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Block 1: Project Description

1. Project development and global environment objectives: To minimize further loss of, rehabilitate and sustainably manage
and conserve the globally significant flora and fauna of the Cape Peninsula, including its surrounding marine ecosystems,
and to initiate conservation planning for the entire Cape Floral Kingdom of which the peninsulais a part.

Significance of and Threats to the Biodiversity of the Cape Peninsula

South Africaranks as the third most biologically diverse country in the world. It isthe only country in the world to have
within its borders an entire plant kingdom; the Cape Floral Kingdom. The Cape area has the highest plant species diversity
of any similar-sized temperate or tropical region in the world. South Africa' s Department of Environmental Affairs and
Tourism (DEAT) has characterized the area as “the world' s * hottest hotspot’ of global conservation concern.”

Within the Cape Flord Kingdom, the Cape Peninsula (see map page 15) is of speciad significance. Thissmall areaof 471 km?
contains 2,285 native plant species, over aquarter of those found in the Cape Hora Kingdom and more than are found in the entire
British Ides. Of these plant gpecies, 105 are endemic and 141 are threstened. The primary vegetation, covering 92% of the areg, is
the Cape Fynbos (cf. “fine bush™). Severd fauna groups aso exhibit exceptionaly high levels of species richness and endemism.
For terrestrid invertebrates, the degree of endemism is extraordinary when compared to adjacent regions with Smilar vegetation
types. The Cape Peninsulais also one of four "Endemic Bird Areas' recognized in South Africa by Birdlife International.

About 60% of the Cape Peninsula, covering 291 kn?, was awarded some degree of protection from development and other
environmenta threets under the Environment Conservation Act No. 73 of 1989. Thisarea, caled the Cape Peninsula Protected
Natura Environment (CPPNE) is 80% public owned and 20% owned by 174 private landowners, of whom 90 own 1 haor less
eaech. Itismanaged by 14 different nationa, provincid, regional and municipa inditutions. Management is fragmented, relatively
inefficient and has not been fully effective in addressing the mgjor threatsto its biodiversity.

In 1993, World Wildlife Fund for Nature-South Africa (WWF-SA) established a consarvation trust fund, the Table Mountain
Trust Fund (TMTF), to mobilize community support for conservation on the Cape Peninsula and to finance small-scae NGO and
community-managed conservation initiatives in and around the CPPNE. These NGO initiatives complement and fill gapsin the
inadequate conservation efforts of the of the public authorities. To date, WWF-SA has raised over R8 million (nearly $2 million)
for thetrust fund. Itsannua net income of about $100,000 finances several new and highly cost-effective biodiversity
consarvation initiatives in the CPPNE and on adjoining privately-owned land each year. These have focused on invasive species
control, environmental emergency response and environmental education. WWF-SA has dso initisted aland acquisition program
on the Cape. Since 1993, land with atotd transaction vaue of over $6 million and a market vaue of over $14 million has been
purchased by or donated to WWF-SA for conservation purposes.

The number one threet to the terrestrial biodiverdty of the Cape Peninsulaare dien invasive species, which were introduced with
the best of intentions to South Africa several generations ago and have spread vigoroudy throughout the ecosystem. Alien species
have contributed to the extinction of an estimated 39 endemic species and will soread and overwhelm the naturd vegetation almost
entirdly within the next 50-100 years unless effectively controlled. A 1994 sudy showed that 33% of the natural vegetation on the
peninsulais now lightly invaded by dien species (canopy cover < 25%) and about 11% is densdly invaded (> 25%). Urban
expangon is the second mgor thregat to biodiversity conservation, which can only be controlled by affording the Cape the highest
possible lega environment protection. Vidtor useisthe third mgor threat to this world famous scenic area, and must be effectively
managed to prevent environmenta damage.

The Cape Peninsuld s less-famous marine biodiverdty isinfluenced on one sde by the Atlantic Ocean and on the other Sde by the
Indian Ocean. Species diversty and endemism reflect the heterogeneity of oceanic conditions, particularly at the "mixing aredl’ of
Cape Point. All the Cape' s 24 species of resdent rockpool fish are endemic to southern Africa. Of the 259 continental-shelf fish
species which occur around the Peninsula, dmost 90% are endemic to southern Africa. Biotic components are diverse, ranging
from microorganisms to large mammals, and in spring, severa species of whae gather in the waters of False Bay, to the east of the
Cape. The waters off the Cape Peninsula are dso aundant in many species of fish, which provide a primary source of income for
local fishing communities and sport for recregtiond anglers.

There are currently seven Marine Protected Areas (MPAS) on the Cape Peninsula, but only two of these offer effective protection
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for marinelife: the Miller’s Point Marine Reserve and the Kalk Bay Marine Reserve. Three of the remaining reserves are
designated for protection of the commercidly important West Coast Rock Lobster, while exploitation of other marine speciesis
permitted. The last two MPAS protect marine invertebrates, while allowing other types of exploitation. Limited budgets make
patrolling infrequent and enforcement rare, with the exception of Abaone and Rock Lobster, which receive more active protection.
Chemica pallution is not generdly a problem, but increasing chemical concentrationsin False Bay could be a concernin the
future. Sewageistrested and isnot considered an urgent problem, but raw sewage is sometimes spilled accidentally into the sea
With arapidly increasing adjacent urban population, the potentid for sawage and stcormwater pollution exists, and will need to be
addressed in the future. International shipping activity isaso intensive in the Cape Peninsulaarea. From 1985 to 1990, 17 small
oil spillsoccurredin or just outside False Bay. However, South Africais relatively well equipped to handle such occurrences.
Marine resource over-exploitation is most likely to thresten the West Coast Rock Lobgter, Abaone, Alikreukd and linefish species,
some of which are endemic to southern Africa. While the root causes of these problemslie largely outside the boundaries of the
future national park and the scope of this project, the planned consolidation of marine protection under unified management and the
area saward of the highest legal protection will strength the conservationists armsin their dealings with external stakeholders.

