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1. Executive Summary
Project Information Table
Project title

Mainstreaming Biodiversity into Land Use Regulation and Management at the
Municipal Scale

UNDP Project ID
(PIMS #):

000971721

PIF Approval Date:

GEF Project ID (PMIS
#):

4719

CEO Endorsement Date:

June 27, 20141

ATLAS Business Unit,
Award # Proj. ID:

00083075

Project Document
(ProDoc) Signature Date
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10 March 2015

Country:
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Focal Area:
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Midterm Review
completion date:
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GEF Focal Area
Strategic Objective:

BD-2
Mainstream
Biodiversity
Conservation and Sustainable Use into
Production Landscapes, Seascapes and
Sectors
GEF TF

Planned planed closing
date:

March 2020

Trust Fund:

Executing Agency /
Implementing
Partner:

If revised, proposed op.
closing date:
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Project Financing

at CEO endorsement
(US$)

at Midterm
Review (US$)*

[1] GEF financing:

8,177,730

2,928,979.43 2

[2] UNDP contribution:

1,000,000

-3

40,849,722

14,727,206.65

8,803,894

5,911,487.66

[3] Government:
[4] Other partners:
Per the final CEO Endorsement submission.
Source: October 2017 financial report
3
Not reported in the project’s co-financing table.
1
2
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[5] Total co-financing [2 + 3+ 4]:

50,653,616

20,638,694.31

PROJECT TOTAL COSTS [1 + 5]

58,831,346

23,567,673.74

Project Description

The Mainstreaming Biodiversity into Land-use Regulation and Management at the Municipal
Scale, or simply ‘Biodiversity and Land Use’ (BLU) project was designed to: enhance the
sustainable and effective conservation of globally significant biodiversity in South Africa through
exploring, piloting and implementing innovative mechanisms and approaches to mainstreaming
biodiversity and ecosystem services into the regulation and management of land and resource
use at the municipal scale. The project’s objective is to mitigate multiple threats to biodiversity
by increasing the capabilities of authorities and landowners to regulate land use and manage
priority biodiversity at the municipal scale. The project has two components:
Component 1: Land-use regulation and environmental management. This component
deals with land-use management, regulation, compliance and enforcement. The project
aims to encourage the uptake of biodiversity considerations into municipal planning and
decision-making, with an emphasis on strengthening biodiversity content in Integrated
Development Plans and Spatial Development Frameworks. The project aims to illustrate
the possible financial gains from biodiversity and ecosystem services, to promote
increased budget allocation for relevant investments by municipalities.
Component 2: Incentives on private and communal land. This component focuses on
improving the management of land and natural resources. Most of the biodiversity
priority areas in the target districts are on land that is either privately or communally
owned. Thus, the project involves the implementation of biodiversity stewardship
agreements on both private and communal land. Other interventions deal with for
example certification, tax incentives and other mechanisms to incentivise or enable land
users to sustainably manage biodiversity.

The project works in four district municipalities in global biodiversity hotspots and national
biodiversity priority areas, with very high rates of habitat degradation and conversion, high levels
of poverty, and other pressing needs for action: Amathole, uMgungundlovu and Ehlanzeni
District Municipalities are located in the Maputaland-Pondoland-Albany hotspot; and the Cape
Winelands District Municipality is located between the Succulent Karoo and the Cape Floristic
Region hotspots.
The project has a total budget of US $58,831,346, made up of US $8,177,730 from the GEF and
US $50,653,616 through co-financing.
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Project Progress Summary
The project is well-managed and on track to meet many of its indicators. It is successful in
delivering many innovations and solid achievements already by mid-term, despite working in an
environment of uneven capacity, operating across a range of sectors and in very diverse
environments with a wide set of partners, some of whom are new to the mainstreaming
approach. Wherever management, technical and operational challenges are identified, they are
generally being tackled proactively by the PMU with the support of SANBI senior management
as well as input from the Steering Committee.
Targets under indicator 1.4 (investment and jobs) are the exception: though efforts are being
made, achieving the full targets will require a much bigger push and some collective refocusing.
These targets are those which position the project most strongly as showing biodiversity’s
contribution to South Africa’s development agenda, hence they are crucial amongst the full suite
of expected deliverables.
Furthermore, attaining the specific outcomes and outputs as defined in the Strategic Results
Framework are not themselves a complete recipe to achieving the higher-order goals of the
project and promoting sustainability of the investment. Several achievements will rely on factors
outside the control of the project such as broader political, economic and social factors: these
also need to be identified and managed for. This will require the development of a Theory of
Change4 for the project intervention and engaging the Steering Committee at a more strategic
level, to effectively direct the project within a dynamic set of circumstances.

MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table5
Measure
Project Strategy

MTR
Rating

Achievement Description (summary6)
Municipal level is extremely important and the project has a “whole
Leatherman” of approaches to mainstream biodiversity effectively at this level.

See Vogel, I. (2012) for a good overview: a ToC includes (in order): 1. the context for the initiative; 2. the long-term
change that the initiative seeks to support and for whose ultimate benefit; 3. the sequence of events anticipated (or
required) to lead to the desired long-term outcome; 4. the assumptions about how these changes might happen,
and about contextual conditions that may affect whether the activities and outputs are appropriate for influencing
the desired changes in this context; 5. a diagram and narrative summary that represents the sequence and captures
the discussion. From: “ESPA guide to working with Theory of Change for research projects.” DfID, NERC and ESRC.
5
Presented per the format in the BLU MTR ToRs (section 5: Ratings) and on page 52 of the UNDP guidance for
conducting MTRs (2014).
6
Further details are provided in a summary table on pages 20-23 referencing each output, with yet more detail
including by indicators and targets provided in Annex E: Summary of progress towards results (a 26-page overview,
cross-referenced to other available documentation on the project including comprehensive Mid-Term Reports
prepared by various individuals and partners involved in delivery). This is a large and diverse project – every effort
has been made to summarise the achievement fairly in aggregate.
4
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Some aspects are well defined in the PIF that did not carry over fully to the
ProDoc/SRF around the development and poverty reduction angle, which
should be re-asserted.
Progress Towards
Results

Objective:
Satisfactory
(S)

On-track towards achieving most of the deliverables, but further fine-tuning
required to achieve some of the higher-order goals and refocusing on those
which have high political currency such as jobs creation. The project could
reach Highly Successful at the TE by taking into account the MTR
recommendations, especially numbers 1-4.

Outcome 1:
Satisfactory
(S) to
Moderately
Satisfactory
(MS)

The project is delivering very important and durable products that will have a
lasting impact such as within the “once in a generation” opportunity of
SPLUMA and in critical domains such as strategic water resources. The project
is embedding tools and approaches that are strategically designed and will live
on beyond the project.
However, the project is off-track to achieving the important indicators around
investment and jobs creation (under 1.4), although efforts here are evident.

Outcome 2:
Highly
Satisfactory7
(HS)

There are many world-leading activities underway within this Component.
Work with the production sectors and stewardship is very effective and
presents a range of exciting “proofs of concept” that will be taken up well
beyond the project, nationally and internationally. Key in the second half of the
project will be to link these back into the case for investing in biodiversity by
municipalities (under 1.4), as well as showcase the great efforts of the wide
range of passionate and energetic proponents.

Project
Implementation &
Adaptive
Management

Satisfactory
(S)

The PMU is working effectively in a challenging and dynamic environment with
uneven capacity, political pressures, and many factors beyond their immediate
control actively influencing outcomes. They enjoy strong and effective senior
management support within SANBI. The project set-up reflects good
integration into government and excellent leveraging of partnerships. The
project could be making better use of its Project Board to steer the project
strategically, especially as it moves into its second half, which will likely require
some tweaking of the Board composition.

Sustainability

Likely (L) to
Moderately
Likely (ML)

Sustainability likelihood is strong in the landscape production, planning and
Integrated Environmental Management (IEM) work. Stewardship sustainability
relies on post-declaration support and other enabling factors. Some areas for
attention for the project sustainability more broadly (at the objective level) are
highlighted including conflict with other development pressures (e.g. mining)
and the socio-political sustainability dimensions around who are the
beneficiaries from biodiversity and how it contributes to broad-based
development, and ultimately the receptiveness to decision-makers of
arguments for investing in biodiversity.

Against the targets as they appear in the approved Project Document, but some of these need to be further disaggregated and specified, as discussed elsewhere.
7
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Concise Summary of Conclusions

The project is highly important for South Africa today. It is working effectively to deliver a wide
range of innovative interventions to mainstream biodiversity in a complex space. The project is
enormously successful in demonstrating a range of approaches to mainstreaming biodiversity,
at the critical municipal level and with land stewards. To achieve the ultimate goal of
mainstreaming and making long-term contributions towards poverty reduction through
sustainable development transformation, as far as can be feasible, the project should “look up”
into “the swirl” and effectively use the Project Board to steer through complex and dynamic
circumstances.
At mid-term, the project should consider whether and how it can be sparking national-level
conversations on the contribution of biodiversity to municipal and national development
objectives, and situate itself amongst relevant conversations relating to development and
governance, which are so important in South Africa today. Recent elections, currency challenges,
and other indicators point to a time of great change and re-evaluation – and potential for
transformation. The MTR consultant’s view is that engaging with relevant evidence in such
debates is important for the overall project goal to be met beyond the project lifespan.
Specific recommendations follow to enact this mid-course correction. These recommendations
primarily amplify the successes that the project is already having, re-iterating the MTR
consultant’s finding that the project is already quite effective in its design and implementation.

Recommendation Summary Table
Rec
#

Recommendation

Entity Responsible

Develop a Theory of Change for the project intervention and review/update
the project’s risk and assumptions on this basis.
Tweak the Project Board composition (through a joint review of needs) to
ensure the steering is at a strategic level.

PMU,
with
external
support and PSC
UNDP / DEA / SANBI

3

Develop an action plan to meet the 600 jobs target, which could include
widening the geographic scope and criteria.

UNDP / DEA / SANBI with
PSC

4

Clarify the business case for government investment in biodiversity and
stewardship for development (as compared to competing land uses).

PMU (with partnerships
such as BIOFIN, external
support)

5

Commission a documentary or series of video profiles (visual medium) of key
project proponents and stakeholders, conveying the journeys that they are on
to mainstream biodiversity from different perspectives.
Contribute to evidence-based engagement on the trade-offs between different
land uses, for example via supporting the scoping of Strategic Environmental
Assessments (SEAs) where land use conflicts have been identified in project
areas.

PMU (to commission)

1
2

6

DEA to lead interdepartmental approach,
PMU support
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7

Confirm, as feasible, a no-cost extension to the project (12 months).

8

Re-align the project budget to accelerate delivery in priority areas.

9

Align with SANParks and other stewardship partners to advance the postdeclaration support agenda (e.g. via the 2nd Biodiversity Stewardship
Conference).

10

Profile and promote the role of biodiversity in creating jobs, economic
transformation, contributing to the green economy, and other positive aspects,
reflecting its place in the new South Africa.

UNDP and PMU, with
PSC
PMU with PSC and
partners
BLU
project
with
SANParks project, other
partners
SANBI, DEA and UNDP

2. Introduction
Purpose of the MTR and objectives

The MTR assesses progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as
specified in the Project Document, and assesses early signs of project success or failure with the
goal of identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on-track to
achieve its intended results. The MTR also reviews the project’s strategy, and its risks to
sustainability.

