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1. Project Review Summary (max 200 words)

Ferncliffe Forest Wilding works in one of South Africa’s most threatened ecosystems - the Eastern Mistbelt Forest
within the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot. The project tackles severe degradation from
invasive alien plants, canopy loss, and fragmentation through selective invasive removal, enrichment planting
with over 50 indigenous species, and support for natural regeneration. The 2024-2025 reports show strong
delivery despite limited resources: 31,688 m? of invasives cleared, 751 indigenous trees planted (319 this year),
95-97% survival rates, natural recruitment, new biodiversity records, and over 527 workdays created.

Restoration has expanded into primary forest where invasives threaten remalnlng canopy. Financial statements
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2. Biological overview

Species planted: 57 Native: 57 0 Maximum % of a single species: 11.4%

Observed tree species:

Podocarpus henkelii: 11.4%; Ficus sur: 5.7%; Podocarpus latifolius: 5.5%; Celtis africana: 5.4%; Vepris lanceolata:
4.3%, and Afrocarpus falcatus, Apodytes dimidiate, Buddleja saligna/salvifolia, Burchellia bubaline, Calodendrum
capense, Calpurnia aurea, Casearia austroafricana, Chionanthus peglerae / Noronhia peglerae, Clausena

anicate Comhretiim hractencsiim Comhretiim kraiiszii Croton qulvaticiie Cruntncarva wondie Ciirticia dentata
Other species/food crops planted:

Planting seasons: All year round possible. |Z| Turgent |Z| w/leave |Z| w/o plague |Z| good color

3. Social overview

Working with: |Z| Men |Z| Women |Z| Indigenous groups
Community involvement: |Z| Implementation D Decision making

4. Project Highlights

Work in a globally significant endangered forest biome.

Best-practice invasive thinning and careful enrichment—no harmful clear-cuts.

Very high survival rates due to intensive on-site presence (95-97%).

Over 31,688 m? of invasive plants cleared.

Natural regeneration returning, including sensitive species.

Newly protected property saved from residential development via targeted donation.

5. Things to improve

Develop a structured monitoring and plan with permanent plots.

Increase seed collection capacity for Podocarpus and rare species.

Strengthen restoration planning framework for the 250 ha long-term goal.

Secure stable multi-year funding to support additional field workers.

Improve nursery infrastructure and species production diversity.

Continue pushing for formal reserve proclamation to secure long-term protection.
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Figure 1. Ferncliffe Team / Shade Net Flgure 2. Bamboo Protection for Seedlings

TN

Figure 3. Inside the Shade House Flgure 4. Inside Ferncliffe Forest.

Figure 5. Podocarpus Forest Type Figu re 6. Ferncliffe
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MINIMUM STANDARD

STANDARD METRICS STANDARD MET TOP STANDARD MET NOT MET
Evaluation of vegetation No conversion of Projects from high endange-
present at site before the non-forest ecosystems m red ecosystems or working m D
project starts to forest with endangered species

Review method: Site visit
Comments: No conversion happening - focus on forest enrichment and gap fillimg.

No cutting of native

2 . .
S Check new planning foresp/clearlng. (Quttlng of
! invasive/ non-native species
& planted areas . )
W is allowed to improve ecosys-
S tem health)
g Review method: Site visit.
<2( Comments: No cutting, just massive clearing of invasive exotic.
-~
Potential negative No planting evergreen trees
consequences of where ecosystems are deci- m D
planting considered duous dominated.
Review method: Site visit.
Comments: Only naturally occuring species are planted.
Project is developing op-
Project context portunities to contribute to m D
regional conservation goals
Comments: Yes — the project clearly contributes to national planting goals and climate action as well as to regional conservation
= ; goals, including: - Restoring an endangered Eastern Mistbelt Forest ecosystem. - Supporting the process to legally proclaim
é e Ferncliffe as a Protected Environment. - Strengthening biodiversity corridors in the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Hotspot. -
5 g Reducing pressure on wild resources through future medicinal plant cultivation.
L
g .
8 % Read project plan or inter- Th? pr.OJECt MEs e 30"%"5' . .
a I ) . ) objectives and the work is Existence of a written plan
view with project leaders X .
aligned with them
Comments: Yes — the project has clear goals (restore 250 ha, plant 10,000 trees, remove invasives, support biodiversity), defined
objectives, and the reported work is fully aligned with these goals. The project has clearly stated goals and objectives in its annual
reports, public descriptions, and strategy statements. All monitored with very precise reporting.
List of species Not planting any invasive m D
planted species to the region
Review method: research of species
Comments: No — they only plant indigenous, locally appropriate species. No invasive species are planted.
Temperate: Temperate:
L > spepcies mi'nimum more than 4 species
= = ; PR
S 5 Vern‘y number of tree Tropical: 8 species minimum m Troplcail. more than m D
a 5 species planted . 15 species
G Mangroves:
) . Mangroves: more than
1 species minimum .
2 species