In response to the globa importance of and serious environmenta threets to the Cape Peninsula, the Government of South Africa
has declared the Cape one of itstop conservation priorities. 1t has decided to upgrade the CPPNE' s conservation satusto that of a
National Park and to unify its management under the National Parks Board (NPB). Thetransfer of dl public land to NPB
management will be completed by end-1997 and the new nationa park will then comeinto being.

Summary of Project Components

In order to achieve its sustainable development and global environment objectives of better conserving and sustainably using the
unique biodiversity of the Cape Peninsula and the Cape Hord Kingdom, this project will (i) facilitate the establishment and
srengthen initial management of the planned new Cape Peninsula National Park, the area of which roughly correspondsto the
current CPPNE: (i) expand NGO-managed, community-based conservation activities in support of the new nationa park and
throughout the Cape Flord Kingdom by supplementing the capital resources of the Table Mountain Trust Fund; and (iii) support
the preparation of the first comprehensive conservation Strategy for the entire Cape Hora Kingdom.

2. GEF Project components: The National Parks Board (NPB) is the designated manager of the project’ s terrestrial and
marine conservation component, for which the largest portion of GEF funds are requested ($6.4 million). These funds will
cofinance a six-year program of urgently-needed conservation activities in the new national park that will have significant
global benefits and would otherwise not be undertaken. These will include, (i) accelerated clearing of invasive alien species
(particularly acacia, and pine trees) and annual maintenance of cleared areas using various labor-intensive techniques, the
effectiveness of which will be evaluated and disseminated globally; (ii) environmenta education to enhance the public's
understanding of the unique biodiversity assets contained in the area and appropriate behaviors in support of its
conservation, (iii) enhanced fire management to reduce the incidence of wildfires and better contain them, while smulating
nature’s own renewal process in a controlled manner, (iv) improved visitor management measures to minimize
environmental pressure on sensitive areas by directing visitors to well-maintained pathways and gateways which will
prevent erosion and excessive trampling of the vegetation; (v) a marine conservation program that will build upon the
Cape' s existing but incomplete and poorly enforced Marine Protected Areas system, extend their coverage and enforce new
and effective environmental regulations, and (vi) an improved biodiversity monitoring and evauation (M& E) program to
track the conservation performance of the project, upgrading of the embroyonic Environmental Information System (EIS)
for the Cape Peninsula, and an applied conservation studies program that will gather and analyze the data necessary for
effective conservation in the national park and assess and disseminate the results of the various components of the
strengthened conservation program.

The second GEF component will consist of studies and consultations to help define a biodiversity conservation strategy for
the broader Cape Floral Kingdom (CFK), which will involve a large number of stakeholders ($0.9 million). Priority
conservation areasin the CFK - the Agulhas Plain, De Hoop and the West Coast Biosphere Reserve - have already been
identified. This process will identify the main stakeholders in each of these areas, ensure their participation, identify
specific “champions’ for the conservation planning tasks to be done, identify information gaps, prioritize and commission
conservation planning work to close these gaps, devel op a comprehensive strategic conservation action plan and explore
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conservation funding possibilities for the future.

The NGO-managed community conservation program in the Cape region is the other proposed recipient of GEF funds. A

$5 million GEF contribution to the Table Mountain Trust Fund is requested for this purpose. These funds would
supplement the $2 million in cash contributions and over $6 million in land purchases and donations that WWF-SA has
already mobilized in support of conservation of the Cape Peninsula and the Cape Floral Kingdom and would facilitate a
major expansion in community conservation involvement and field activities. Management of the expanded trust fund
would be overseen and funding allocations determined by six trustees, representing the three founders: NPB, WWF-SA and
the Table Mountain National Park Advisory Board, which represents community stakeholders. The objective of the fund,
which is consistent with that of the GEF, is “conservation of the biological diversity of the Cape Peninsula and its adjacent
marine systems.” This objective will be achieved through an expanded program of NGO-designed and implemented
conservation activities focusing on invasive aien species clearing and control, community environmental education and
applied conservation studies. A secondary and new objective of the expanded Trust Fund that would be facilitated by the
GEF is community conservation of biodiversity in the entire CFK and its adjacent marine systems. Only GEF funds can be
used for this latter purpose as domestic trust fund contributions can only be directed to conservation on the Cape Peninsula.
Income from the additional capital requested from the GEF will be applied only to volunteer-managed biodiversity
conservation activities and is thus be certain to achieve global benefits. 1n recognition of the larger role that NGOs will
play in biodiversity conservation as a result of this proposed GEF contribution, the NPB will invite NGO and community
representatives to serve on the Project Advisery Group of the new Cape Peninsula National Park, thereby increasing NGO

and community participation in the management of the new protected area.