Scope & Methodology

The MTR provides evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. In order to
achieve this, the MTR consultant reviews all relevant sources of information including documents
prepared during the preparation phase (i.e. PIF, UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Environmental &
Social Safeguard Policy, the Project Document, project reports including Annual Project
Review/PIRs, project budget revisions, lesson learned reports, national strategic and legal
documents, and any other materials that the team considers useful for this evidence-based
review). The MTR consultant will review the baseline Global Environmental Facility (GEF) focal
area Tracking Tool submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsement, and the mid-term GEF focal area
Tracking Tool that must be completed before the MTR field mission begins.
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The MTR consultant is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory approach ensuring
close engagement with the Project Team, government counterparts (such as the GEF
Operational Focal Point), the UNDP Country Office, UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor, and
other key stakeholders. Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful MTR. Stakeholder
involvement has included interviews with stakeholders who have project responsibilities,
including but not limited to: Department of Environmental Affairs, Mpumalanga Department of
Economic Development, Environment and Tourism, Western Cape Department of
Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks Agency,
Eastern Cape Parks and Tourism Agency, Ezemvelo KwaZulu Natal Wildlife, Ehlanzeni District
Municipality, uMgungundlovu District Municipality, Drakenstein District Municipality, NCT
Forestry Cooperative Ltd and World Wildlife Fund-South Africa; executing agencies, senior
officials and task team/ component leaders, key experts and consultants in the subject area,
Project Board, project stakeholders, local government and CSOs, etc. A draft was shared with
partners prior to submission to UNDP. The MTR consultant was expected to conduct field
missions including project sites in Amathole, Cape Winelands, uMgungundlovu and Ehlanzeni
District Municipalities: all of these areas have been visited by the MTR consultant during
September-November 2017.
This MTR review approach follows UNDP and GEF’s long experience evaluating GEF projects.
The limitation in this particular case was a large and vast project, with a limited timeframe to
conduct the MTR (30 days, between September and November): as mentioned elsewhere, every
effort has been made to present the achievements in aggregate fairly, recognising that progress
can be subjective. The limited time available to conduct the review had a benefit of focusing the
MTR on high-level topics, as each area of work in the project could yield its own sets of findings,
conclusions and recommendations, which may be overwhelming to handle as a package but can
also be dealt with through some of the systematic recommendations. Also available: MTR
Inception Report (47 pages) containing methods and other materials on the conduct of this MTR.
Ideally more time would have been available for the review and finalisation of the MTR, to hold
a series of discussions with stakeholders on the draft findings. Discussion on the findings (of a
large and complex project) and differences in views on the achievement ratings presented can
be taken up beyond the MTR through planned meetings including a strategic discussion and
Project Board meeting in mid-December 2017.

Structure of the MTR report

The structure of the MTR report is determined by UNDP, per the ToR provided in Annex A, and
based on the institutional guidance for the conduct of MTRs. Small variations in this case are for
example additional annexes focused on gender and national development, requested by UNDP
Country Office (CO).
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3. Project Description and Background Context
Since 1994 South Africa has made major strides in protecting its biodiversity, having instituted
extensive policy reforms and created new institutions at national and provincial levels to manage
biodiversity8. This transformation has occurred with the assistance of the GEF and other partners,
and has resulted in improved capacities to manage biodiversity at the National and Provincial
levels.9. South Africa is, however, still experiencing very high rates of biodiversity loss. The
National Biodiversity Assessment (NBA) completed in 201110 found that: approximately 20% of
natural habitat has been irreversibly lost; 48% of wetland ecosystem types are critically
endangered; and 24% of coastal ecosystems are threatened by development pressure.

Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and
policy factors relevant to the project objective and scope

South Africa has persistently high levels of poverty and unemployment, with a current
unemployment of 27.7% (very high). The gap to reaching the 2030 National Development Plan
target of 24-million employed people 7.8 million jobs. Youth unemployment is particularly high,
at 58% for people aged between 15 years and 34 years11. The Government launched a National
Development Plan and its New Growth Path12 to tackle these problems and has set an ambitious
target to create 5 million jobs by 2020. Some of the job drivers identified by Government include
substantial investment in infrastructure both to create employment directly in construction,
operation, maintenance and production of inputs (estimated at 250,000 jobs a year); targeting
more labour-absorbing activities across the main economic sectors – such as agriculture and
mining value chains, manufacturing and services (485,000 jobs by 2030); and taking advantage
of new opportunities in the knowledge and green economies (300,000 jobs by 2020).

Problems that the project sought to address: threats and barriers targeted

Municipalities play an important role as centres of economic growth and service delivery, and
are therefore seen as key to implementation of the New Growth Path. A US $62 billion
infrastructure upgrade is underway to rehabilitate municipal township infrastructure nationwide.
Municipalities are also important users and managers of biodiversity. These expanding roles and
responsibilities for the municipalities have serious implications for further loss of biodiversity
A valuable overview is provided in Alam, A., Mokate, R. and K. A. Plangemann (2016). "Protecting Biodiversity,
Rehabilitating Ecosystems, and Promoting Conservation for Development." Chapter 9 In: Warner, Christopher J.,
Sobrevila, C. and G.C. Ledec (Eds). Making It Happen: Selected Case Studies of Institutional Reforms in South
Africa. April 2016: 151-164.
9
The innovative management tools that have been developed to conserve biodiversity are documented in the
primer: Cadman, M., Petersen, C., Driver, A., Sekhran, N., Maze, K. & Munzhedzi, S. (2010). Biodiversity for
Development: South Africa’s landscape approach to conserving biodiversity and promoting ecosystem resilience.
South African National Biodiversity Institute, Pretoria.
10
See details of the forthcoming NBA at https://www.sanbi.org/nba.
11
Latest figures from Statistics South Africa.
12
See details at http://www.economic.gov.za/communications/publications/new-growth-path-series.
8
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unless clear tools are in place to ensure biodiversity considerations are integrated into
implementation of the New Growth path – particularly the land use permitting process,
infrastructure placement and other efforts around job creation. There is a need to strike a balance
between short-term acceleration of employment opportunities and conservation and sustainable
use of biodiversity13. Coordinating and supporting the capacity of municipalities to deliver is key
to successful realization of the New Growth Path14.
There are several challenges to achieving this. First, capacity at the municipal scale is very weak,
and there is little or no coordination amongst the myriad of institutions that regulate land use.
Second, less than 7% of land in South Africa is formally protected, which leaves critical
biodiversity under threat from degradation and conversion pressure in the absence of effective
community-based natural resource management. Lastly, the potential contribution of
biodiversity to the Government jobs agenda is not yet clear and thus there is little or no incentive
for municipalities to work with landholders to manage land and natural resources in a biodiversity
friendly manner.

Project Description and Strategy: objective, outcomes and expected
results, description of field sites

This project is designed to address these challenges by (a) strengthening coordination and
capacity of municipal and other regulatory authorities that regulate land use decisions within
municipalities to incorporate criteria to mitigate and offset impacts on biodiversity over and
above statutory environments for environmental protection; and (b) putting in place a
cooperative governance framework in partnership with private and communal land owners to
better manage land, including providing incentives for landholders to engage in biodiversity
friendly practices, while also demonstrating the potential of biodiversity to create jobs and
contribute to economic growth.
The project works in four district municipalities in global biodiversity hotspots and with very high
rates of habitat degradation and conversion, and other pressing needs for action. The Amathole,
uMgungundlovu and Ehlanzeni district municipalities are located in the Maputaland-PondolandAlbany hotspot while the Cape Winelands district municipality is located between the Succulent
Karoo and the Cape Floristic Region hotspots.
These municipalities are where former Bantustans (Ehlanzeni, Amathole) and Apartheid era
forced removals (Cape Winelands) left millions of impoverished people. In all four Districts, the
Alam et al (2016) framed three broad policy options facing South Africa with regards to ‘conservation v.
development’: “(i) to prioritize job creation and poverty eradication over biodiversity and ecosystem considerations
(under this scenario South Africa would have witnessed accelerated biodiversity losses and environment and
conservation institutions would have been allowed to wither); (ii) to largely continue business as usual while addressing
land claims and deracializing environment institutions; and (iii) to give full effect to the constitutional environment
right, through both policy and institutional transformation. It selected the third option.”
14
See also e.g. https://www.gov.za/about-government/government-programmes/new-growth-path.
13
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main land use is agricultural. While most of the land is privately or communally owned, there is
no community based natural resource management framework in place. This, combined with
weak regulation and enforcement, means that critical biodiversity is gradually being transformed
into crop agriculture or settlements, resulting in the degradation and extirpation of endemic
species. The overlap between areas of high biodiversity and high rural poverty is potentially
catastrophic for both the biodiversity housed within those ecosystems and the people
dependent on the goods and services that this biodiversity provides. However, this overlap also
presents South Africa with a unique opportunity to harness the human and natural capital
concentrated in poor rural areas towards biodiversity based green economic activities that can
generate income for the rural poor while preserving the integrity of our most productive
ecosystems.
The project is in line with GEF Biodiversity Focal Area, Strategic Objective 2: (i.e. Mainstream
Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use into Production Landscapes, Seascapes and
Sector). It will specifically contribute to Outcome 2.1: (Increase in sustainably managed
landscapes and seascapes that integrate biodiversity conservation) by ensuring production
landscapes in biodiversity priority areas are certified by international or national schemes that
incorporate biodiversity considerations; and to Outcome 2.2: (Measures to conserve and
sustainably use biodiversity incorporated in policy and regulatory frameworks) by ensuring
regulatory frameworks governing land use at the municipal scale incorporate criteria to prevent,
mitigate and offset unavoidable impacts on biodiversity.

Project Implementation Arrangements

The project is implemented by UNDP and executed by the South Africa National Biodiversity
Institute (SANBI). The Project Management Unit (PMU) sits in SANBI, supported by technical
teams and senior managers amongst ongoing scientific work and technical efforts to show how
maintenance and sustainable use of healthy intact ecosystems can deliver jobs and economic
growth. The project is further delivered through 12 Memorandums of Agreement (MoAs)
between SANBI and District Municipalities, Provincial conservation and planning agencies, and
NGOs. The project team also makes use of secondments into provincial and district entities,
either hired via SANBI or directly by the agencies themselves.

Project timing and milestones

The project is conceived as a 5-year intervention. The interventions under each component take
advantage of windows of opportunity particularly in the planning domain via the Spatial Planning
and Land Use Management Act (SPLUMA). Other interventions work towards targets such as
level of investment, jobs, and hectares of stewardship declared, but are somewhat open-ended
in that they could be achieved to a lesser or greater degree (whereas some other projects have
a more definitive end point tying off the intervention). This is common for mainstreaming
projects, which typically seek to influence processes around the project through strategic
deliverables, but beyond the immediate control of the project.
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Main stakeholders: summary list
NATIONAL LEVEL
•
•
•
•

•

•

Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA): Responsible for environmental policy,
legislation and developing and implementing the Biodiversity Act.
SANBI: Primary executing agency with overall project management and project
development responsibilities.
Department of Trade and Industry: business development and financing institutions
South African National Parks (SANParks): Responsible for ensuring integration between
mainstreaming and protected area interventions, especially in the Ehlanzeni area where
national parks are integral to the biodiversity and wildlife economy, in accordance with
the Policy on buffer zones for National Parks
National Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) and Development of
Rural Development and Land Reform (DRDLR): Responsible for some regulatory,
compliance and enforcement functions in the target District Municipalities.
Development Bank of South Africa (DBSA): Work with municipalities on infrastructure
development and capacity building

PROVINCIAL LEVEL
•

•

•

Provincial Conservation Agencies: MPTA, ECPTA, CapeNature, Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife:
some mandates with regards to regulation, compliance and enforcement. Custodians of
stewardship – mandated to work with their respective MECs to secure declaration of
stewardship sites.
Provincial Departments of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning, Provincial
Departments of Economic Development and Environment Affairs, and Provincial
Departments of Agriculture and Rural Development and Land Administration (as relevant
in each province): Develop permitting procedures for EIAs, and play a role in ensuring
biodiversity is integrated in municipal scale planning. Also responsible for compliance
with environmental policies, legislation and reporting according to the Ministerial
Outcome 10 Delivery agreements.
Regional water management agencies: DWA, CMAs, Regional water user associations,
and Provincial Departments of Agriculture: Responsible for some regulatory, compliance
and enforcement functions in the target District Municipalities.