—®—

programme

Number of species planted: +52 species

Review method: Interview and Species Lists, Nursery and Site Visits

Comments: Ferncliffe targets endangered Eastern Mistbelt Forest and associated grassland fragments, an irreplaceable biodiversity
hotspot. Interventions address severe invasive plant pressure (50+ species), collapsing canopy trees, and disrupted forest structure.
Restoration focuses on selective alien thinning, enrichment planting (50+ indigenous species incl. Podocarpus), understorey
regeneration, and enabling natural recruitment. Monitoring records show returning mammals (e.g., rock hyrax), forest birds, and
endemic invertebrates.
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MINIMUM STANDARD

STANDARD METRICS TOP STANDARD

STANDARD NOT MET
No species should
represent more than 50% Species planted in simi-
Verify % of each of the total lar quantities, except in
species planted *In systems where naturally m systems where one or two D
one species dominates this species naturally dominates
point doesn’t apply.

Maximum % of a single species: 11,4%
Review method: Interview, Data analysis, Field Visit
Comments: High Diversity Project with most species planted under 10%.

SPECIES
PLANTED

Verify % of non-native Maximum 10% of ) )
species non-native species |Z| Only native species m I:I

Approximate % of non-native species: 0%

Review method: Site visit, interview

Comments: They do not plant any exotic species.Everything in their reports and species lists shows that they plant only indigenous,
locally appropriate forest species (e.g., Podocarpus henkelii, Calodendrum capense, Trichilia dregeana, Xymalos monospora, Celtis
africana, etc.).

Seeds origin collection
following appendix 1 of SER
- uidelines and ensuring
Minimum 80% of seeds & S .
; ; genetic diversity. IZI D

T il gueies Native seeds collected by,
or bought to community
members.

Comments: Only native species, most from local collected seeds.

ORIGIN OF SEEDS AND SEED
COLLECTION SITES

No afforestation or planting

S.
~ o .
= P in areas that have rapid ra-
(%)
] \r/:rg?,rgst?ree:ysltaer:?in tes of natural regeneration. m D
e g P 8 Assisted Natural Regenera-
5 tion (ANR) is allowed.
E Comments: The Eastern Mistbelt Forest is heavily invaded, canopy gaps are collapsing, and many indigenous species (especially
§ Podocarpus and other slow-growing forest trees) are now largely absent. Natural regeneration occurs but not at the scale needed
a to recover the forest.
E Verify number of trees Max._1 Lrattrarees ./h? (hlgh Max. 10,000 (tree species
4 density only permissible if m P IZ D
= per ha Ity on'y p planted in mixtures)
g survival rates are low)
[G]
E Plant distances: Various. Approximate number
E Review method: Interview / Site Visit of trees / ha:
;5_ Comments: Total trees planted: 751Project area: 20 haBUT planting is not spread across the whole 20 ha 60
— only in small pockets where canopy gaps exist or invasives were removed (12 active micro-sites).

Verlfy general condlplons of I 30cm height / ~30cm height /

saplings and ask their age ) .
8 when planted 3 months in nursery 6 months in nursery
=
3 . .
Q Review method: Interview
b

Comments: The project specifically states they try to plant “older saplings” to increase survival.Although no exact age is given, in
Eastern Mistbelt forest restoration this normally means 1-3-year-old saplings, often already hardened and 40-100 cm tall.

