within which the majority of loglods and services are purchased (e.g. includingehrest town or
village).
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21b

What was the total annual gross wage billdoal staff, including management?

21c

What was the total annual gross wage bill tor-local national staff?

21d

What was the total annual gross wage bill tbeoGLTFCA national staff?

2le

What was the total annual gross wage bill xpag&iate staff?

21f

How much was paid to local and regional govesntin property rates or taxes?

22

How much was paid to national government in théorm of company taxes, VAT,
etc.?

23

How much was spent on other operating costs (éxding capital items)?

Do these expenses include the following (tick ethelh is included):
Food/drinks /cleaning materials, etc.
Maintenance — buildings and vehicles/workshopss(aad boats)
Rent/bond repayments
Marketing
Professional fees (e.g. legal/ accounting) + instea
Office costs + communications (e.g. post, phomgsrmet)

Petrol/oil (vehicles + generator)

24

How much of these expenses were spent locallff’®. in the local procurement zone)

25a

How much (if any) financial support was given to tie local community? (not
wages)

Please describe what the support was for:

25b

How much (if any) non-financial support (i.e.m-kind) was given to the local
community? (not wages) What was the approximate vag of this support?

Please describe:

26a

How much (if any) financial support was invesiin conservation?

Please describe what the support was for:

26b

How much (if any) non-financial support (i.e.m-kind) was invested in
conservation? What was the approximate value of th support?

Please describe:

E. LIN

KS WITH OTHER BUSINESSES

27

What proportion of your clients come to you fromeach of the following sources?

Walk in (%)

Internet or other direct booking (e.g. phone, fxail) (%)

Local hotels and/or operators (including tourigormation centres) (%)

Neighbouring GLTFCA hotels and/or operators (%)

Foreign travel agencies/tour operators (%)

mM m:iO O W »

Other (%)
Please describe ...

28

Does the establishment regularly use the servief any other local businesses
(excluding hotels)?  [1=Yes 2=No]

29

If yes, how much was spent on these local buséses in 20067
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F. QUALITATIVE INFORMATION

30 How, if at all, has tourism to your business cha  nged over the last three
years? [1=Increased since 2004  2=Decreased since 2004  3=No
change]
31 What changes, if any, have you seen in tourist v isitation patterns (i.e. countries and attractions
visited, length of stay, etc) over the time the ent  erprise has been in operation? Please describe:
32 For each of the parks your guests frequently vis it, have you seen any changes in the quality of
the park resource over the time the enterprise has been in operation? [1=Positive
2=Negative ~ 3=No change]
A Kruger National Park
B  Limpopo National Park
C  Zinave National Park
D | Banhine National Park
E | Gonarezhou National Park
F | Other
(please name)
33 Do you know about the proposed Great Limpopo Tra  nsfrontier
Conservation Area (GLTFCA) in this region? [1=Yes 2=No 3=No
response]
34 Where did you hear about the GLTFCA? Please describe:
35 From what you know, what effect, if any, do you think the GLTFCA will
have on your business? [1=Positive  2=Negative = 3=No effect]
36 Which aspect of the GLTFCA do you think would be most responsible for the change?  Please
describe:
37 Which, if any, of the following changes would yo  ur tour operation be likely to make with the
TFCA?
(Tick any that apply)
A More routes (to destinations currently visited)?
If so, where?
B | New routes (to destinations not currently visited)?
If so, where?
C | Contracting or coordination with tour operators in other countries
D | Advertising with tour operators or hotels in other countries
E  Nochange
F  Other
(please describe):
38 What effect, if any, do you think the GLTFCA wil | have on tourist visitation patterns? (i.e.
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countries and attractions visited, length of stay,

etc.) Please describe:

39 What effect, if any, do you think the GLTFCA wil | have on park resource quality?

[1=Positive = 2=Negative = 3=No effect]

If any, please describe
40 What other effects, if any, do you think the GLT =~ FCA will have on the region? Please describe
41 Other comments?
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9 Appendix 2: Inventory of tourism establishments inGLTFCA

South Africa

The following are the accommodation establishmemd tour operators were identified in the
South African portion of the GLTFCA:

Skukuza camp

Hamiltons tented camp

Babule private camp

Bateleur Bush Camp

Crocodile Bridge Camp

Shimurwini Camp

Londolozi tree camp

Londolozi varty camp

Idube Private Game reserve

Imbali Safari Lodge

Sabi sabi private game reserve (3 Lodges, Eartielo8elati Camp, Bush Lodge)
Singata Private Game Reserve (2 Lodges)
CC Africa Exeter Private Game Reserve (Sabi SandgReserve), Narina lodge ,Exeter
Game Lodge

Boulders Bush Lodge

Lukimbi Safari Lodge

Rhino Post Safari Lodge

Roodewal Bush Lodge

Shishangeni Lodge - Camp Shawu Bush Camp
Shishangeni Lodge - Shishangeni camps
Tinga Private South African Game Lodge
Jock Safari Lodge

Lukimbi Safari Lodge

Singita sweni lodge

Singita lebombo lodge

Jock safari lodge

Lukimbi safari lodge

Singita Ebony lodge

Exter River lodge Bushveld Camps

Hoyo Hoyo safari lodge

Ulusaba rock lodge

Selmad Tours

Bushveld Safaris, Tours and Transfers
Teletu tours services

Shades of Africa

Excellent tours

Balloon over Africa

African Adventure quest

Bush unlimited

Bushveld safaris, Tours and Transfers
Katambora Safaris

Mfafa Safaris

Private connections tours and safaris
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Kambora safaris CC was also contacted throughtieeniet, of which they declined (Pg
Joubert Owner)

Federal Air/Bush Unlimited KMIA also indicated thaey were busy (Hanli van Tonder)

lafrica owned and run by Scola Wankya is a traironganisation as well as an assessor with the
Tourism Grading Council

Zimbabwe

The following are the accommodation establishmemd tour operators were identified in the
Zimbabwean portion of the GLTFCA:

Chilo Safari Lodge
Mahenye Safari Lodge
Senuko Safari Lodge
Savuli Safari Lodge

Sika Lodge

Executive Lodge

Hippo Valley Safari Lodge
Hippo Valley Country Club
Nhongo Camp

Nyeredzi Safari

Nyari Camp

Humani Safari Lodge
Nesbitt Arms Hotel
Chipinda Pools Safari Lodge
Malipati Safari Camp
Mabalauta Safari Lodge
Masiza Lodge

Nyati Travel

United Tourism Company
Bubi Safari Lodge

Mambo Lodge
Pamushana Lodge
Nduna Safari Lodge
Sango Lodge
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