MUNICIPAL LEVEL
•

District Municipalities, including Municipal Councils: Ehlanzeni District Municipality, Cape
Winelands District Municipality, Amathole District Municipality, uMgungundlovu district
municipality: Responsible for planning, budgeting, service delivery and economic

PIMS 4719 MTR - page 15 of 50

•
•

development in the target District municipalities. Key implementation partners for all
components and co-leaders of the project.
Local communities and community institutions: Local communities are important
beneficiaries of project interventions.
Commercial producers and operators: supported to develop biodiversity-compatible
approaches.

4. Findings
The following section is a narrative summary of overall findings from the MTR. Detail on the
ratings and justifications for these is presented in Section 4.2 Progress Towards Results (summary
table on pages 20-23) and in full within Annex E.
Importance and Context: The project sits at the heart of sustainability debates and at a critical
point in the development trajectory of the country: around biodiversity’s value and benefit
delivery; managing competing land uses including mining, infrastructure and agriculture;
securing strategic water resources – how, to and for whom, all within the context of political
challenges, economic uncertainty, severe unemployment, drought and floods, and the need for
broad-based economic transformation. Municipalities and provinces are critical – yet
insufficiently capacitated – actors in South African development, land and biodiversity
governance and management: it is crucial and timely to focus efforts at this juncture.

All of the questions on land use are set against a wider background of the economic situation
and pressure for employment and acceleration of demand for development results – with
particular focus on mining as a perceived strategy to achieve these. “Mining has always been an
issue for landscapes but it’s never been so MUCH of an issue as right now. It’s so high on the
political agenda,” said one respondent. At the heart of South African politics right now is the
pressure for improvement in livelihoods, with disappointment mounting years after
independence. It is a highly politicized space to be moving in.
Management: These big challenges are being met by a strong PMU team and executing agency:
SANBI is highly experienced, skilled, well-respected, and the team demonstrates a world-class
level of technical expertise. The MTR reviewer holds enormous respect for what the project has
been able to draw together in a coherent way and how the team has managed a complex project
under high levels of pressure and dynamic circumstances15. Senior managers and experts in
SANBI are very dedicated and accessible to the PMU. The Project Manager has a subtle and
effective approach allowing senior team members space to lead their own (large) domains. While
Alam et al (2016) describe a “very challenging context” for biodiversity management in South Africa “that includes
(1) private landownership of high-priority areas for conservation, (2) the need to redress apartheid-era land
dispossession, and (3) demands for rapid economic development and job creation.”
15
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the secondments are not always at a senior enough level to influence in government, the capacity
development programme is taking shape to ensure all team members are carrying the tools,
methods and messages of the project to every corner as feasible.
Partnerships and integration: A large degree of the project’s success is based on the excellent
set of partnerships established. These build from a strong baseline, real co-financing, often
leveraging long-term relationships, and part of a continuum of projects that are coherent in their
strategy16. Some partnerships are new, and individuals and institutions are not always used to
collaborating with each other.
Innovation: The project offers many model approaches that can be replicated within South Africa
and beyond, at different levels. There are dozens of innovations which respondents highlighted
as “only in the world” “first in South Africa” “no one else is doing this anywhere” “this is very
exciting” “what we’ve achieved here is incredible”. The project is highly ambitious, developing
new knowledge, and doing work in critical, high-profile areas (e.g. strategic water areas work
relates to servicing major needs in Durban, Johannesburg and Cape Town) and at the same time
working within a very dynamic landscape with very uneven and risky capacity17, challenging
circumstances, in a context of diminishing budgets/downsizing amongst some partners. The MTR
consultant encourages more outreach from BLU to other GEF biodiversity mainstreaming
projects in the region and globally, as the project has much to share within the (slowly) evolving
community of practice on effective biodiversity mainstreaming18.

In terms of building strategically on a body of work, there has been excellent continuity and
staging of the relevant GEF projects executed by SANBI. Each project since GEF-3, and what is
planned for SANBI to execute under GEF-6, builds on and sets the stage for the next, and this
continuity is valuable. The project team is starting to apply “social learning” methods for
mainstreaming, which is an excellent approach to complement SANBI’s natural sciences
strengths.
Progress: Most interventions are well on-track, even surpassing expectations, or if there are
challenges identified, these are being tackled effectively. The targets under indicator 1.4 are the
exception: these will require a much bigger push and some collective refocusing to achieve.
However, progress towards higher-level objectives (country goals, development goal) are
somewhat hampered by the limited framing of risk management in the Project Document and
subsequently not having a structured method of considering risks to project impact and
sustainability through the management (risks defined are limited to risks around delivery of
outcomes and outputs). UNDP emphasised that adaptive management and interpretation of the
Project Document by the project team would demand that new risks are identified, documented

Alam et al (2016) note that the C.A.P.E. program (a UNDP-GEF project) “laid a foundation for how landscape-level
programs would evolve in the sector.”
17
Alam et al (2016) also cited “lower-than-expected capacities of provincial and of local government structures”.
18
See also extensive feedback from the Grasslands TE along this line as well.
16
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and mitigation plans put in place. The PIRs only track the ‘Critical Risks’: i.e. those which could
end the project. The project should have a structured risk management process, which also takes
account of strategic (non-critical) risks and risks to the sustainability of the investment. UNDP
tracks risks on a quarterly basis, through the Atlas Risk module and the Country Office is required
to monitor and review these on a quarterly basis. The project’s M&E system should therefore be
able to track and manage risks accordingly: this is an area for improvement, linked to a
strengthened Theory of Change, and the project have engaged INR to support efforts here.
Sustainability and impact: Some areas for attention for the project sustainability and impact
include how the project fits into and influences the broader context of ‘conservation v.
development’, importance of achieving the politically important jobs targets as part of the overall
‘policy messaging’ of the project, as well as the incentives and case for municipalities to invest
in biodiversity from a jobs, social and economic view (complementing the Ecological
Infrastructure approach planned for in a GEF-6 Development Bank of Southern Africa project to
be executed by SANBI).

4.1 Project Strategy
Project Design

The project design is of very high quality, taking into account many good practices and lessons
built up through SANBI and UNDP’s experience. It is an ambitious design spanning a wide range
of sectors, intervention types, requiring strong partnerships and solid assessment of the baseline.
The project is strategically designed with multiple leverage points within the decision-making
chain. It reflects good practice that SANBI has been engaged since the PIF, managing the PPG
phase, and is now implementing. The project design reflects their strong technical expertise,
extensive knowledge of the project areas, and context in government, and as a result there is
resulting ownership over the outcomes.
Project theory of change: The project’s ambition lies at the level, depth and breadth of the more
technical outcomes and outputs, but is more limited at the levels of the longer-term impact
above the project’s immediate influence. There is some hesitation to enter into other spheres of
influence, but this should not prevent scoping out these spaces and identifying the leverage
points strategically (while now this happens informally/on an ad hoc basis)19. An example was
provided to the project team from another GEF-5 mainstreaming project developed and
executed by a scientific and technical agency (who do not have an advocacy role). That project
employed a Theory of Change (ToC) approach building from the Ecosystem Services and Poverty
Alleviation (ESPA) guidance20. ESPA is a good example of how scientific actors can influence
beyond the sphere of control of their technical projects.

These spheres are seen within DEA’s domain, but it could be arranged that DEA would lead such an exercise,
beyond where SANBI is mandated to tread.
20
Available from http://www.espa.ac.uk/files/espa/ESPA-Theory-of-Change-Manual-FINAL.pdf.
19
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The ToC approach encourages more deliberate planning of “a sequence of events that is
expected to lead to a particular desired outcome21.” The Department of Mineral Resources
(DMR) is a major stakeholder in relation to land use questions and decisions around trade-offs:
an explicit ToC would support the Project Board to debate whether, how and through what
mechanisms the project should engage most effectively with DMR.

Results Framework

The well-developed Strategic Results Framework (SRF) reflects an experienced Project
Preparation Grant (PPG) team with considerable GEF experience who brought many past lessons
and experience to bear (though the SRF is still highly ambitious22). The project’s objectives and
outcomes/components are generally clear, practical, and more or less reasonably feasible within
its time frame. Broader development effects were well-factored into project design e.g. jobs
creation (600 jobs target) and extensive efforts at improved governance and planning.
Poverty and development aspects in the project design: There is an element lacking in the SRF
between the delivery of the country priority and the development goal to mainstream
biodiversity:
o Country Programme Outcome Priority: Outcome 2 on harnessing of South Africa’s
biodiversity resources to address sustainability whilst creating economic opportunities
[emphasis added]
§ Indicator: (includes) Number of green jobs created23
o Project Development Goal: To enhance the sustainable and effective conservation of
globally significant biodiversity in South Africa through exploring, piloting and
implementing innovative mechanisms and adaptive approaches to mainstreaming
biodiversity and ecosystem services into the regulating and management of land and
resource use in the landscape.

The Project Development Goal does not mention people, poverty, resilience or sustainable
development at all: the MTR consultant recommends that this should be added as appropriate
through the ToC development exercise.

See Davies R. (2012) on the criteria for assessing the evaluability of a theory of change
http://mandenews.blogspot.co.uk/2012/04/criteria-for-assessing-evaluablity-of.html.
22
See also Grasslands project TE reflections on this point: high level of ambition can be valuable, and it can be a
challenge. This MTR consultant agrees that solid delivery against a too-ambitious target can still be considered
“Highly Successful”.
23
See UN South Africa Strategic Cooperation Framework (2013 - 2017) especially from page 24, available in full
from
http://www.za.undp.org/content/south_africa/en/home/operations/legal_framework/_jcr_content/centerparsys/dow
nload_1/file.res/SA-SCF-2013-17.pdf. This is the overall framework for the work of the UN in South Africa.
21
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4.2

Progress Towards Results

The project is achieving solid good progress towards its expected results, and is “overdelivering” in some areas. Unfortunately, the important jobs target is not on-track24, and
elsewhere activities have only just started, though promising in their inception.
The aggregate ratings (presented in the Executive Summary on page 7) are as follows:
•
•

•

For achievement of the overall Objective is Satisfactory (S)
For achievement of Outcome 1 overall is Satisfactory (S) (aggregating the below detailed
ratings: 1.1 of HS, 1.2 of S, 1.3 of HS, and 1.4 of MS) – reflecting some important strengths
in embedding biodiversity into municipal governance, but shortfall on number of green
jobs delivered (or anticipated based on the current trajectory), which is highly important.
For achievement of Outcome 2 is Highly Satisfactory (HS) (aggregating the below
detailed ratings: 2.1 of HS, 2.2 of S, 2.3 of HS, and 2.4 of HS) – highlighting globally
significant mainstreaming innovations and considerable on-the-ground progress.