Months in accordance to Clizaily st pandli

rainy season season (according to the m D
ecosystem)

Comments: Throughout the year, but this is appropriate for the mistbelt forest ecosystem, which has:high year-round
moisture,frequent mist,and no strict dry season.Their documents state that restoration seasons are January—-December, meaning
they plant whenever conditions are suitable.

PLANTING
SEASON
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STANDARD METRICS

MINIMUM

MET TOP STANDARD

MET STANDARD

Verify clearing method and
check there are no signs of
recent fires in the area

STANDARD

Fire, only allowed If the sys-
tem is fire adapted. If using
fire, have a clear protocol

Review method: Interview, site visit.

Comments: No fire is used.

NOT MET

O O

Verify if there's evidence of
cut trees

SITE PREPARATION

No cutting existing trees
(unless invasive/non-native
for improving ecosystem
health)

m No cutting any stem >10cm
DBH, unless invasive

1 O

Review method: Interview, site visit.

Comments: No — there is no evidence of cutting indigenous trees for site preparation. The reports repeatedly state:They do not
clear-cut. They only remove invasive alien plants, often selectively and by hand. They retain shade as a temporary canopy because
it protects young native trees. Their approach aims to avoid opening the canopy and prevent further ecological stress.

Verify signs of after care
and ask about them

Clearing / after care for at
least 2 years

m Clearing / after care for at
least 3 years

1 O

Review method: Interview, site visit.

Comments: Yes — aftercare is intensive, ongoing, and lasts multiple years, typically 2-3+ years, depending on species and site
conditions. (Aftercare is performed every year, throughout the entire project lifetime as their philosophy is long-term, described as
the “Slow Food” equivalent of restoration.)

AFTER PLANTING
CARES

Verify if there is visual
dominance

INVASIVE SPECIES
(if already present in the ecosystem)

For areas where work has
been done for less than 5
years: less than 70% of the
area and projects actively
working on depleting it.

For areas where work has
been done for 5 years or
more: Less than 50% OR no
clear visual dominance

For areas where work has
been done for less than 5
years: less than 50% or no
clear visual dominance.
For areas where work has
been done for 5 years or

more: less than 25%, whene-

ver possible, or present just

in small patches/almost era-

dicated or not representing
a threat to the ecosystem.

1 O

Comments: South African ecosystems are heavily overrun by invasive species, making direct comparison with other African
restoration projects difficult. However, Ferncliffe clearly focuses its labour on removing exotic invasives.

REPORTING

Full access on-site to
reviewers and observers

Comments: Yes, full access granted.

/]

[l

Check and ask for the
harvesting intentions and
techniques

Review method: Interview

Timber products: Max. 10%
of total trees every 30 years
(*or following documented
best forestry practices) and,
if for profit, only for com-
munity profits.

No harvesting of timber

products (*or following
m documented best forestry

practices).

Only maintenance activities

Comments: Their entire concept is biodiversity restoration not forest economy.

1 O

HARVESTING
(Applicable only for projects that intend to do so)

Check if there's some NTFP
harvesting

NTFP harvesting following
sustainable forest manage-
ment guidelines

/]

[l

Comments: Once restored, the site has strong potential to increase local and domestic ecotourism value—especially given its
proximity to Pietermaritzburg, its high biodiversity, rare forest habitat, walking trails, and visibility through schools, hiking clubs,
and public events. A healthier, accessible Eastern Mistbelt Forest could become a meaningful ecotourism and environmental
education asset for the region.
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MINIMUM STANDARD

STANDARD METRICS MET TOP STANDARD MET

STANDARD NOT MET
) Protection of trees for at Protection of trees for at
Ask for land protection, ; ;
check contract or Lol least 30 years (written or m least 50 years (written or D D
communally agreed) communally agreed)

Comments: The site is owned by the Msunduzi Municipality and is not yet formally proclaimed as a protected area. The documents
show that stakeholders have initiated the legal process to declare Ferncliffe a Protected Environment.

LAND TENURE

Verify if the area is secu-
red from animal threats (if

At least 50% of the area is " At least 80% of areas are D
required)

protected protected.

Review method: Interview, site visit.
Comments: Individual fencing around every tree, and the combination of older saplings + targeted protection + regular monitoring
ensures trees are safeguarded appropriately for this forest ecosystem.