Project Costs and Financing Plan

The overall costs of and financing plan for the project are summarized below. Baseline component costs (the DOM
column) will be financed from domestic resources, including NPB central subsidies, provincia and local government
contributions, revenue from admission fees and tourism venture royalty, NGO land purchases and domestic donations. The
“CoF” column signifies foreign or domestic co-financing of some “incremental” elements of the of the GEF alternative.
GEF funding of $12.3 million is requested for the balance of the incremental cost of this alternative.

Component Category Indicative Costs (USSM ) % of Total (rounded)

Baseline National Park DOM GEF CoF
capital and operating cost capital expenditure 20 0 0

operating cost 30 0 0

50 53

Additiona terrestrial alien species eradication 74 5.0 14
conservation activities fire management 3.9 0.1 04

environmental education 11 0.3 0.5

visitor management 40 0.2 0.6

capacity building 2.0 0.0 0.2

knowledge management 0.3 0.3 0.5

sub-total 18.7 59 3.6 30
Marine conservation 04 0.5 0 1
NGO-implemented 8 5 0 15
conservation activities
CFK Strategy 0 0.9 0.1 1

Sub Total by source: 77.1 12.3 3.7 100

Grand Total: 93.1

3. Global and national benefits: The project’s overarching global benefit will be more effective conservation of a unique

florigtic area, containing more than two thousand plant species, of which more than one hundred are endemic and severa
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are serioudly threatened. There will also be globa benefits from more effective conservation of the associated faunal and
marine ecosystems, as well as from the dissemination of the results of applied research on alternative alien species
eradication and control techniques, visitor management methods and environmental information systems devel opment.
More specificaly, the addition of GEF support will: (a) accelerate the alien species eradication and control program,
thereby significantly lowering the risk of further native species loss and reducing the overall cost of aien plant control by
more quickly eradicating existing stands; (b) increase emergency response capacity and therefore reduce losses of rare and
threatened terrestrial and marine species from oil spills and fires; (c) extend effective conservation to selected species-rich
marine areas around the Cape Peninsula, thus better conserving these unique ecosystems; (d) mobilize alarger and more
effective community-based program for conservation on the Cape Peninsula, which will increase the effectiveness of dien
species eradication effortsin the park by organizing complementary NGO eradication efforts in the buffer zones and more
effectively counteract the major threats from commercial devel opment and urbanization on the fringes of the protected area
by empowering community activists; and (€) initiate comprehensive strategic planning for and community conservation in
the entire Cape Floral Kingdom, which otherwise will not happen due to scarcity of competing demands for conservation
resources.

More effective conservation will aso directly benefit hundreds of thousands of local and foreign visitors to the Cape, who
will be able to enjoy the better-protected indigenous flora and fauna that will result from the project. Local communities
will benefit from additional employment opportunities, primarily in alien species clearing operations, labor-intensive fire
management and path maintenance works, and from greater involvement in management of the protected area. The project
will fund the training of local entrepreneurs from disadvantaged communities to take on contract work for the Park and
skills acquired in that process can later be used in the diversified Cape Town labor market. 1n addition to its direct
employment benefits, the new national park will also indirectly create many low-medium skilled employment opportunities
as aresult of the larger and more sustainable future stream of tourists that will be attracted to the area as a result of more
effective conservation. A growing service industry will provide more lodging, food, drinks, guided tours, souvenirs and so
on for the visitors. In afew locations close to roads, it will be possible for disadvantaged communities to make use of felled
alien tree species for fuelwood and carpentry activities. National Park management will make concerted efforts to market
and make accessible the Park’ s recreational values to communities that previoudly have not had accessto it. This will
further broaden the constituency supporting biodiversity conservation in South Africafrom a privileged dlite to the broad
mass of the population, encompassing disadvantaged groups.

4. Indtitutional and implementation arrangements: . The ingtitutions involved are internationally- known for their
competence in their respective areas of responsibility. The overal management of the Cape Peninsula Nationa Park will be
in the hands of the National Parks Board (NPB). NPB is headed by a Board of Trustees with 18 members appointed by the
Minister of Environmental Affairs and Tourism. NPB derives its powers from the National Parks Act, No. 57 of 1976.
Once a cadastral entity has been proclaimed as national park in terms of the Act, al other conservation and land use
planning legidation ceasesto apply. The management, decision-making and regulation of all activities within such
proclaimed areas are solely the preserve of the NPB. Hence, there is no conflict of interest with the Provincial Conservation
Agency. In areas outside the park, land use planning and conservation are the responsibility of the Province, comprizing
Provincia and local government, a division of responsibility that is enshrined in the South African constitution. Hence,
agreement on buffer zone management will have to be negotiated between the NPB and provincial and local authorities.
Long-term contracting of private landowners into the park is an ambition of the future park management, and would be
donein termsof Clause 2B (1)(b) of the National Parks Act. Acquisition of land for the purpose of a park is governed by
Section 3 in the same act. There are, however, no immediate plans to buy land for the extension of the park, merely to
contract private land into the park. If such acquisitions were to take place within the project at a future date, the Bank
would review their consistency with Bank policy. The new park will fall under the NPB Director Operations South, and the
locally resident administrative staff will comprise some 35 members, lead by a project coordinator. Park management will
engage NGOs in the execution of some of the conservation work.

Legidation governing the management of marine protected areas is contained in the Sea-Shore Act, No. 21 of 1935 and the
Sea Fisheries Act, No. 58 of 1973. Once a national park has been declared, however, neither of these acts will apply
(clause 30 of the National Parks Act).