The table below, ‘Summary by Outcome’, provides a summary assessment of progress,
highlighting key outputs, based on request from UNDP (beyond the template in the ToR and
guidance). Full detail including review of indicators and targets is provided in Annex E (the basis
for the summary Achievement ratings presented here and on page 7 of this report).

19 jobs created were recorded at the 2017 PIR, however these are the jobs created for the PMU and secondments
within partnership agreements. None have been realised from the EI Challenge Fund and still appears some time
before any EI jobs will come online.
24
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Progress
at
midterm

S

HS

Rating

Good progress underway, and outcome likely to be achieved:

Output 1.1.4: Compliance monitoring and enforcement underway
through various partnerships inc. staff positions supported by the
project.

Output 1.1.3: Policy support and guidelines development well underway
(review/scoping for 1 new sector & 1 new biome), e.g. through the critical
agricultural law reform.

Output 1.1.2: Review of application forms undertaken and adaptive
management resulted in the better mechanism of the screening tool,
which is nearly ready to launch/roll-out and the demo was extremely wellreviewed by stakeholders. This is a significant innovation that will be
embedded. Enormous additional contribution of efforts around Strategic
Water Source Areas Project (SWSAs).

Output 1.1.1: Coordination mechanisms being put in place (1 of 2
formalised by mid-term, 2nd well underway).

(Full detail on the relevant indicators and targets is provided in Annex E)
There are numerous positive and promising efforts being delivered
within this Outcome: the EoP target likely to be achieved, and the project
is over-delivering in some aspects:

Justification - referencing the relevant outputs

Table: Summary of Progress and Rating by Outcome with Justification
Outcome

Outcome 1.1: Regulatory processes for land
and natural resource use management
incorporate criteria to prevent/minimise and
offset impacts on biodiversity

Outcome 1.2
The capacity of staff of
regulatory authorities and other environmental
planning professionals to apply criteria to
prevent/ minimise and offset impacts on
biodiversity is improved

Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2: Capacity needs assessment for regulatory
authorities, and environmental and planning communities completed
and strategy developed. Training and other capacity development
underway in response.
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Outcome

Outcome 1.3: Municipal land use planning,
management and decision making integrate
biodiversity priorities

Outcome 1.4: Financial mechanisms and
incentives are enhanced in order to encourage
greater investment in biodiversity and
ecosystem services and support job creation
and sustainable economic development

Progress
at
midterm

Rating

HS

MS

Justification - referencing the relevant outputs

(Full detail on the relevant indicators and targets is provided in Annex E)
Considerable body of work underway with very positive feedback from
stakeholders:

Output 1.3.1: Protocols development well-underway, criteria used to
evaluate SDFs, findings picked up in target districts to integrate BD
priorities. Approach embedded nationally via the National SDF and
Land Use Scheme Guidelines.

Output 1.3.2: Environmental layers incorporated into IDPs: Target of 6
IDPs is at least 50% delivered (Bushbuckridge, Nkomazi, Thaba Chweu),
and underway elsewhere (layer brought into draft bioregional plans and
shared with consultants developing LUS or SDFs).

Output 1.3.3: Criteria to evaluate LUMS in terms of their biodiversity
information has been completed. Support is being provided to Land
Use Management Systems (1 Drakenstein, 2 in uMgungundlovu).

Output 1.3.4: Municipal decision-making on infrastructure placement
applying the mitigation hierarchy: support provided to facilitate this in
EDM and uMDM.

Challenge under this outcome has been identified, mainly regarding the
jobs target, but the investment target also warrants reflection on whether
actions undertaken and planned will lead to the desired outcome.

1.4.1: 2 public sector funding mechanism pilots identified (uDMD and
EDM). Case for broader investment not yet presented to Treasury.

Output 1.4.2: The target of 600 jobs is not on track to be met (no EI
Challenge Fund-derived jobs at mid-term), as e.g. an initial call for
proposals did not yield the expected results. General agreement that
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Outcome

Outcome 2.1:
Improved
biodiversity priority areas

security

for

Outcome 2.2: Biodiversity management of
threatened medicinal species and priority
ecosystems enhanced

Progress
at
midterm

Rating

HS

S

Justification - referencing the relevant outputs

(Full detail on the relevant indicators and targets is provided in Annex E)
there needs to be a bigger push under this Output (recognising the
efforts that have been made and additional support commissioned
recently).
Evaluation is made against the progress towards stewardship ha targets
as they appear in the approved SRF (not dis-aggregated by land type
or beneficiaries):

Output 2.1.1: There are 3 stages involved, and sites proceed from i) to
iii) depending on a number of factors. Aggregate progress to date, in
sum is:

i) Under negotiation: Considerably more than 20 000 ha EoP target is
available and possible (some of these ha will move up to stages ii and iii).

ii) To be submitted for declaration: At least 29 133 ha js prepared for
submission in 2018, of the 14 495 ha EoP target - likely to surpass EoP
target (and some of these move into iii).

iii) Already declared: 5 703 ha realised of the 27 969 ha EoP target.
Likely to surpass target ha final target, based on progress already made
in very short space of time since partnerships have been operational –
however, factors beyond the project’s sphere of influence could
ultimately affect this attainment.

There is excellent on-the-ground progress to achieve the targets
through strong partnerships and admirable enthusiasm of champions.

Good progress, although still early:

Output 2.2.1: Scoping work has commenced (for 3 of 3 BMP:S).
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Outcome

Outcome 2.3: Pressure on biodiversity is
reduced through better land and natural
resource management practices implemented
by private and communal land owners.

Outcome 2.4: Financing mechanisms and
incentives
for
biodiversity
stewardship

Progress
at
midterm

Rating

HS

HS

Justification - referencing the relevant outputs

(Full detail on the relevant indicators and targets is provided in Annex E)

Output 2.2.2: Delivery of 1 (of 1) BMP:E underway, via ToRs and ECPTA
engagement. This BMP:E will be the first Biodiversity Stewardship BMP:E
(an innovation) and is an opportunity to test/promote national norms and
standards.

Numerous fantastic examples of innovative mainstreaming results within
this outcome, with large potential for showcasing and sharing learnings
within and beyond South Africa. There are several detailed targets here
and considerable results achieved and underway:

Output 2.3.1: Land Under Better Management (LUBM) efforts are
underway through valuable partnerships established with e.g. K2C, WWF
and NCT. At least 60 253 ha already delivered, and opportunities that
will meet or surpass the 161 000 ha target have been identified and
processes in place for rapid delivery.

Output 2.3.2: Biodiversity considerations are effectively integrated into
national or international codes of conduct/ production
standards/certification systems for:
Fruit: On track to meet 30% target
Sugar: SUSFARMS adopted by 100% of the 2 mills in the target district
and 95% of producers; extension support to bring this up to 100%.
Forestry sectors: developed a method that will enable at least 20%
compliance including small holders. Approach taken up nationally
through the South African Forestry Assurance scheme.
Significant achievements already at mid-term:
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Outcome

improved and capacity
incentives is strengthened

Indicator Assessment Key:
Green = Achieved

to

implement

Progress
at
midterm

Yellow = On target to be
achieved

Rating

Justification - referencing the relevant outputs

(Full detail on the relevant indicators and targets is provided in Annex E)
Output 2.4.1: Operationalisation of the stewardship business case is
underway. A BDS endowment fund is being investigated for
establishment.

Output 2.4.2: A major achievement: South African Income Tax legislation
has been amended to include a new tax incentive for Protected Areas
and Biodiversity Stewardship. The first successful tax return enacting this
has been issued through SARS – a first in South Africa, and most likely
the world. Expect that the tax credit will be extremely popular (most likely
surpassing the target of 5 users even in 2017). National and international
interest in this important innovation.

Red = Not on target to be
achieved

HS – Highly Satisfactory; S - Satisfactory; MS - Moderately Satisfactory; MU - Moderately Unsatisfactory
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Comment on the progress as compared to the GEF tracking tools is provided in Annex E: in sum,
the project is on-track according to the GEF tracking tools, but more generally (beyond this
project) the GEF tracking tool should not be solely relied on for effective monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) at project level (it lends itself better to aggregation at the portfolio level). The
project has rightly identified and has commissioned support from INR to develop meaningful
M&E framework building from a ToC.

Progress towards outcomes analysis
This MTR provides ratings on the project’s progress towards its objective and each outcome,
based on data provided in the PIRs, supplemented by data provided in the GEF TTs, the findings
of the MTR mission, and interviews with the project stakeholders. The Table in Annex E reviews
the SRF indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets using the Progress
Towards Results Matrix and following the Guidance For Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDPSupported, GEF-Financed Projects25. For the single indicator (1.4) marked as “Not on target to
be achieved” (red), the MTR recommends actions to be taken, summarized in the
33
Recommendations Table. Other recommendations serve to amplify the benefits from the
progress already made.

UNDP requested a summary of the outcome ratings here (presented in full in Annex E),
explaining what has so far been done (progress) and how much remains to be done under each
outcome, what is hampering progress and what mitigation measures are/will be required to
achieve the planned target. This is presented below.

25

The UNDP CO also requested detailed information on the project’s contribution towards national development

objectives of different types: this is provided in Annex F.
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being applied to prevent /
minimise and offset impacts
on biodiversity.

Relevant capacities have been
assessed and measures to
build capacity in target groups
are underway. Criteria are

screening tool, iii) system for
compliance monitoring and
enforcement of authorisations,
iv) relevant guidelines (see
detail by output and in Annex
E)

evolve prevent/minimise and
offset impacts on biodiversity
through the project’s targeted
interventions
including
i)
coordination mechanisms, ii)

Summary of progress at
outcome level26
The
relevant
regulatory
processes are starting to

Barrier: Sometimes the staff
seconded are not senior
enough to capacitate their
target – project has identified
and is responding. External
challenge of ongoing budget

To do: Continue to roll-out as
planned

Challenge/barriers: mainly in the
external environment – which
the project has identified and is
managing for.

What remains to be done and
barriers
To do: Continue to roll-out as
planned

Table: Summary of progress, barriers and recommended measures to achieve planned targets
Outcome

Outcome 1.1: Regulatory
processes for land and
natural
resource
use
management incorporate
criteria
to
prevent/minimise
and
offset
impacts
on
biodiversity.

Outcome 1.2
The
capacity of staff of
regulatory authorities and
other
environmental
planning professionals to
apply criteria to prevent/
minimise
and
offset
impacts on biodiversity is
improved.

26
This
is presented by Outcome, and in Annex E in more detail by indicators and targets.
See also aggregate next and Recommendations section, from page 46.
27

Recommended measures27

Project extension would allow
potential to be fulfilled and all
elements to be carried through to
their maximum extent.

Sustainability
plan
for
the
secondment appointees should be
considered: in each municipality,
make relevant cases for financing
of these posts / functions. Also
ensuring roles are framed to
embed biodiversity into their
institutions, rather than take
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Outcome

Outcome 1.3: Municipal
land
use
planning,
management
and
decision making integrate
biodiversity priorities.