TREE PROTECTION
FROM ANIMAL
THREATS

SOCIAL STANDARDS

After talking with the leaders and if possible, community and workers of the project,
check if the social standards are met. Explain each answer in the comments section.

MINIMUM STANDARD

STANDARD STANDARD MET TOP STANDARD MET NOT MET

Degradation problem controlled/removed m Degradation problem solved in D D
of project area the community

Comments: The degradation problem is being controlled, but not yet fully removed.Invasives have been cleared on 31,688 m?, and
follow-up work keeps these pockets under control.Tree planting and natural regeneration are happening in previously degraded
zones.However, large areas of the forest are still heavily invaded, including parts of the primary forest, and require long-term,
repeated clearing. No — the degradation problem is not yet solved at the community level.

PROBLEM
MANAGEMENT /
RESOLUTION

W Land tenure clearly defined and without .
§ problems / conflicts. m el EIS AUl m D
w
~
Q Comments: Yes — land tenure is clearly defined and without conflicts.The entire site is owned by the Msunduzi Municipality.It is
§ managed as a public nature reserve area, even though not yet legally proclaimed.There are no reported land disputes, competing
ownership claims, or conflicts.The project works with the municipality and other stakeholders toward formal Protected
Environment status.It is municipal (public) tenure. Municipality = democratic public owner.
Absence of conflicts with local community
[ and consultation/workshops before/during m Community initiated the project D D
g N project implementation
Q
3 . Lo L . . . . .
§ 2 Comments: Yes — there is no indication of conflict with the local community. All available documents point to positive community
8 < relations:The project runs public events, school visits, eco-club activities, snare sweeps, and guided walks — all of which require

good community cooperation. There are no reports of disputes, opposition, or land-use conflicts. Local residents are employed and
benefit directly from restoration work. The NGO collaborates with local hiking clubs, schools, conservation volunteers, and

No significant effects to any cultural or sub- m D
sistence requirements of the community

Comments: There are no significant negative effects on cultural or subsistence requirements. The main community interactions are
positive: jobs, education, walks, and anti-snaring activities. The only subsistence-related issue mentioned is illegal snaring or plant
harvesting, which the project aims to reduce, not intensify.

RESPECT OF
CULTURAL AND
DAILY LIVELIHOODS
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MINIMUM STANDARD

STANDARD MET TOP STANDARD MET

STANDARD NOT MET
Working with community, women, and m D
- indigenous groups (if applicable).
g
E Comments: The project works with the local community, but current involvement of women or indigenous groups is limited. In the
3 early phase, the founders aimed for 60% women employment, but due to funding constraints and the physically demanding nature
g of invasive clearing, the present field team consists of three men. The project is small, operates with very limited resources, and
< therefore cannot currently expand or diversify its workforce.
>
- . .
= Loezl .communlty mt.ambers.have Ieader;hlp Community meaningfully involved in
S roles in the restoration design and decision decisi Ki
S making process ecision making process
S .
8 Comments: Local community members contribute through labour and participation, but they do not have leadership or
decision-making authority in the project.
> At least 30% of employees are local (locals At least 60% of employees are local
) defined as people that can travel daily from m At least 30% of leadership roles are filled by m D
5 their homes to work) community members
]
[~
© Comments: Yes — at least 30% of leadership roles are filled by community members (if the founders are considered as part of the
§ local community). At least 60% of employees are local.
\

Clear actions / process in case the NGO m D
runs out of funding / shuts down

Comments: The project has structural safeguards (public land, protection process, active board, community ties) that reduce
collapse risk.