Legidation governing a proclaimed protected natural environment, such as the current Cape Peninsula Protected Natural
Environment (CPPNE) isin the Environmental Conservation Act, No. 73 of 1989. A congtitutional provision delegates the
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powers of the act in terms of Sections 16 and 17 to the provinces. Therefore, jurisdiction over the CPPNE currently rests
with the Provincial Conservation Agency (Cape Nature Conservation, CNC). |In the future management of this area, this
legidlation will be replaced by the National Parks Act.

Asfor the Table Mountain Trust Fund (which isthe historical name that does not reflect the planned extension to address
conservation in all of CFK), its rules of operation are defined in the Trust Deed, and its objectives are anchored in Article 4
of the National Parks Act, as referenced above. Utilization of net income from the trust fund will be administered by a six
person Board of Trustees, nominated by the three founders of the Trust, namely the NPB, the broad-based local Table
Mountain National Park Advisory Committee, and WWF-SA. The duties of the Trustees are regulated by the Trust Deed,
anchored in the provisions of the Company Act, No. 61 of 1973. The objectives of the Trust cannot be changed without the
Bank’s and GEF s agreement. WWF-SA isthe coordinator for domestic fundraising and expects to contribute atotal of
about ten million and (most of which is aready secured) to the joint Trust, and to assist the Trustees with technical and
other expertise needed to fulfill the Trust’s objectives. Management and administration of such funds has been the core
business of WWF-SA since it was established in 1968. The Trustees will be assisted by one full-time Fund Conservation
Coordinator, a professionally qualified conservationist with at least five years' experience, and a Table Mountain Fund
Assistant. Their offices will be in the NPB headquarters of the Cape Peninsula National Park, and they will report to the
senior officer in thispark. Approval of project proposals will be administratively handled by the Fund Conservation
Coordinator with an already established Project Approva Group (PAG) as an advisory body. For the purposes of this
Trust Fund, the PAG will be augmented with two representatives of the Cape Peninsula’ s community-based NGOs. NPB’s
senior officer will sign off on al project approvals, to ensure full compatibility between the NPB activities and the activities
of the TF. The Coordinator will manage the projects financially, while supervision of the projects’ implementation will be
in the hands of the senior officer of the NPB. Evaluation will be done by the Coordinator, who will report to the Trustees.
Their annual report will be vetted by the Table Mountain (Cape Peninsula) National Park Council and WWF-SA’s
Environmental Education Committee and Conservation Advisory Committee. An effort will be made to disseminate lessons
learned to all interested and affected parties throughout the life of a project.

The investment policy of the Trust Fund will be guided by the need to (a) provide adequate liquidity for the ease of
disbursement, (b) preserve the capita of the trust, and (c) provide capital appreciation and adequate income to finance
conservation work for decades to come. More specifically, the return objectives are 7.5% net of domestic inflation per
annum, and the investment mandate is 50% OECD countries and 50% South African assets in a balanced portfolio
containing 50% equity, 30% fixed income assets, and 20% cash. Further guidelines for deviation ranges, credit, liquidity
and currency risk and eligible investment instruments will be specified in the Operational Manual for the TF. Financia
trust fund management will be carried out by an independent, professional financial management company selected after
competitive bidding following industry standards. The returns from the fund would not be subject to taxation under the
Income Tax Act No. 58 of 1962.

Strategic planning for the Cape Floral Kingdom will be coordinated by NPB, in collaboration with provincial and local
authorities in the Western Cape Province, qualified academic ingtitutions, such as the University of Cape Town, and
parastatal institutions such as Cape Nature Conservation.

Block 2: Project Rationale

5. CAS objective(s) supported by the

project:

[Note: Where key indicators are established for monitoring progress toward the Bank country assistance objectives, as
envisaged in the new style CASs, this section will specify the expected project contribution to these indicators.]

The strategic focus of the Bank’s assistance to South Africaisin four priority areas: growth and macroeconomic stability,
poverty alleviation, capacity building and regiona issues. The project relates well to the first three. 1t will contribute to
economic growth through promoting increased and sustainable tourism in the Cape region; disadvantaged communities will
benefit from direct employment opportunities (some 500 people p.a.) inside the Park and a so from indirect opportunities
generated by increasing tourism; and resources are ear-marked for the training of small-scale entrepreneurs.
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Links to GEF Operational Strategy/Program objectives and to Convention guidance: The proposed project is consistent
with the GEF Operational Strategy for Biodiversity and will contribute to its Operational Programs for Arid and Semi-Arid
Ecosystems, Mountains and Coastal and Marine Ecosystems. Consistent with these programs and with Convention
guidance, the project supports in situ conservation, effective management of globally-significant protected areas and
community capacity-building and awareness. The Cape Floral Kingdom is recognized as globally important for plant
species richness and extraordinary endemism and is one of the 200 Global Ecoregions identified by WWF. The coastal and
marine ecosystems around the Cape Peninsula and along the de Hoop coast have been identified as priority areas for
protection by the IUCN Global Representative System of Marine Protected Areas study.