Outcome 1.4: Financial
mechanisms
and
incentives are enhanced
in order to encourage
greater investment in
biodiversity
and
ecosystem services and
support job creation and

Summary of progress
outcome level26

at

Protocols
have
been
developed and processes are
underway to enable target
municipalities to integrate
biodiversity
priorities,
via
SPLUMA-compliance
development
plans
with
environmental layers and land
use management systems

Measures have been taken to
identify
relevant
financial
mechanisms, and steps taken
to create jobs, however no
jobs or investments have been
realized at mid-term (and there
is debate on whether the steps
already
taken
including

What remains to be done and
barriers
cuts and turnover / vacant posts
in government. Quite likely to
be achieved overall but some
gains could be lost due to
factors outside the project’s
control – which the project is
working to respond to as far as
feasible.

To do: Continue to roll-out as
planned
Barrier: Requires a lot of trust
and relationship building, which
takes time and can be affected
by turnover and other factors.
Relies on willingness and
availability of counter-parts in
municipalities.
To do: Per recommendations,
reformulate the investment goal
after reflecting on the Theory of
Change. Formulate (and then
deliver on) a universally agreed
plan to realize 600 new green
jobs through the project. This

Recommended measures27

biodiversity tasks temporarily off
permanent staff.

More time for each secondment
and relevant backstopping would
yield more capacity developed.

Project extension would allow
potential to be fulfilled, and
trouble-shooting where progress
has been affected by factors
beyond the project’s control.

Tweaking of the Project Board to
ensure that the development
perspective is more prominent
going forward.

Reformulation of the investment
target (within the ToC process)
around
incentives
for
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Outcome
Summary of progress at
outcome level26
sustainable
economic commissioned support will
development.
fully achieve the outcome).

Outcome 2.1: Improved Biodiversity
stewardship
security for biodiversity agreements
are
being
priority areas.
negotiated, put forward for
declaration, and ultimately
declared, aiming to cover at
least 62,464 ha of biodiversity
priority areas. This is a major
effort involving many partners
and stakeholders, who have
already made great gains in a
short period of time (the
project chose well-placed
partners). (The attainment will
not be linear, as sites move
through stages i-iii towards
declaration.)

What remains to be done and
barriers
should be done in a manner than
engages the Project Board.

Barrier: partly due to the project
design (that these aspects are
not more prominent, overarching Objectives compared to
other outcomes) and that the
Project
Board
has
not
emphasized
these
more
forcefully compared to other
priorities.
To do: Continue efforts, with
clearer prioritization and disaggregated targets.
Barrier: Declarations can take
time to finalise, especially those
on communal land which (in
general terms) require more
investments of support to be
successful. Declarations are
vulnerable to factors outside of
the project’s control such as
political pressure to avoid
“sterilizing” sites with possible
mining or other development
potential.

Recommended measures27

municipalities and provinces to
investment in biodiversity.

Strategic action plan to meet the
600 jobs target, that is jointly
owned by the Project Board.

More time would likely be needed
to meet the target.

Prioritization of efforts. Hold a
strategic discussion on achieving
the total ha v. targeting of different
land types and direct/indirect
beneficiaries.

Clarify
the
benefits
to
municipalities from investments
into stewardship.

Based on the strengthened M&E,
quantify/communicate jobs and
development
benefits
of
stewardship.
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Outcome

Outcome
2.2:
Biodiversity management
of threatened medicinal
species
and
priority
ecosystems enhanced.

Outcome 2.3: Pressure on
biodiversity is reduced
through better land and
natural
resource
management
practices
implemented by private
and
communal
land
owners.

Summary of progress
outcome level26

at

Management of threatened
medicinal species and priority
ecosystems is being enhanced
through the development of
BMP:S and BMP:E – the latter
for stewardship, which is
innovative.
A number of efforts are
underway to reduce pressure
on biodiversity via i) putting
land
under
better
management, and ii) sectorspecific efforts for fruit, sugar
and forestry.

What remains to be done and
barriers

specifically

To do: Roll out as planned
Barriers:
None
foreseen (still early)

To do: Continue roll out as
planned
Barrier: Time

Recommended measures27

Continue addressing the risk of
declaring sites without postdeclaration support – which the
project identified and is working to
address (with DEA and others).

Communications and showcasing
as the efforts are underway.
n/a

More precise M&E of the
beneficiaries esp. small holders
and women.
Communications and showcasing
as the initiatives are rolling out.

This outcome would benefit from
more time and in some cases more
budget for some partners to bring
delivery to its potential
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Outcome

Outcome 2.4: Financing
mechanisms
and
incentives for biodiversity
stewardship
improved
and
capacity
to
implement incentives is
strengthened.

Summary of progress at
outcome level26
Financing mechanisms and
incentives for biodiversity
stewardship
have
been
improved e.g. through a
functional biodiversity tax
credit – which is a major
innovation.
Capacity
to
implement incentives is being
strengthened through training
efforts (rolled out in 6 of 9
provinces so far).

What remains to be done and
barriers
To do: Roll out as planned.
Development of an online tool is
listed in the outputs, but another
format (interactive PDF form)
could also need the objectives.

Barrier: Availability of dedicated
tax specialists who can support
this work going forward (1
expert in Birdlife SA, others who
have been trained)

Recommended measures27

Additional funding for Birdlife to
develop tax specialists capacity to
support the tax credit.
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At an over-arching level, the remaining barriers to achieve the full potential positive impact of
the project are:
• Timeframe: This is the greatest challenge to the project realising its maximum potential.
It is well-documented28 that mainstreaming projects tend to require a high level of
flexibility to achieve their goals, that the process is time-consuming, builds heavily on
relationship and trust development, requires embedded champions and “interpreters”
to carry messages between audiences, that they tend to be non-linear in their
achievements, rely on “windows of opportunity” in the external environment, and so on.
The various elements making up a successful mainstreaming project require time and a
level of momentum that often picks up only towards the end of the project. While
understanding the reality from the donor point of view that projects cannot be openended and lack required levels of structure and accountability, an incremental increase
to the timeframe would be extremely valuable to achieve the desired results. Indeed,
more time towards the very end of the project would deliver exponential benefits. Most
respondents provided feedback along this line, whether prompted or not. One noted
that from experience it “takes around 7 years to embed an institutional product in a
meaningful way. SANBI can bring pieces and additional resources without the project,
but its contribution is more likely to be realized through the [BLU project] secondments
that are in place.”29 The recommendations suggest synthesising the case for debating a
one-year extension, and to unpack the UNDP policy on this further to give further
guidance to executing agencies. The benefits from the project’s perspective are evident
but UNDP and GEF’s drivers need to be taken into account as well. The challenge of
delivering transformation within 5 years is a recurring issue beyond this project, but in
this case, there is a strong case for allowing the project to realise exponential gains via
an additional final year.
• Compelling evidence for decision-makers: While SANBI has done great work on ‘making
the case’30 and economic arguments for biodiversity, complemented by BIOFIN’s recent
efforts31, there remains a lack of compelling and immediate evidence to convince
municipal decision-makers of the development arguments for biodiversity investments as
competing development pressures and demands. The project should deliver – on the
basis of its various outputs - messages and evidence that are persuasive to achieve this
ultimate goal. Case studies can build from the project’s M&E, and translate impacts into
the arguments that are persuasive to each audience type. Messages beyond jobs and the
List of papers including by SANBI staff, PEI, IIED, GEF STAP, etc. is provided in Annex L with consistent finding
that mainstreaming efforts cannot be rushed to meet an external timetable.
29
On institutional uptake of new approaches outside of mainstreaming literature, see e.g. Jordan, A., Rüdiger, K.W.
and A. R. Zito (2013). “Still the century of ‘new’ environmental policy instruments? Exploring patterns of innovation
and continuity.” Environmental Politics Vol. 22: 155-173. Specifically, for market-based and/or demand-led policy
instruments to influence land use: Lambin et al (2014). “Effectiveness and synergies of policy instruments for land
use governance in tropical regions.” Global Environmental Change Vol 28: 129-140.
30
Ibid. Maze et al (2016).
31
See DEA (2017). Biodiversity Finance Initiative (BIOFIN) – South Africa: Biodiversity Finance Plan. Report written by
Van Zyl, H., Cumming, T., Kinghorn, J., Botha, M., Pillay, K., Meyers, D., Riva, M. and L. Motaung. DEA and UNDP,
Pretoria.
28
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•

economy can include water availability, safety, values/legacy, amongst others, depending
on what the intended audience is receptive to.
Equity issues: Project investments that support white, private landowners can be counter
to convincing municipal and other political decision-makers that biodiversity is a valuable
part of broad-based development strategies. It reinforces the impression that
conservation is “for the few, not the many”. More emphasis on who are the actual
beneficiaries and how do they contribute to the project strategy is needed. (See also
Annex C. Gender-related recommendations, including strategic questions for the Project
Board on whether it is more important that the project achieve hectare targets or
development benefits, and therefore where the project should emphasise efforts).

By reviewing the aspects of the project that have already been successful, identify ways in which
the project can further expand these benefits:
• Partnerships: Strong and successful partnerships are at the core of why the project has
been so successful in a number of areas, as well as building on a strong baseline. Build
new partnerships to deliver on those elements where attention is needed (in response to
Indicator 1.4).
• Integration: The project has worked effectively to situate its planning within ongoing
government processes. This could be amplified with closer cooperation in partnerships
geared to job creation (e.g. the “Working Fors”).
• Champions: The project momentum relies heavily on the energy, enthusiasm and
dedication of individual champions, especially those who reflect and are part of the
groups that they are seeking to influence (e.g. farmer demonstrating SUSFARMS
approach to other farmers in KZN). More should be made of the individuals who carry the
work forward, to encourage them and to inspire others, as well as spreading the message
around the value of biodiversity to different audiences, and encouraging them to see it
from fresh angles. There is also extensive bodies of work around the psychology of
conveying biodiversity value through positive “stories of change”32, which are
complemented by facts and evidence; these are strategies that have proven effective in
the behaviour change literature and good practice33.

4.3 Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
UNDP support to the project: Operational support is in line with expectations. In terms of the
project design, the MTR consultant was surprised that there was not an explicit poverty
reduction, resilience or development emphasis in the Development Objective of the project,
expecting that this would be standard. (From GEF-6, UNDP templates point to the need to cite
See IUCN Commission on Education and Communication campaign “Nature: it’s above love, not loss”, and
Futerra (2015), “Branding biodiversity” https://www.wearefuterra.com/wpcontent/uploads/2015/10/Branding_Biodiversity.pdf
33
See e.g. IUCN (2010). “Love, not loss: Communicating biodiversity.” https://www.iucn.org/content/love-not-losscommunicating-biodiversity.
32
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which Sustainable Development Goals [SDGs] the project will contribute to and offers more
guidance on indicators around the beneficiaries.) This emphasis should be added through the
ToC exercise, and in line with the relevant UN Country Programme goal34. In terms of ongoing
support, ideally, the RSC would have more available time and core budget to support networking
between projects (also beyond UNDP and GEF portfolio35), engagement in various technical fora,
contributing to academic literature, and other value-adding activities at the regional level36. The
Grasslands project Terminal Evaluation noted that “the absence of learning … between [GEF]
Mainstreaming Projects is and continues to be a glaring weakness37. The Grasslands TE
recommendations on this point have not been addressed to any considerable degree, even after
the valuable GEF-STAP review (of 327 GEF-funded biodiversity mainstreaming projects) also
amplified this finding38.
PMU: The PMU is impressive, delivering effectively across a range of intervention types, sectors
and a wide geographic area. SANBI senior management is accessible and engaged in the
project. Feedback from partners reflected that the team is highly effective, regarded with
respect, and recognised to be performing well under high pressure and in challenging
circumstances. The management arrangements follow those laid out in the Project Document.
Decision-making seems to be transparent and undertaken in a timely manner.