ECONOMICAL
ASSURANCE

Date & Signature

Plant-for-the-Planet Foundation

© Am Bahnhof 1 /plantfortheplanet_official
82449 Uffing am Staffelsee @ /plantfortheplanet
Germany © /trilliontrees
@ Tel. +49 (0) 8808 / 9345 www.plant-for-the-planet.org
Fax +49 (0) 8808 / 9346 ® info@plant-for-the-planet.org
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	Summary: Ferncliffe Forest Wilding works in one of South Africa’s most threatened ecosystems - the Eastern Mistbelt Forest within the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Biodiversity Hotspot. The project tackles severe degradation from invasive alien plants, canopy loss, and fragmentation through selective invasive removal, enrichment planting with over 50 indigenous species, and support for natural regeneration. The 2024–2025 reports show strong delivery despite limited resources: 31,688 m² of invasives cleared, 751 indigenous trees planted (319 this year), 95–97% survival rates, natural recruitment, new biodiversity records, and over 527 workdays created. Restoration has expanded into primary forest where invasives threaten remaining canopy. Financial statements demonstrate full transparency, independent review, and responsible spending, with 56.5% of costs directly for restoration. Public outreach, volunteer events, and school engagement are strong. The project also secured major funding to protect its base property from development. Overall, Ferncliffe is a credible, ecologically grounded, and socially responsible restoration initiative with meaningful long-term conservation value.
	Textfeld 5: Develop a structured monitoring and plan with permanent plots.
Increase seed collection capacity for Podocarpus and rare species.
Strengthen restoration planning framework for the 250 ha long-term goal.
Secure stable multi-year funding to support additional field workers.
Improve nursery infrastructure and species production diversity.
Continue pushing for formal reserve proclamation to secure long-term protection.
	Textfeld 6: Work in a globally significant endangered forest biome.
Best-practice invasive thinning and careful enrichment—no harmful clear-cuts.
Very high survival rates due to intensive on-site presence (95–97%).
Over 31,688 m² of invasive plants cleared.
Natural regeneration returning, including sensitive species.
Newly protected property saved from residential development via targeted donation.
Strong outreach: schools, volunteer days, anti-snaring collaboration, community stewardship.
Excellent transparency with independently reviewed financials.
	Organisation Name: Ferncliffe forest wilding
	Organisation Name 1: Ferncliffe forest wilding
	Reviewer Name: Dr. Peter Borchardt
	Rating: 29/30
	Top Standards met: 15/18
	Observed tree species: Podocarpus henkelii: 11.4%; Ficus sur: 5.7%; Podocarpus latifolius: 5.5%; Celtis africana: 5.4%; Vepris lanceolata: 4.3%, and Afrocarpus falcatus, Apodytes dimidiate, Buddleja saligna/salvifolia, Burchellia bubaline, Calodendrum capense, Calpurnia aurea, Casearia austroafricana, Chionanthus peglerae / Noronhia peglerae, Clausena anisate, Combretum bracteosum, Combretum kraussii, Croton sylvaticus, Cryptocarya woodie, Curtisia dentata, Cussonia sphaerocephala, Cussonia spicata, Dais cotinifolia, Diospyros whyteana, Empogona lanceolata, Englerophytum natalense, Erythrina lysistemon, Ficus burkei, Ficus craterostoma, Gardenia thunbergia, Grewia occidentale, Halleria lucida, Harpephyllum afrum, Kiggelaria africana, Measa lanceolata, Nuxia floribunda, Ochna arborea, Ocotea bullata, Phoenix reclinata, Prunus africana,  Ptaeroxylon obliquum, Rapanea melanophloeos, Rauvolfia afra, Rothmannia globosa, Searsia chirindensis, Strelizia nicolai, Syzygium cordatum, Syzygium gerrardii, Trema orientale, Trichilia dregeana, Trimeria grandiflora, Turraea floribunda, Xymalos monospora, Ziziphus mucronate.
	Other species/food crops planted: 
	Seasons: All year round possible.
	C1: Ja
	C6: Ja
	C2: Ja
	C7: Ja
	C4: Ja
	C3: Ja
	C8: Ja
	C9: Ja
	C5: Off
	Other species/food crops planted 2: 57
	Other species/food crops planted 3: 57
	Other species/food crops planted 4: 0
	Other species/food crops planted 5: 11.4%
	Schaltfläche 2: 
	Other species/food crops planted 6: Ferncliffe Team / Shade Net 
	Other species/food crops planted 8: Inside the Shade House
	Other species/food crops planted 10: Podocarpus Forest Type
	Other species/food crops planted 7: Bamboo Protection for Seedlings
	Other species/food crops planted 9: Inside Ferncliffe Forest.
	Other species/food crops planted 11: Ferncliffe
	Kontrollkästchen 31: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 30: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 12: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 32: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 13: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 33: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 14: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 35: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 16: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 36: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 40: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 17: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 37: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 18: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 38: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 39: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 19: Off
	Comments: Review method: Site visit
Comments: No conversion happening - focus on forest enrichment and gap fillimg.
	Comments 1: Review method: Site visit.
Comments: No cutting, just massive clearing of invasive exotic.
	Comments 2: Review method: Site visit.
Comments: Only naturally occuring species are planted.
	Comments 4: Comments: Yes — the project has clear goals (restore 250 ha, plant 10,000 trees, remove invasives, support biodiversity), defined objectives, and the reported work is fully aligned with these goals. The project has clearly stated goals and objectives in its annual reports, public descriptions, and strategy statements. All monitored with very precise reporting.
	Comments 5: Review method: research of species 
Comments: No — they only plant indigenous, locally appropriate species. No invasive species are planted.