Consistent with GEF and COP guidance, the project is a nationa priority, is supported by an appropriate legal and policy
framework and, because of the area’ s visitor potential and the NPB’s management capacity, has excellent prospects of
sustainability. It futher responds to COP guidance by promoting conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in
mountain, semi-arid and marine ecosystems, both through extending and strengthening the protected area system and by
initiating conservation planning in the broader Cape Floral Kingdom. It promotes the conservation of endemic species and
supports a program to address alien species invasion and habitat restoration. It specifically addresses COP3 guidance by
building community capacity and partnerships for conservation; involving local communities, including providing economic
incentives and employment opportunities that will address rural poverty; promoting innovative financial mechanisms to
address recurrent costs of conservation that involve local government, NGOs and the private sector; and by encouraging
intersectoral cooperation in landuse planning. By strengthening the involvement of local communities and building strategic
partnerships between NGOs, government agencies, local government and the private sector, the project will build a broader
constituency for biodiversity conservation in South Africa. The project also meets the objectives of other related
international conventions by addressing the conservation needs of migratory species.

6. Main sector issues and Government strategy:

[Note: Summarize assessments of key policy, ingtitutional and other issues, and the Government’s strategy to address them,
referencing the economic and sector work of the Bank and other development agencies.]

The Government’s biodiversity conservation strategy reflects the particular socio-economic situation of the country. RSA
urgently needs to address pressing issue of socia service and infrastructure provision for and empowerment of
disadvantaged communities. Hence the Green Paper Towards an Environmental Policy for South Africa states asitsfirst
objective: “To effect planned and measurable shifts in budgetary and resource allocations for environment to achieve the
goa of people-driven, sustainable resource management and the redress of past inequalities.” Public funding for
conservation purposes is therefore set to decline and public involvement to increase. Asaresult, the National Parks Board
will have fewer public resources to counter the threats to the globally significant biodiversity of the Cape Peninsulaand is
actively seeking to expand community and NGO involvement in its conservation activities. The project will facilitate the
achievement of both these strategic objectives.

The South African government isin the process of finalizing a Biodiversity Strategy White Paper which, according to
domestic environmental expertise, identifies the Cape Peninsula as a national top priority for conservation measures. While
modest public funding for the new national park is foreseen to for another four years and is built into the project financing
plan, competing domestic priorities are increasingly strong and park subsidies are scheduled to decline. Some of the
shortfall will be countered by the private sector, for example through the mobilization of over $6 million in land purchases
and $2 million in contributions to the Table Mountain Trust Fund. Nevertheless, this leaves a significant shortfal in the
funds required for effective biodiversity conservation in this priority area of South Africa.

7. Sector issues to be addressed by the project and strategic choices:

[Note: Of the issues identified in paragraph 6, specify those to be addressed by the project, indicating the strategic choices,
e.g., private vs. public options, as assessed in the economic and sector work of the Bank and other development agencies.
The Cape Peninsula s globally significant biodiversity is threatened by a number of factors, including invasive alien species,
uncontrolled fires, urban encroachment (generally in the form of high-end development), and excessive visitor pressurein
delicate areas which have not been effectively addressed by the CPPNE management system. The marine environment,
which has very limited protection, is threatened by over exploitation of certain species and increasing pollution risks. In
order to effectively address these threats, immediate action is needed to strengthen the legal framework, institutional
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arrangements and management programs for the conservation of these resources. Designation of the area as a National
Park, with the nation’s highest level of protection, provides a much more solid legal framework for effective conservation
than its existing CPPNE status. Unified management of the area under the NPB will facilitate better-coordinated and cost-
effective management of the area’ s natural resources. The injection of GEF resources into park management during its
initial years of operation will increase the effectiveness of its conservation programs and facilitate the achievement of
financial sustainability by increasing environmentally-responsible tourism and reducing the long-term cost of alien species
control. Establishment of and increased management support to the new national park is therefore the most cost-effective
strategic option for conserving the area’ s unique and globally-significant biodiversity.

The creation of anational park also provides an opportunity to address the social problem that, in the “old South Africa’,
biodiversity and environmental conservation were for the benefit of arich, white dlite. The new NPB management is
dedicated to change both that perception and practice by active outreach activities into disadvantaged communities. The
poor will be offered employment opportunities, environmental education and enhanced access to the park through special
transport arrangements. A component of the manual alien species clearance program will train independent entrepreneurs to
establish small contracting companies to work for the NPB.

The rationale for asking the GEF to supplement the resources of the Table Mountain Trust Fund has severa bases. First, by
being afund in perpetuity, its existence ensures long-term financia support and effective advocacy for biodiversity
conservation on the Cape Peninsula and in the Cape Floral Kingdom. For example, initial clearing of invasive alien species
must be followed every year with maintenance work to prevent re-infestation. An NGO-managed trust fund is an ideal
mechanism for funding such regular, small-scale conservation activities. Second, the TF empowers and motivates
communities to undertake conservation activities (clearance of alien invasive species, environmental education activities
targeting disadvantaged communities, visitor management projects aiming at minimizing environmental pressure, and so
on). Hence, it contributes to the empowerment and mobilization for conservation purposes of akey element of civil society.
Third, the TF will extend conservation activities to private land adjacent to the Park, whereas NPB resource can only be
used within the confines of the park, which will increase the cost-effectiveness of the NPB efforts by limiting re-infestation
from areas around the park. Fourth, an expanded Fund will involve NGO representatives in park management, which will
promote transparency in resource alocation for biodiversity conservation and respond to clearly voiced needs for an active
NGO role. An explicit provision in the Trust Deed will ensure that income originating from the capital provided by the
GEF will only support activities that will have global benefits.