The project has made good use of secondments and realized some additional posts based on
the exchange rate gains. Responsibilities and reporting lines are generally clear although there
can be confusion with the secondments between the line management and the project direction
(trouble-shooting is underway). Some secondments are reportedly not senior enough to be
influential or to capacitate their target audience, and others need clearer targets and outputs to
measure their performance and make sure they are additive compared to ongoing roles. In each
case where such challenges have been identified, the PMU is responsive and actively
troubleshooting.

Referenced earlier, the priority is “green jobs” delivered.
DfID, Defra, BMUB and other non-GEF donors are also funding biodiversity mainstreaming projects.
36
A general pattern (beyond this project) is that UNDP presence is very active at the design and approvals stage and
less visible through project implementation, due to high demands on RTA/RSC time for operational matters. It is
most useful to have this type of engagement from the regional level to maximize the benefits of the whole portfolio,
strengthen intra-regional interactions, and minimize the number of channels for external partners when working
between agencies.
34
35

Dr Child recommended that “UNDP and GEF need seriously to address to optimise the HUGE learning potential
from and between [biodiversity mainstreaming] projects, individually and collectively”. Grasslands TE available in full
from:
https://info.undp.org/docs/pdc/Documents/ZAF/Grasslands%20Project%20Final%20Report%2023%20September%
202014.pdf.
37

See Huntley, B.J. and Redford, K.H. (2014). “Mainstreaming biodiversity in Practice: a STAP advisory document.”
GEF, Washington, DC.
38
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Project Board/Steering Committee: The Project Board/Steering Committee (PSC) follows what is
detailed in the Project Document, with SANBI leading, and all project partners plus UNDP
participating39, therefore the composition is largely comprised of technical level project delivery
partners. The strategic, transformative agenda could be strengthened by having a co-Chair at
the Deputy Director General (DDG) level or other executive-level representatives from DEA,
potentially a counterpart ministry or the UNDP Deputy Resident Representative (or similar as
appropriate). DEA, SANBI and UNDP should consider the pros and cons of some different
models including shrinking the PSC to key, high-level individuals and having a dedicated
technical and operational body for all partners. (A mid-project and end-project “LeKgotla” for
all partners and stakeholders was recommended by one respondent40.)

The PSC discussions41 can tend towards operational issues – whereas the steering of the project
should be navigating the project through the complex political terrain within which the project
operates to meet the over-arching goal and objectives (discussions above outcomes/output
level). The fact that the project deliverables are very technical also encourages the approach of
having “interpreters” (in between the project delivery and the decision-maker level) carrying
forward the messages about progress and efforts in language that decision-makers can
understand.

Work planning

The work planning processes of the project are strong (financial planning is covered elsewhere).
Quarterly work planning, strategic discussions and PSC meetings are well-sequenced. There has
been a good effort to move the meetings around to different sites, and to collaborate with the
SANParks project. Within each area of work there are formal or informal task teams within
SANBI42, and the project is well-embedded in core government planning: BLU project team
members are active in WGs 1, 3 and 5, and project deliverables are worked into the annual plans
for these WGs. The project has agreed with DEA to use the National Environmental Working
Group (WG5) as the Environmental Management Task Team for the project’s environmental
management work stream.

See Page 70, para 143 of the Project Document regarding the PSC. The ToR for the PSC is noted as still to be
negotiated by the project launch. An organigram is not included (as is the expectation from GEF-6, it seems this was
not a requirement for GEF-5 projects). The role of beneficiaries in the project steering is not explicit, as the GEF-6
templates give more guidance to project developers on.
40
The PMU confirm this will take place through a strategic discussion planned for 12 December 2017, and a similar
workshop has been planned for project end.
41
According to minutes and reports of some participants. Other respondents countered that the discussions and
recommendations are quite strategic and fruitful: and it can be hard to tell the nature of the discussion from the
minutes. Some operational issues such as budget approval do indeed need to be maintained by the Board.
39

Environmental Management and Stewardship areas of work have internal reference groups: considering/planning
to formalize this for Planning in early 2018 once the legal specialist joins the team.
42
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The project is actively using the SRF as a management tool and dealing effectively with changes
that occur through implementation. Work-planning processes are results-based. Delays were
experienced particularly at project start-up caused by challenges in recruitment (less so in
implementation once individuals were in place); also agreeing the MOAs and procurement to
some degree. However, getting the right people and partnerships secured has meant the project
can now accelerate, while also maintaining quality.
Recruitment and Procurement: 19 people are employed by the project, and there are 12
Memorandums of Agreement (MOAs) and other procurement/support agreements. This is quite
a large effort. The implication is that, while there are transaction costs and overheads to such a
big project, if all the pieces are aligned, this project can achieve significant results. Capacity and
training efforts are key to realize benefits from the many staff employed by the project. It is
working well to have team members in the provinces; there are some challenges – especially
recruitment delays, noted above - but overall, it is perceived as very valuable. Previous projectfunded appointments that were time consuming eventually resulted in Provinces on-boarding
the project staff into their structure - so going through government takes time but can pay off.

As a government agency, SANBI must comply with South African public finance legislation (e.g.
the Public Finance Management Act, Act 1 of 1999). SANBI also has its own HR policy promoting
transformation – part of broader government strategy and in compliance with applicable
legislation43. UNDP provides guidance e.g. in terms of gender balance in project hiring. There
were some expressed differences in view as to what degree the government and SANBI’s
transformation objectives apply to a GEF project and whether these considerations are valid
reasons to hold back the pace of recruitments and project delivery. Generally, there is buy-in
amongst SANBI staff on the value of the transformation work and they see it as an asset rather
than a drawback. There would be value in exchanging knowledge between UNDP Country
Offices who are working in a post-Apartheid context44 on the various considerations and
strategies to support the transformation process. SANBI staff emphasized that wherever it is the
executing entity, the project is interpreted to be a government-implemented development
project, and the government’s objectives around transformation are inherently part of the
agreement. The MTR consultant shares the view that transformation objectives (as well as

Full details, including various other applicable legislation, provided in SANBI’s “Recruitment, Selection and
Appointment Policy” (2016).
43

Namibia faces a similar context and has made major strides in the past 15 or so years to “Namibianise”
conservation, with huge support from the UNDP CO, achieving very positive results and now positive associations
between conservation, development and equity e.g. via CBNRM and eco-tourism. FAO has made similar efforts at
“Namibianization” via their investments in food security.
44
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gender-based opportunities) should be part of UNDP-GEF projects and supported by the
agency45. Joint effort on problem-solving could help where compromises need to be made46.

Finance and co-finance

The effectiveness of financial planning by the project is strong. Although it experienced a slow
start, this has been actively managed by SANBI. Strong financial controls have been established
that allow the project management to make informed decisions regarding the budget at any
time and for the timely flow of funds and payment of satisfactory project deliverables. Variances
between planned and actual expenditures are closely monitored and managed. The project
demonstrates a high level due diligence in the management of funds. PwC undertook a “Review
of the Financial Management Capacity” of SANBI on behalf of UNDP, finding the level of risk
low47. The project is audited annually per the UNDP-GEF requirements48.
Rate of spend and currency issue: The rate of spend of the project has been of concern to UNDP.
SANBI perceives more pressure to spend at a certain pace than its previous UNDP-GEF projects.
A lot of work has gone into identifying if there are areas to accelerate spending and to
considerably pick up the momentum. Indicatively, the project has spent 30% of its budget as of
8 November (source: draft financial report for October 2017). Project funds are over 70%
committed (via staffing or agreements) at mid-term.

The value of the South Africa Rand has dropped considerably, meaning that the project has
approximately 40% more budget (domestically) than previously foreseen. The project team
made concerted efforts to re-program the budget and to accelerate the spend, which has been
effective in catching up in the AWP and the annual plan. The project is working towards 95%
spend of the Annual Work Plan (AWP) (as of draft October report). This work depends a lot on
supporting the project partners and encouraging them to stay on-track with their plans.
Co-financing: The MTR consultant has seen that the co-financing is real and meaningful in the
project delivery: such a vast objective could not be achieved without so much being leveraged
from many partners from multiple domains, and it is a large endeavor to capture this momentum.
The Project Team is meeting with all co-financing partners regularly in order to align financing
priorities and AWPs. The Finance Manager sat with teams in the provinces and is working closely
to help those especially who are new to GEF to align financing priorities and AWPs. The cofinancing is being used strategically to help the objectives of the project. The most recent cofinancing collected in August 2017 from project partners indicates that the level of in-kind coAsam et al (2016) note that “investment is needed to build a constituency of black professionals in the sector.”
See also the Groen Sebenza initiative: https://www.sanbi.org/human-capital-development/groen-sebenza.
46
The previous draft cited the example of the e.g. as in SANParks project where an existing staff acted as interim PM
until a suitable PM could be in place. SANBI noted in review comments that 3 PMU staff have been seconded to the
project from within SANBI in response to the recruitment challenges.
47
PwC (2016).
48
The audit for the Financial Year 2016 was finalised by 4 April 2017. The funds dispersed for Financial Year 2015
were below the threshold that triggers an audit.
45
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financing are in line with the commitments provided at project endorsement (provided in full in
Annex K). If the trend continues, the full amount of co-financing will be realized for the duration
of the project. A significant amount of leverage resources were unlocked and these are likely to
contribute between 5-10 % in addition to the co-financing budget.

Stakeholder engagement

The project has developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate partnerships with direct
and tangential stakeholders. Local, provincial and national government stakeholders support the
objectives of the project, though it can be highly uneven. Through the existing governance
structure, the project has an active role in project decision-making that supports efficient and
effective project implementation. The project emphasized existing structures (e.g. government
WGs 1, 3, and 5) as a strategy for integration and coordination. Stakeholder involvement has
contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives. The project has not
largely focused on public awareness, but this will be highlighted going forward. There is invested
interest of stakeholders in the project’s long-term success and sustainability: there is a high level
of demand from user groups and beneficiaries for the project outputs.

Reporting

Adaptive management changes have been reported by the Project Team and shared with the
Project Board e.g. the currency issue. The Project Team and partners are successful in
undertaking and fulfilling GEF reporting requirements, and have undertaken face-to-face
meetings and training sessions, as needed. The drop in PIR rating between 2016 and 2017 is a
very new development, still to be shared with the Project Board and other key stakeholders.
Lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been largely documented, shared
with key partners, and internalized by partners and incorporated into project implementation.