	Comments 6: Number of species planted: +52 species
Review method: Interview and Species Lists, Nursery and Site Visits
Comments: Ferncliffe targets endangered Eastern Mistbelt Forest and associated grassland fragments, an irreplaceable biodiversity hotspot. Interventions address severe invasive plant pressure (50+ species), collapsing canopy trees, and disrupted forest structure. Restoration focuses on selective alien thinning, enrichment planting (50+ indigenous species incl. Podocarpus), understorey regeneration, and enabling natural recruitment. Monitoring records show returning mammals (e.g., rock hyrax), forest birds, and endemic invertebrates.
	Comments 3: Comments: Yes — the project clearly contributes to national planting goals and climate action as well as to regional conservation goals, including: - Restoring an endangered Eastern Mistbelt Forest ecosystem. - Supporting the process to legally proclaim Ferncliffe as a Protected Environment. - Strengthening biodiversity corridors in the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany Hotspot. - Reducing pressure on wild resources through future medicinal plant cultivation.
	Kontrollkästchen 42: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 41: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 20: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 43: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 44: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 21: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 47: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 48: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 23: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 49: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 25: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 50: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 51: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 26: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 59: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 58: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 57: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 61: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 60: Off
	Textfeld 33: 60
	Comments 8: Maximum % of a single species: 11,4%
Review method: Interview, Data analysis, Field Visit
Comments: High Diversity Project with most species planted under 10%.
	Comments 9: Approximate % of non-native species: 0%
Review method: Site visit, interview
Comments: They do not plant any exotic species.Everything in their reports and species lists shows that they plant only indigenous, locally appropriate forest species (e.g., Podocarpus henkelii, Calodendrum capense, Trichilia dregeana, Xymalos monospora, Celtis africana, etc.).
	Comments 10: Comments: Only native species, most from local collected seeds.
	Comments 11: Comments: The Eastern Mistbelt Forest is heavily invaded, canopy gaps are collapsing, and many indigenous species (especially Podocarpus and other slow-growing forest trees) are now largely absent. Natural regeneration occurs but not at the scale needed to recover the forest.
	Comments 13: Review method: Interview
Comments: The project specifically states they try to plant “older saplings” to increase survival.Although no exact age is given, in Eastern Mistbelt forest restoration this normally means 1–3-year-old saplings, often already hardened and 40–100 cm tall.
	Comments 14: Comments: Throughout the year, but this is appropriate for the mistbelt forest ecosystem, which has:high year-round moisture,frequent mist,and no strict dry season.Their documents state that restoration seasons are January–December, meaning they plant whenever conditions are suitable.
	Comments 12: Plant distances: Various.
Review method: Interview / Site Visit
Comments: Total trees planted: 751Project area: 20 haBUT planting is not spread across the whole 20 ha — only in small pockets where canopy gaps exist or invasives were removed (12 active micro-sites).
	Kontrollkästchen 45: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 46: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 29: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 70: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 71: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 72: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 73: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 74: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 63: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 75: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 128: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 64: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 76: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 77: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 78: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 79: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 80: Off
	Kontrollkästchen 83: Ja
	Kontrollkästchen 81: Off
	Comments 15: Review method: Interview, site visit.
Comments: No fire is used.
	Comments 16: Review method: Interview, site visit.
