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1. Summary of STAP’s views of the project 

This is moderately well developed project that is designed to contribute significant global environmental benefits 
through the expansion of protected areas in South Africa as part of an ambition to reach the 30x30 target of the 
Global Biodiversity Framework. The proponents make a compelling case for achieving the 30x30 target through 
stewardship agreements and the involvement of previously disadvantaged groups in the biodiversity sector, 
which represent important innovations for achieving conservation targets. The proposal also provides good 
background information with a sound understanding of the barriers and enablers.  
 
STAP’s assessment noted that the unifying logic for the various components of the project is not always clear. 
There seems to be some confusion about the project outcomes, specifically whether the overall objective is to 
create an enabling environment for further action or also to include downstream activities, such as an actual 
increase in protected areas. STAP also noted that several aspects of project design are still in an early stage of 
development (e.g. stakeholder engagement and risks) and these will need substantial inputs when the project is 
further developed. More detailed recommendations are itemized under Section 3 of this review. 
 

Note to STAP screeners: a summary of STAP’s view of the project (not of the project itself), covering both strengths and 
weaknesses. 

□ Concur - STAP acknowledges that the concept has scientific and technical merit  
□ Minor - STAP has identified some scientific and technical points to be addressed in project design 
□ Major - STAP has identified significant concerns to be addressed in project design  

 

Please contact the STAP Secretariat if you would like to discuss.  

2. Project rationale, and project description – are they sound? 

See annex on STAP’s screening guidelines. 

The background  and project rationale make a compelling case for how stewardship approaches and greater 
involvement of previously disadvantaged groups in the biodiversity sector can increase the protected area estate 
towards the global 30x30 goal. 
 
The baseline situation is well described and there is a good understanding of the barriers and enablers to 
achieving project outcomes. South Africa has a rich history of biodiversity assessment and the development of 
stewardship programmes, as well as a nascent biodiversity economy strategy, and the project is designed to build 
on these initiatives.  
 
There is no specific assessment of uncertainties as part of  future narratives although this would have contributed 
to a greater understanding of  the systems and how the project can be designed to ensure durable outcomes.  
Some of the uncertainties affecting long term outcomes include: climate change impacts, where both the 
Northern Cape and Limpopo provinces are projected  to be impacted by increased temperatures, changes in 
rainfall, bush encroachment and shifts in vegetation and these will affect both people and the environment 
(Scheiter et al. 2018; Strydom et al. 2019); the political and economic uncertainties associated with development 
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of the biodiversity economy strategy,  such as social resistance to commercialization of the game meat sector or 
economic competition from  people outside of the project, often with access to more capital, affecting 
commercial viability and economic benefits to local communities (e.g. as has happened with  Hoodia, Wynberg & 
van Niekerk 2014). 
 
Although the underlying rationale is well motivated, the unifying logic for the project is not always clear and the 
theory of change (ToC) does not consistently provide a clear pathway in terms of actions and outputs leading to 
specific outcomes. The stated objective is to create the enabling environment for increased protection and 
transformation of the biodiversity sector but some of the actions and outcomes are not aligned with this 
objective. For example, the anticipated outcome for Component 2.1. is “strengthened institutions..” but the two 
outputs are (2.1.1) to establish four new protected areas, and (2.1.2) to establish marine and terrestrial OECMs, 
but there is no output relating to institutions or capacity development. The ToC requires careful consideration of 
what the actual objectives are for the project and should then identify a consistent set of outputs and outcomes. 
It should be clear whether the end point is an established enabling environment, in which case some of the 
outputs seem inappropriate, or whether creating the enabling environment is one pathway towards an objective 
for increased protected areas. 

 
The project components are generally well-described. However, STAP noted the following areas where the 
component outcomes and outputs could be strengthened during the PPG phase: 

 Outcome 2.2, comprising actions for alternative and sustainable livelihood strategies (Output 2.2.2), 
acknowledges the need to build a deep understanding of stakeholder livelihoods. STAP advises the 
proponents to ensure that the steps required to do this are carefully considered to ensure adherence to 
good practice and avoid common pitfalls encountered in livelihood interventions (see STAP 2024 for a 
summary of guidance documents). Here, it would also be important to identify suitable indicators, which 
represent  both the socioeconomic benefits (e.g. number of people benefiting) as well as the GEBs 
associated with these interventions. 

 
  Component 2 seems to assume that win-win outcomes for the environment and economic growth are 

always possible. The literature suggests this is often not the case and that biodiversity losses or economic 
losses are common in diversified land use systems (Jones et al. 2023; Rosa-Schleich et al. 2019). As a 
result, interventions in diversified landscapes typically include some form of tradeoff analysis and an 
optimization process to identify the activities that best support project objectives. The proponents 
should consider how this would be done within the context of this project. It is also worth noting that 
theoretical analyses of South Africa’s biodiversity economy strategy have highlighted the need for 
adequate capacity to support the anticipated changes (Forster et al. 2021). 
 