Communications

Project communication with stakeholders is regular and effective. There are feedback
mechanisms when communication is received - the PMU is very responsive and open-door.
Communication with stakeholders contributes to their awareness of project outcomes and
activities and investment in the sustainability of project results. Internal communication is
excellent, especially in light of the range of partners and complexity of interventions.
External project communication occurs largely through governance channels and project
processes. Otherwise, this has not been a major focus while the project is getting established,
though there is a useful brochure, which gives good overview and articles/specific
communications on particular parts of the project. At least one academic paper for publication
is in development. There has been some reluctance to profile the project while it is setting up
and finding its feet. The project team has identified external communications and M&E (closely
linked) as important areas for development in the coming months, hiring Institute of Natural
Resources (INR) to support M&E development.
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Stories of Change: ‘Stories of change’ are a method that has proven valuable to share results
from other mainstreaming projects49. Videos prove a valuable tool for sharing personal
experiences and demonstrating the context of interventions, as being employed by the NCT
Forestry Cooperative partners50. In recent weeks, the MTR consultant has met a range of
engaging and passionate individuals doing incredible work for both personal and professional
growth and changing trajectories, for example:

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Journey from accountant interested in land reclamation to Chairman of multiple
Communal Property Associations (CPAs) and People & Parks nationally.
A tax specialist who toured the country promoting a valuable new tax incentive that she
designed, and is actively coming into use.
Evolution from a social scientist to mainstreaming project lead in a scientific institution.
Scientist bursting with enthusiasm for scientific methods, use of data and strengthening
the science behind land use decision-making, working creatively and constructively with
the political and development agenda.
A young woman who grew up in the Eastern Cape and has returned after many years with
a strong skillset in stewardship to make a difference with communities.
A sugar farmer championing nature, and a land-use planner with compelling maps and
data – allied in getting farmers to plan biodiversity into their landscapes.
An expert botanist applying a development and equity perspective.
A range of natural scientists getting to grips with social learning and behaviour change
methods and using the language of jobs, security and growth to frame their work, while
staying true to their technical domains.

These individuals, and others affiliated to the project, would be compelling characters in a series,
or we could follow their journey: not only reporting back at an end point, but capturing the
mission that they are trying to accomplish, the challenges they face in real time, the hurdles that
come along the way, the learnings gained, the changes of track made to meet the ultimate
objectives. These journeys are not straightforward: they can require re-evaluation, changing
course, building new alliances, and challenging one’s assumptions. These learnings should be
expected, captured and celebrated. They should be actively used to promote the intent of the
project, beyond a technical audience to non-specialists who can better understand the many
ways that biodiversity is meaningful for development and progress. This is an important strategy
to ensure the social and political sustainability of the project (see section 4.4). There is a surfeit
of solid material for a series of short films, or individual profiles with a chapeau piece conveying
the overall project objective. The NBSAPs 2.0 and BIOFIN projects have produced brief video
profiles on mainstreaming activities, but the BLU project could innovate with the first very
compelling film chronicling the journey of biodiversity mainstreaming: at a range of beautiful and
See e.g. IIED “Stories of change: mainstreaming biodiversity and development” at https://www.iied.org/storieschange-mainstreaming-biodiversity-development
50
A previous example here https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jRM6_J1lDJU and currently a new video is being
developed for the same project site.
49
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iconic locations with a diverse cast of characters, and nationally into the heart of conversations
about South Africa’s development trajectory and future.

4.4 Sustainability

The risks reporting in the PIR do not cover the risks to the sustainability of the project nor to
achieving project impact or sustainability. The Project Document also misses major risks to the
attainment of the project results, such as the broader political and development pressures and
economic circumstances. These factors influence the potential contribution of the project to the
country programming and its development objective, and should be monitored at least quarterly
(as well as when specific issues arise). The ToC exercise would be valuable to improving the
project’s risks and assumptions, and also link these to the broader context affecting the project’s
likelihood to achieve impact and sustainability.

Financial risks to sustainability

Nearly all of the production sector work will be taken forward independently by private sector
and through other support. Municipalities will most likely absorb the project deliverable into their
routine work beyond the project. The secondments have been a valuable strategy, where they
could be realized, and where enough time can pass for these individuals to support the
embedding process. Around stewardship, there is an identified risk, that the project is aware of,
around post-declaration support. The MTR recommendations suggest to tackle this considerable
goal with SANParks and other partners. It will require a major transition to get provinces to value
and take up this work: the development benefits must be really apparent to convince provincial
agencies to invest here. If stewardship is seen as a mechanism to benefit white landowners, it
will not have the necessary currency to stimulate government investment. This is why loudly and
clearly making the link between stewardship and jobs and development attainment (or other
benefits that have resonance beyond environmentalists) is so important for mainstreaming, in
this case meaning making the case for investments from development budgets. The “business
case for biodiversity stewardship” 51 indicates that:
•

“Biodiversity stewardship has the ability to support the stimulation of the rural economy
by diversifying rural livelihood options, creating nodes of rural development and
stimulating job creation and skills development. Jobs are created directly on biodiversity
stewardship sites through land management and restoration, as well as commercial
activities that are complementary to biodiversity stewardship, such as game farming and
eco-tourism. For example, a study in the Eastern Cape showed that game farming
employs 4.5 times more staff than farming, and an average of 4.8 times increase in annual

SANBI (2015). The Business case for biodiversity stewardship. A report produced for the Department of
Environmental Affairs (DEA). Developed by Cumming, T., Driver, A., Pillay, P., Martindale, G., Purnell, K., McCann,
K. and Maree, K. South African National Biodiversity Institute, Pretoria.
51
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•

salary per full-time employee, as well as large increases in revenues52. In another example,
the Zululand Rhino Reserve in KwaZulu-Natal, a biodiversity stewardship site,
demonstrated a 25% increase in the number of jobs on the protected area. Jobs ranged
from hospitality to reserve management.”
“Biodiversity stewardship agreements have been implemented on communal land,
supporting the land reform agenda and integrating biodiversity conservation into
broader land reform processes... There are opportunities for protected area expansion
and biodiversity stewardship to support land reform and diversification of rural livelihood
options, especially in agriculturally marginal areas.”53

The BLU project could further develop and amplify such messages with M&E from the project
sites, and where reasonable, compare stewardship to other land uses.

Socio-economic risks to sustainability

There are considerable social and political risks that may jeopardize sustainability of project
outcomes and attainment of its objectives, particularly around stewardship. Ownership by
governments and other key stakeholders will be sufficient to allow for the project
outcomes/benefits to be sustained in other areas of the project, such as production and
planning.

Social risks: that stewardship is seen as benefiting white landowners. One respondent
relayed that stewardship is seen as “counter-revolutionary”, entrenching patterns of
unequal benefits from resources. Stewardship interventions should be conceived of as
part of more broad-based development strategy, benefiting women and vulnerable
groups. There are efforts in Eastern Cape, Mpumalanga and KZN, where the project is
working at land reform sites, however these can be challenging to make progress and
resources can be re-directed to where hectares can be declared more quickly. Elsewhere,
the MTR consultant poses the question to the Project Board: is it more important that
the project achieves its hectare targets, or demonstrates development benefits from the
stewardship interventions? A ToC (as stated elsewhere) helps to untangle these kinds of
questions. UNDP provided feedback that “These development project by their nature are
meant to benefit the vulnerable, poor and marginalised, and communities, not ‘private’ elite
groups and individuals directly. Work could be in some cases done in ‘private’ or ‘commercial’
holdings to ‘demonstrate’ particular approaches, but utilising unemployed and unskilled labour
from marginalise and poor communities, if job creation is the target.” SANBI provided feedback
that, “It could be argued that although most direct beneficiaries are white landowners, the
Reference in original: Langholz J. and Kerley G. (2006). Combining conservation and development on private
lands: An assessment of ecotourism based private game reserves in the Eastern Cape. [Online]. Available:
http://ace.nmmu.ac.za/ace/media/Store/documents/Technical%20reports/ACE-Report--56.pdf.
52

53

Ibid, page 17.
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indirect beneficiaries downstream may not have been adequately profiled.” The matter of who
are the direct and indirect beneficiaries should be a major focus within the ToC exercise, and
actively monitored through the enhanced M&E system. Where trade-offs between pacing and
targeting need to be made, these should be explicitly brought forward to be discussed by the
Project Board.
Political risks: South Africa is facing high unemployment and immediate pressures to create jobs
and opportunities for a large number of individuals. The project framing that biodiversity can
deliver jobs is important within the political context, but the area of delivery that is most off-track
is reaching the jobs target54. It would be politically damaging to the sustainability of the project’s
results to reduce the target. Other areas of the project also need to quantify and communicate
their contribution to jobs and development objectives. This can be evidence-based as well as
through ‘stories of change’, which offer compelling narrative from individuals who reflect the
diversity of the country.
’Lessons learned’ are being documented by the project team on a continual basis and shared/
transferred to appropriate parties who could learn from the project and potentially replicate
and/or scale it in the future: this is happening in specific domains of the project’s interventions,
but should also be done at an overall level to contribute to the evolving body of work on
mainstreaming. The BLU project should be engaging with other GEF mainstreaming projects in
the region such as UNEP GEF’s Connect project55, with outreach facilitated by the UNDP regional
office to ensure linkages to all relevant UNDP-GEF projects in the region.

Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability

The project embeds itself effectively within the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures
and processes: however, as detailed elsewhere, these are in flux and highly vulnerable. Effort to
produce durable products and embed them is reasonable and appropriate, and strategies are
there to embed through e.g. SPLUMA and the SDFs, which will be long-lasting. It is doing the
best that could be reasonably expected by a project of limited budget and duration within a vast
and dynamic landscape.

The MTR consultant sees at least three explanations for this: i) that there is disconnect in the project design where
the UN Country Programme Outcome Priority and indicator of “Number of green jobs created” is not more prominent
in the SRF e.g. as an over-arching, Objective-level indicator for the project, ii) that there has not been prominent
representation from the development perspective in the Project Board to emphasise this indicator (as well as the
investment indicator, also within Outcome 1.4) in priority for delivery above others, and iii) that it proved more difficult
than expected to identify viable projects with municipalities.
55
The Connect project is a global (GEF set-aside) effort that which will showcase work with the governments of
Ghana, Mozambique and Uganda to demonstrate how biodiversity information can be made more credible, salient
and legitimate for decision-makers. See project details at http://gef-connect.web-staging.linode.unep-wcmc.org.
The project is executed by UN Environment World Conservation Monitoring Centre with considerable contributions
from the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), who draw on a large body of
mainstreaming thought leadership and applied research.
54
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However, in most participating provinces, critical work is supported by one person, without a
training or succession plan, or an expectation that essential roles would (or could) be replaced.
If budget is available after other priorities are met, consider the potential for some short-term
emerging professionals to shadow various roles56, or other in-house mentorship and
development efforts (hard to factor this in against other priorities, but small gains could be
made). Specifically, the tax incentives work should also be prioritized for graduate incentives or
other mechanisms to build the number of practitioners.

Environmental risks to sustainability

Environmental risks may jeopardize sustenance of project outcomes: drought and water stress
are over-arching challenges to biodiversity and sustainable land management. However, the
current awareness/importance of these have been harnessed through the project as an
opportunity to improve ecosystem management (e.g. strategic water resources mapping,
biodiversity planning). In specific sites, there is a risk that mining and other land uses will damage
biodiversity: better evidence such as Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEAs) are needed to
have an informed discussion on trade-offs.