Comments: No — there is no evidence of cutting indigenous trees for site preparation. The reports repeatedly state:They do not clear-cut. They only remove invasive alien plants, often selectively and by hand. They retain shade as a temporary canopy because it protects young native trees. Their approach aims to avoid opening the canopy and prevent further ecological stress.
	Comments 17: Review method: Interview, site visit.
Comments: Yes — aftercare is intensive, ongoing, and lasts multiple years, typically 2–3+ years, depending on species and site conditions. (Aftercare is performed every year, throughout the entire project lifetime as their philosophy is long-term, described as the “Slow Food” equivalent of restoration.)
	Comments 18: Comments: South African ecosystems are heavily overrun by invasive species, making direct comparison with other African restoration projects difficult. However, Ferncliffe clearly focuses its labour on removing exotic invasives.
	Comments 19: Comments: Yes, full access granted.
	Comments 20: Review method: Interview
Comments: Their entire concept is biodiversity restoration not forest economy.
	Comments 21: Comments: Once restored, the site has strong potential to increase local and domestic ecotourism value—especially given its proximity to Pietermaritzburg, its high biodiversity, rare forest habitat, walking trails, and visibility through schools, hiking clubs, and public events. A healthier, accessible Eastern Mistbelt Forest could become a meaningful ecotourism and environmental education asset for the region.
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	Comments 22: Comments: The site is owned by the Msunduzi Municipality and is not yet formally proclaimed as a protected area. The documents show that stakeholders have initiated the legal process to declare Ferncliffe a Protected Environment.
	Comments 23: Review method: Interview, site visit.
Comments: Individual fencing around every tree, and the combination of older saplings + targeted protection + regular monitoring ensures trees are safeguarded appropriately for this forest ecosystem.
	Comments 24: Comments: The degradation problem is being controlled, but not yet fully removed.Invasives have been cleared on 31,688 m², and follow-up work keeps these pockets under control.Tree planting and natural regeneration are happening in previously degraded zones.However, large areas of the forest are still heavily invaded, including parts of the primary forest, and require long-term, repeated clearing. No — the degradation problem is not yet solved at the community level.
	Comments 25: Comments: Yes — land tenure is clearly defined and without conflicts.The entire site is owned by the Msunduzi Municipality.It is managed as a public nature reserve area, even though not yet legally proclaimed.There are no reported land disputes, competing ownership claims, or conflicts.The project works with the municipality and other stakeholders toward formal Protected Environment status.It is municipal (public) tenure. Municipality = democratic public owner.
	Comments 26: Comments: Yes — there is no indication of conflict with the local community. All available documents point to positive community relations:The project runs public events, school visits, eco-club activities, snare sweeps, and guided walks — all of which require good community cooperation. There are no reports of disputes, opposition, or land-use conflicts. Local residents are employed and benefit directly from restoration work. The NGO collaborates with local hiking clubs, schools, conservation volunteers, and SANBI-led initiatives, which typically reflects community acceptance. The community is involved and supportive, and local people benefit through employment and outreach, but: It is not a community-initiated projectIt is not a community-owned project. It is a founder-led NGO initiative operating on municipal land.
	Comments 27: Comments: There are no significant negative effects on cultural or subsistence requirements. The main community interactions are positive: jobs, education, walks, and anti-snaring activities. The only subsistence-related issue mentioned is illegal snaring or plant harvesting, which the project aims to reduce, not intensify.
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	Date: 12.11.2025
	Textfeld 60: 
	Comments 28: Comments: The project works with the local community, but current involvement of women or indigenous groups is limited. In the early phase, the founders aimed for 60% women employment, but due to funding constraints and the physically demanding nature of invasive clearing, the present field team consists of three men. The project is small, operates with very limited resources, and therefore cannot currently expand or diversify its workforce.
	Comments 29: Comments: Local community members contribute through labour and participation, but they do not have leadership or decision-making authority in the project.
	Comments 30: Comments: Yes — at least 30% of leadership roles are filled by community members (if the founders are considered as part of the local community). At least 60% of employees are local.
	Comments 31: Comments: The project has structural safeguards (public land, protection process, active board, community ties) that reduce collapse risk.