The propose $5 million GEF capital contribution to the Fund, which is expected to return about 7.5% p.a., would provide
an additional $250,000 in NGO and community conservation funds per year. This target figure was derived a thorough
assessment, by the large and very capable NGO network in the Cape Floral Kingdom, of the volume of additional funds that
they can effectively utilize for conservation purposes. WWF-SA, the fund administrator, already has a track record of
effectively allocating and overseeing the use of over $200,000 in net income during the fund’ s first three years. Given that
it was launched in 1993, and that it takes time to devel op effective project proposals and experience in their implementation,
this performance gives confidence that the additional resources will be effectively used.

8. Project aternatives considered and reasons for rejection:

[Note: Alternative project scope and design options and trade-offs.] The original project proposal, which was submitted by
WWEF-SA, sought only additional resources for the Table Mountain Trust Fund. After thorough review and discussion of
conservation priorities and financing needs on the Cape Peninsula, it was agreed that GEF resources were also needed and
justified for an intensified short-term invasive alien species eradication program, a series of more modest terrestrial
conservation initiatives and for the strengthening of marine conservation around the Cape Peninsula. Hence, a short-term
investment program to address these issues, to be managed by the National Parks Board, was added to the trust fund
component.

Secondly, the exclusive initial focus on the Cape Peninsula was reassessed and revised, in order not to forego the
opportunity to address the urgent conservation planning needs of the entire Cape Floral Kingdom. Hence a component that
entails shaping a conservation strategy for the entire CFK was added, to be implemented during the first two years of this
project. Thereafter, it isforeseen that this component will lead to a Cape Floral Kingdom Conservation project.
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At an early stage, the option of linking the alien invasive species radication program to the national Working for Water
Program was considered. The objective of thislatter program is to enhance water yields, mostly for urban consumption.
However, the link was found not to be feasible as only a small fraction (in the order of 2%) of Cape Town’'s water supply is
derived from watersheds within the park area. The small damsin question are also located on open mountain terrain, and
not subject to significant interference of alien vegetation.

9. Major related projects financed by the Bank and/or other devel opment agencies (completed, ongoing and planned).

Sector issue | | Project | Latest Form 590
Ratings
(Bank-financed projects
only)
1P DO
Bank-financed
Degraded urban areas Urban Infrastructure Project N/A: under preparation
Unemployment and weak export growth Industrial competitiveness and Job N/A: not yet under
Creation Project supervision

Other development agencies
EU/Sweden /Norway Managing the Environment Locally in

SSA (MELISSA). Proposes to prepare
an urban environmental action plan for
the Cape Metropolitan area

10. Lessons learned and reflected in proposed project design:

Thisisthefirst project of itskind in South Africa. Hence, lessons have to be drawn from other countries. The Bank’s
global review of biodiversity projects (Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Development, Nov. 1995) has shown that three of the
most important facts for sustained success pertain to (i) the empowerment of local communities, indigenous people, NGOs
and other stakeholders as partnersin designing and implementing projects; (ii) the achievement of financial sustainability,
including recurrent cost financing, and (iii) monitoring and evaluation of the project which provides the underpinning for
adjustments during implementation. Hence stakeholder involvement is a feature of this project. The prospects for financia
sustainability of the Park have been carefully studied, and the results point to plausible full cost-recovery to be achieved by
the end of the project. Thisisdue to increasing numbers of visitors, higher admission fees and income from tourist
ventures. Finally, an ambitious framework for M& E is already built into the Borrower Implementation Plan to ensure that
performance information is fed back to management in atimely manner.

Asfor specific biodiversity projects of relevance, the GEF Mauritius Biodiversity Restoration Project is of interest. Its
objective are to (i) restore degraded small idand habitats, eradicate alien species and propagate and reintroduce endemic
species to these habitats, and (ii) strengthen management and monitoring capacity for biodiversity restoration. The main
lessons learned from this successfully implemented project are that (a) responsibility for decision-making should be
decentralized close to implementation, which has alowed the project to run ahead of schedule, (b) that NGO involvement
can be very effective, and (c) that the private sector can be positively engaged in conservation activities. In the case of the
Cape Peninsula, these lessons are built in as (i) the decision-making responsibility will rest with staff posted in the Park
areg, (ii) NGOs will have avita role in implementing several of the conservation activities, and (iii) the development of
private contractors to take on conservation work will be actively supported.

Another relevant example is the GEF Seychelles Biodiversity Conservation and Marine Pollution Abatement Project. The
biodiversity component aims to restore and preserve a unique ecosystem in Aldabra, threatened by non-native species
introduced decades ago, especialy fera goats. Furthermore, the aim is to protect seaturtles by defining and enforcing a
sustainable offtake program. The main lesson from this project that have been incorporated are that (i) a successful project
needs a sound policy framework as support (which the park has through its high conservation status), (ii) continuity in task
management from the Bank’ s side is important in order to establish good personal links with counterparts and prevent loss
of institutional memory, (iii) full-time loca capacity is necessary for implementation (which is certainly the case with half a
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dozen full-time staff dedicated to the creation and initial management of the new park), and (iv) that targeted training
programs can be used to support implantation and motivate staff (which is aready built into the Borrower |mplementation
Plan).

TF management arrangements have been devel oped in close collaboration with WWF-SA and Bank trust fund, financial
management and procurement expertise, and builds on the Bank’ s experience with eleven GEF funds, as summarized in
Mikitin (1995) Issues and Options in the Design of GEF Supported TFs for Biodiversity Conservation. (ENV. Paper
#011). A special Operational Manual for TF management will be developed at appraisal.