5.Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1 Conclusions
The BLU project is extremely strong in many respects, and worthy of showcasing as a leading
example from the UNDP-GEF portfolio: it is succeeding in working effectively at the municipal
level, which is crucial, and where there is very uneven capacity in institutions and individuals, and
amongst sometimes highly politicized dynamics. The team members are highly skilled and very
well-respected by the project partners, benefit from solid previous GEF experience, and manage
to work effectively across a range of sectors and a large and diverse geographic area. The remit
of the project is expansive and the challenges that it faces are not straightforward: they go
straight to the heart of debates around conservation and development, and the different
timetables where results are needed and achieved on these fronts.
A ToC is somewhat evident in the project description57 but lacking in the project design and
outcomes: even if all of the project outputs and outcomes were delivered, it would not
necessarily “advertise” the contribution of biodiversity to jobs and the economy. A missing piece
is quantifying and communicating these persuasively in the language that is convincing to the
right areas of government, that comes at the right time, is carried to the right recipient by the
right messengers, and speaks to their immediate development priorities. The risk management

SANBI note that this is already part of the work plan and budgets of some partnership agreements but more
opportunities can be sought out.
57
“the potential contribution of biodiversity to the Government jobs agenda is not yet clear and thus there is little or
no incentive for municipalities to work with landholders to manage land and natural resources in a biodiversity
friendly manner… demonstrating the potential of biodiversity to create jobs and contribute to economic growth.”
56
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framework of the project should be revised to focus on the attainment of the project goal and
impacts, as well as updating the risks and assumptions to reflect critical influence of the external
environment.
Otherwise the project design and deliverables are technically very strong – this is in many
respects an excellent example of a biodiversity mainstreaming project, with innovative
mechanisms, some excellent early results in certain sectors (e.g. forestry, sugar), and many
approaches poised for others to copy (e.g. tax incentives, SAFAS and the Risk-Based Approach
to certification, the stewardship model), and by linking the tangible deliverables with the
planning processes (where too often projects focus on one at the expense of the other). “We
have a whole Leatherman of approaches,” one partner relayed. The BLU project continues
SANBI’s portfolio of international leadership within this area of work58.
Yet, in some respects, the project is being managed as a series of individual initiatives, all
valuable in their own domains, but still requiring effort to realise their full potential as a whole
approach. More could be made of the overall picture, how will all of these interventions as a
package be used to achieve mainstreaming of biodiversity more broadly? What is the municipal
role in this domain – and how does it link up to e.g. production and long-term support for
stewardship? (links between Components 1 and 2 in the project). What are the headline priority
budgeting/investments that municipalities should make? Where are the convincing figures on
rate of return from these investments in biodiversity and ecosystem infrastructure to realize their
own priorities?
An area of political interest from the project59 is the link to water, when South Africa is facing a
serious water crisis and this can rightly be identified as a “selling point” of biodiversity which
resonates with almost all project stakeholders – government, producers, land owners,
communities. One respondent noted: “The drought that South Africa is currently experiencing
since 2016 has definitely brought more interest to the table in terms of adopting sustainable
farming practices, measuring units more accurately and even signing legal agreements in order
to secure water services in to the future.” Hooks established through this project are setting the
stage for work on Ecological Infrastructure through the GEF-6 project (a well-sequenced series
of projects, as mentioned elsewhere).
This is a large and complex domain – but how can the project contribute meaningfully to these
debates above the level of individual interventions, and not only after the interventions have all
been delivered? To achieve the ultimate goal of mainstreaming, the project should not only
supply the products but stimulate the demand for them. This does not imply that SANBI should
take the lead into the policy domain but rather it could make space for new actors who operate
effectively and have the appropriate mandates within “the swirl” to be brought on board and
supported with scientific and technical evidence and tools. At mid-term, the project should
58
59

Described in detail by other relevant UNDP-GEF project reviewers/evaluators.
That will be picked up further through the GEF-6 DBSA SANBI Ecological Infrastructure project.
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consider whether and how it can be sparking national-level conversations on the contribution of
biodiversity to municipal and national development objectives, and situate itself amongst
relevant conversations relating to development and governance which are so important in South
Africa today. Recent elections, currency challenges, and other indicators point to a time of great
change and re-evaluation – and potential for transformation.
To re-iterate, the project is already making great gains, with much to showcase. The following
recommendations are intended to move the project from “Successful” to “Highly Successful” by
the time of the Terminal Evaluation60.

As noted elsewhere, this MTR consultant concurs with the “non pedantic” approach of the GEF STAP Advisor on
Biodiversity, captured in the Grasslands TE, regarding pragmatism in the assessment of progress towards a highly
ambitious SRF.
60
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Rec
#
1

1.1

1.2

2
2.1

5.2 Recommendations

Recommendation

Entity Responsible

Ten recommendations (of a maximum 15) are presented. Recommendations 1-3 deal with corrective actions for the design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project. The rest are intended to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from
the project.

Theory of change and review/updating of project’s risk and assumptions

UNDP / DEA / SANBI
As above

PMU

PMU,
with
external
support and PSC
As above

With external support, develop a theory of change (ToC) for the project with detailed risks and
assumptions underpinning the project’s potential impact and sustainability of the intervention.
Engage the PSC in understanding this, and debating additional measures required on the basis
of an agreed ToC.
Review of the SRF should be completed on the basis of the ToC and should include reflecting
poverty and development aspect in the development objective of the project. Update the
project risk log on this basis to guide the ongoing adaptive management of the project.
Project Board / Steering
Consider pros and cons of a co-Chairing61 arrangement and more senior representation from
beneficiaries and key stakeholders, especially in the second half of the project where emphasis
should be moving towards impact and sustainability beyond the project’s horizon. Within this
assessment, consider a smaller Project Board with some partners and stakeholders engaging

61
Co-Chairing of the Project Board by UNDP and government is a general expectation implied in the UNDP GEF-6 template proposed steering committee
organigram with Senior Supplier and Senior Beneficiary at the top of the organigram, however it appears this was not explicitly specified/required for GEF-5
projects. The current Project Board composition follows what is outlined in the PRODOC (page 70, para 143), but more recent guidance is valuable and should
be considered as good practice. UNDP notes in review comments that “UNDP and government [implementing partner] are required to co-chair PSCs.” This may
refer to the national implementation modality, or other applicable policies/agreements, which should be considered by UNDP, DEA and SANBI when
considering the management response to this recommendation.
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2.2

3

3.1

3.2

4

4.1

through another appropriate forum (see next recommendation), and/or represented on the
Board by more senior decision-makers (and budget-setters) from the institution.
Consider having a ‘technical advisory group’ or other (perhaps more informal/workshop- or As above
Deep Dive- type) body for project partners to discuss operational and technical matters - for
project as a whole, bringing together the different aspects62, ensuring that the Project Board is
working at the strategic and overall impact level.
Jobs target
UNDP / DEA / SANBI with
PSC
Develop a jointly owned, strategic action plan to meet the 600 jobs target (as far as possible) As above with key experts
by project end. Could include expanding the EI Challenge Fund to other DMs such as Amathole and stakeholders
and Cape Winelands, increasing NGO/technical/consultant support, advertising nationally, etc.
Consider widening the criteria to non-EI, biodiversity-related jobs creation efforts (e.g.
Conservancy jobs training and placements), which also make the case that “biodiversity is
working for jobs”..
Ensure that the jobs’ efforts and experience are well-captured and communicated, and that SANBI
individuals who gain jobs through the project are promoted and profiled (this is likely to fall
beyond the project timeframe).
Stewardship
PMU (with partnerships
including BIOFIN, and
external support)s
Within the ToC exercise, clarify what is the difference between an investment in stewardship for As above
mainstreaming objectives compared to investment in stewardship for PA expansion63: is there
an additional element needed from each mainstreaming stewardship site that involves making
a case around its jobs and development potential? Make the link to provincial and municipal
investments (rate of return) and the case around competing land uses: area for PSC discussion
and potentially technical work to be framed.

62
The project decided against a TAG in favour of embedding within different existing processes, which is great, but from the project’s view, this serves to
segment between the various areas of work.
63
Stewardship activities under the PA project are also linked to PA sites. But the difference emphasised here is about: how does stewardship contribute to the
ongoing case for investments in biodiversity? What is the development case that is being made for this to the decision-makers who control relevant budgets?
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4.2
5
5.1

6

6.1

6.2

7
7.1

7.2

Develop targeted, evidence-based communications on this aspect.
As above – commissioning
expert support
Communications and Impact
PMU (to commission)
As part of a project impact and sustainability strategic approach, commission a documentary or As above – commissioning
series of video profiles (visual medium) of key project proponents and stakeholders, conveying expert support
the journeys that they are on to mainstream biodiversity from different perspectives. Initiate
filming urgently in order to capture the process (mission, ongoing challenges, changes in
direction, learning), not only the end points and reflection after-the-fact.

UNDP and with PSC
SANBI with DEA

Trade-offs analysis and engagement
DEA
to
lead
interdepartmental approach
Make efforts to move towards evidence-based engagement on the trade-offs between different As above
land uses. Determine appropriate strategy to engage with extractives sector64 or other in
strategic discussions on land use trade-offs at national level as well as individual sites.
Via a collaborative approach, scope out the potential for SEAs and trade-off studies to be As above
supported around project interventions e.g. an SEA on expansion of coal mining in
Mpumalanga Highveld (damage to tourism potential v. mining jobs, tax revenues)65. Project may
not be able to commission delivery a full SEA, but the scoping and feasibility studies could be
supported by the project.
Timelines/extension
Synthesise the case for a no-cost extension (consolidate findings from the MTR plus own
information gathering), referencing relevant UNDP policies.
Facilitate discussion on this between UNDP and the project.

DEA or other appropriate
moderator

64
Noting the reality that the political climate is likely to impact stakeholders’ engagement in this process.
65
A respondent flagged: “I would be very cautious about how we tread in this space” due to the present political landscape around mining. “Together with
building positive relationships with DMR, it will be important to work with DMR on tools like SEAs that allows for both objectives to be considered when
identifying opportunities for development.”
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8.1

8

7.3

Partner Resourcing

Confirm, as feasible, a no-cost extension of up to 12 months as warranted, to allow the PMU
and partners to plan effectively with sufficient certainty.

PMU with
partners
As above

UNDP

PSC

and

SANBI, DEA and UNDP
SANBI

BLU
project
with
SANParks project, other
partners
PMUs then PSCs of both
projects as warranted
2 project PMUs

After MTR discussions, complete a resourcing re-alignment plan. Assess the balance of funds
and allocate where MOAs are succeeding: get more staff in where there are delivery
bottlenecks, foreseen shortages or opportunities presented, e.g. WWF (to continue valuable
work), ECPTA/Amathole District Municipality (picking up opportunities), and Birdlife (to support
tax incentives capacity). Top-up these existing MOAs as early as feasible to give planning
security. May require some decreasing/cutting or alternative measures where there are
persistent challenges (e.g. filling roles).
Stewardship inc. post-declaration support

9

9.2
9.3

10
10.1

Conduct a strategic discussion around the long-term agenda on stewardship between SANParks
and the BLU project work66.
Facilitate joint planning for post-declaration support including financing models and business
objectives in community and governmental stewardship management plans. The 2nd National
Biodiversity Stewardship Conference could be a joint effort with SANParks project, focused on
this theme67.
Biodiversity and jobs
Within the ‘Jobs and Biodiversity Chapter’ in the next South Africa National Biodiversity
Assessment (currently in draft, released every 7 years), showcase efforts from the BLU project
and including wide variety of individuals involved in biodiversity mainstreaming (see “stories of
change” list on page 26).

66
Can also involve a discussion between BLU MTR and SANParks Mid-term reviewers on areas of convergence between the project.
67
PIR 2017 notes that “The establishment of an endowment fund is currently being explored as well as how best to resource this fund is being explored through
the BLU project, however project funds will not be used to capitalise the fund.” Should be done also with SANParks project
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10.2

Beyond the project lifespan, quantify and profile the various career paths (professional and
other) and economic contributions of biodiversity to South Africa. Emphasise transformation
(efforts and results), diversity, green economy contribution, and other positive aspects.
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SANBI