 Component 3 identifies knowledge management as a critical lever for increasing investment in 
stewardship programmes and making the case for biodiversity conservation and is, potentially, one of 
the most innovative aspects of the project. The outputs are aligned with the assumption that providing 
robust, verifiable and accessible information will strengthen making the case for biodiversity 
conservation and stewardship approaches with political decision. What seems to be missing from 
Component 3, is evidence to support the biodiversity economy part of the project, specifically outputs 
2.2.2 and 2.2.3 which will be hard to achieve without a knowledge management system that systematizes 
and documents information on the localized benefits to people on the ground. 

 
The section on stakeholder engagement provides a table of roles and other sections discuss how the design of 
the project has been informed by discussions at various biodiversity stewardship working groups and conferences 
as well as the biodiversity economy’s Phakisa process. The range of stakeholders identified for future engagement 
(Table 1) comprises many government agencies and NGOs, which is consistent with the need to strengthen 
stewardship programmes, but seems to include few on the ground stakeholders from affected communities. 
Given that impacts on IP&LC are identified as a major risk, it would be expected that they would be critical 
stakeholders in the development and implementation of the project.   



3 
 

The project recognises the need for a cross sectoral approach and identifies the lack of coherence across sectors 
and the proposed enabling environment is designed to address this. 
 
There is a strong focus on gender, at least in the language and framing of outputs and outcomes, with many of 
them prefaced as gender-responsive or gender-inclusive. It will be necessary to unpack what some of the terms 
mean, otherwise it wont be possible to identify suitable indicators and to measure whether the targets have been 
achieved or not. For example, while it is clear that programmes, policies and activities can be gender-responsive, 
it is not clear what comprises a ‘gender-responsive landscape’ or a ‘gender-responsive conservation objective’.  

 
The risk section outlines some of the major risks, particularly those relating to potential impacts on Indigenous 
people and local communities. At this stage, there is no attempt to discuss possible mitigating measures so it is 
not possible to comment on how well the project can address them. Some of the risks require further analysis, 
such as the climate risk which only assesses how the project may contribute to CO2 emissions (should be under 
environmental safeguards) but not how climate might affect the outcomes of the project.  

 Note: provide a general appraisal, asking whether relevant screening guideline questions have been addressed adequately – not 
all the questions will be relevant to all proposals; no need to comment on every question, only those needing more attention, 
noting any done very well, but ensure that all are considered. Comments should be helpful, evaluative, and qualitative, rather 
than yes/no. 

3. Specific points to be addressed, and suggestions 
1. Provide a clearer description of the objectives and the pathways for achieving the objective, with a 

consistent set of outcomes and outputs, particularly for Component 2. 
2. Ensure that the list of stakeholders adequately caters for all aspects of the project, particularly groups 

who may be affected by land use decisions or those whose livelihoods may be impacted by project 
interventions. 

3. Ensure that the activities on alternative livelihood interventions follow best practice and the project is 
designed to overcome common pitfalls 

4. Consider how tradeoffs between socio-economic and environmental benefits will be managed in 
situations where win-win outcomes are not guaranteed. 

5. Review the section on knowledge management to ensure that more granular information on benefits 
to IP&LC is included. 

6. Further develop the risk section to provide mitigation measures and revise  the section on climate risks.  
 

 

References 

Forster J., Downsborough L., Biber-Freudenberger L., Mensuro G. & Borner J. (2021) Exploring criteria for 
transformative policy capacity in the context of South Africa’s biodiversity economy. Policy Sciences doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-020-09385-0.  

Jones S. K., Sánchez A. C., Beillouin D. et al. (2023) Achieving win-win outcomes for biodiversity and yield through 
diversified farming. Basic and Applied Ecology doi: 10.1016/j.baae.2022.12.005. 

Rosa-Schleich J., Loos J., Mußhoff O. & Tscharntke T. (2019) Ecological-economic trade-offs of Diversified Farming 
Systems – A review. Ecological Economics doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.03.002.  

Scheiter S., Gaillard C., Martens C., Erasmus B. F. N. & Pfeiffer M. (2018) How vulnerable are ecosystems in the 
Limpopo province to climate change? South African Journal of Botany doi: 10.1016/j.sajb.2018.02.394. 

STAP 2024. Alternative Livelihoods, a STAP background note. Scientific & Technical Advisory Panel to the GEF, 
Washington DC, USA. 



4 
 

Strydom S., Savage M. & Clulow A. (2019) Long-term trends and variability in the dryland microclimate of the 
Northern Cape Province, South Africa. Theoretical and Applied Climatology doi: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-
018-2642-y. 

 Wynberg, R., & van Niekerk, J. (2014). Global ambitions and local realities: achieving equity and sustainability in 
two high-value natural product trade chains. Forests, Trees and Livelihoods, 23(1–2), 19–35. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14728028.2013.868708   

 

  