The technical reviewer considered the project’ s marine component to be inadequately developed in the initial project design.
This has been remedied by reinforcing this component and adding additional information on it to the Project Description
(block 1), Ingtitutional Arrangements and GEF Strategy sections and in Appendix 1. Following the reviewer’s advice, the
learning benefits of the experiments with alternative alien species control techniques have been highlighted in the
Beneficiaries section, and the M& E and applied studies aspects of this program strengthened and more fully described. The
reviewer commended the sustainability potential of the project but criticized the presentation of the mechanisms that will be
employed to achieve this. This has been addressed in the section on institutional arrangements and will be further developed
in the final project document.[Note: Lessons learned from completed and ongoing projects financed by the Bank and other
development agencies)]

11. Indications of borrower commitment and ownership:

The original project proposal originates from the National Parks Board and WWF-SA .[Note: 1ncludes measures aready
taken by the borrower prior to Board presentation, as well as planned actions.], which developed the basic approach without
any prior involvement of the Bank. Two seminarsin Cape town (January and April, 1997) testified to the commitment of a
large group of local stakeholders, several of whom have contributed to working papers of high quality, elaborating various
aspects of the project. The proposal for GEF support has been endorsed by the GEF focal point for South Africa, Mr.
Francois Hanekom, Deputy Director of the Department of Environmental Affairs and Tourism, and formally presented to
the Bank through the Ministry of Finance. Furthermore, the commitment of local interestsis convincingly shown by the $2
million in national contributions that have already been mobilized for the Table Mountain Trust Fund and the $6 million in
NGO land purchases and donations.

12. Value added of GEF support: In spite of considerable domestic subsidies, the Park will not be able to fully sustain the
immediate need for conservation expenditures in its formative years without external support. Domestic donations, while
substantial, will not be sufficient to cover the significant and immediate needs of a conservation program on the Cape
Peninsula and beyond in the CFK. GEF support will significantly strengthen conservation of the Cape Peninsula and the
entire Cape Floral Kingdom and will specifically address the threats to the indigenous vegetation of alien species and fire

Block 3: Project Preparation

13. Has a project preparation plan been agreed | [ X] Yes Date Submitted: 01/31/97 || [1 No Date Expected:

with the borrower (see Annex 2 to this form)

14. Has borrower drafted a project | [X] Yes Date Submitted: 05/25/97 || [1 No Date Expected:

implementation plan (See Attachment for

suggested content)

15. Advice/consultation outside country [ X] Within the Bank: AFTEL, [X] Other development agencies:

department ENVGC, AFTP1, AFTSA, AFTS], French Cooperation, GRID-
ENV, LEGAF, LOAAF and EASRD. [|ARENDAL (Norway)

16. Issues Requiring Special Attention

a. Economic

[X](list issues below, e.g., fiscal impact, pricing distortions, etc.) [ ] To be defined [ 1 None

Economic eva uation methodol ogy: || [] | Cost | [] || Codt effectiveness || [X] || Other [Incremental Cost]
benefit

The degree of domestic benefits from improved fire management should be clarified.

b. Financia

[X ](list issues below, e.g., cost recovery, tariff policies, financiad controls [ ] To be defined [ ] None
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and accountability, etc.)

The Cape Peninsula National Park is arare case in the annals of biodiversity conservation: achieving both effective
conservation and long-term financia sustainability here is quite feasible. The NPB’s Project Team has made very detailed
budget projections for 1998 to 2006. Different redlistic visitor and admission fee scenarios have been tested, all showing a
budget deficit for at least six years, i.e. until 2003. Thus, even under the most optimistic assumptions, sufficient domestic
resources are therefore not available in the short run to undertake the urgent actions necessary to conserve the park’s
biodiversity and avoid further specieslosses. In the longer term, however, the increased attractiveness of the park, the
vigitor infrastructure improvements that are planned and higher admission fees are forecast to result in larger yet
environmentally-sustainable visitor flows, higher revenues per visitor and full cost-recovery, hopefully as early as years 6 or
7 of park operations.

The projections take into account the decline in public subsidies to the NPB due to other pressing socia needs taking priority
in budget dlocations. To some extent, thisis can and will be countered over the first six years by developing new income-
generating tourism infrastructure that will be leased out to private operators and by raising fees for entry to certain areas
where access can be controlled. Concerns have been raised by NGOs and tourism representatives that even the planned
admission fee increases will not only discourage visitorsin general, but particularly hit financialy disadvantaged groups at
the same time the Park will make a concerted effort to market itself to them. Raising the entrance fees even further than
planned is therefore socially unacceptable.

c. Technicd

[X](list issues below, e.g., appropriate technology, costing, etc.) [ ] To be defined [ ] None

There is aready considerable experience in South Africa of invasive alien species clearing, particularly through the nation-
wide Working for Water Program. Nevertheless, further study of the relative efficiency of mechanical clearing, chemical
treatment and biologica control methods is needed, and a program for systematic evaluation of future activitiesis foreseen
in this project.

d. Institutiona

[X](list issues below, e.g., project management, M& E capacity, [ 1 To be defined [ ] None

administrative regulations, €tc.)

The consolidation of public land under a unified management of the NPB is underway, and successful negotiations were
concluded in June 1997. The results will now have to be ratified by the respective councils.

e. Social

[X] (list issues below, e.g., gender, protection of indigenous [ ] To be defined [ 1 None

and other vulnerable groups, etc.)

The park areaistraditionally utilized by a privileged elite. Changing this impliesimproved transportation for disadvantaged
communities, and organized efforts to introduce the area to new target groups. Price policies must be set in order not to bar
such groups from entering, e.g. through special group rates and specia initiatives to facilitate access. The recruitment of
unskilled labor to undertake clearance in the park represents an important employment opportunity, but must be carefully
designed in collaboration with local communities.

f. Resettlement

[1 (list issues below, e.g., resettlement planning, compensation payments.) [ ] To be defined [ X] None

No individuals will be relocated for the purpose of establishing or managing the park. The Redhill Squatter Community,
some 125 families who live on private land (14 ha) adjacent to the future park, has elected to relocate to land which falls
outside the proposed park boundaries prior to initializing the establishment of the park. An appropriate site for relocation,
owned by the State, has now been agreed on by all parties as a result of negotiations that have been on-going for six years.
Hence, it is not expected that any resettlement will take place during the project’simplementation. Should such resettlement
have to take place, it will be carried out in consistency with the World Bank’ s relevant directives.

g. Environmenta

i. Environmental issues. || Major: || [X] To be defined ||[ None
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[Other: || ||

ii. Environmental L1 ]lA [l | 0olc

category:

iii. Justification/Rationale for category rating: The project is aimed at achieving considerable positive environmental
impacts, but will involve substantial plant removal, use of herbicides and fire. These aspects will be the subject of
environmental analysis. Theloss of carbon sequestration, is expected to be very limited.

iv. Status of Category A assessment: EA start-up date:

Date of first EA draft:

Current status:

v. Proposed actions:

vi. Status of any other environmental studies: TORs for an environmental analysis (Category B) have been drafted.
The analysis will be undertaken by local staff, beginning in September 1997. It is expected that this analysis will be
completed by the end of the appraisal mission, i.e. first week of October, 1997.

vii. Local groups and NGOs consulted: An open forum meeting with about 40 NGOs was held on January 30 in
Cape Town, and another with about 10 representatives was held on May 8. Three elected NGO representatives
were also present at workshops January 28-29 and April 28-29, when the main stakeholders met to advance the
project design. The criteriafor project eligibility under the Trust Fund were elaborated in a consultative process
involving 22 participants representing 14 different NGOs at a meeting called by WWF, and held on March 19,
1997. WWF-SA which isamajor proponent of the project, isitself an NGO. Other active NGOs include the
Botanical Society of SA, Mountain Club of South Africa, Wildlife and Environment Society of SA, Save the
Mountain, SA Scout Association, guides organizations, local environmental awareness groups, land owners
associations, and “Friends’ groups representing specific geographical areas of the Cape Peninsula. NPB’s section
for Social Ecology has aso carried out a survey among disadvantaged communities in urban areas surrounding the
park. Thistype of activity will continue during the project’s implementation.

viii. Borrower permissontoreleasseEA:  [] Yes [1 No

iX. Other remarks:

h. Participatory Approach | Preparation | Implementation || Operation

Beneficiaries’community groups (in| 1S + CON | IS+ CON+COL ||
particular disadvantaged communities)

Intermediary NGOs (about 40 different || 1S + CON+COL l1S + CON+COL. I
environmental groups involved)

Academic institutions (The University of | 1S+ CON 1S+ CON I
Cape Town)

Local government IS + CON+COL 1S + con+coL I

(Provincial Government for the Western
Cape, Cape Metropolitan Council, Cape
Town Municipality, South Peninsula
Municipality

Other donors (French and Norwegian|| 1S + CON+COL [1s + con+coL |

Cooperation)

other| | |

| [Note: Identify each of the stakeholders above, and describe their form of planned involvement as : information
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|sharing (1S); consultation (CON); and collaboration (COL).]

i. Sustainability

[Note: Flag the factors critical for the sustainability of project benefits.] The project has essentially been driven by
domestic interests and local stakeholders are highly committed. The GEF will support a highly capable domestic
organizational structure, led by NPB and WWF-SA. The quality of domestic staff and their organization isimpressive.
Once the up-front investments in conservation activities have been undertaken, maintenance work on the Cape Peninsula will
be much less costly. Plansfor financia cost-recovery for the long-term have already been devel oped, based on projections
carried out by the NPB. With the increasing numbers of tourists entering the Cape Town area, sustainability prospect are
good for the Cape Peninsula areain the medium to long-run.

Asfor the sustainability of the NGO implemented activities and particularly CFK activities covering areas with little
potentid for financia cost recovery, the Trust Fund will have an investment strategy that ensures long-term sustainability.
This strategy provides for amix of high growth and safe income investments with a clear restriction to maintain capital .

j- Critical Risks (see fourth column of Annex 1):

Risk Risk Rating Risk Minimization Measure
Project outputs to development objectives| (i) Alien plant removal Low Creation of a unified park
could be insufficient to stop management with sufficient
the on-going invasion financia resources and

monitoring capacity.

(i) Environmental Low Marketing of recreational
education could fail to services to multiple

stimulate visitor demand communities, follow-up surveys
and appropriate behavior and regulation enforcement.

Use of arapid response team

(iii) Fire management could | Low combined with on-the-ground
fail to contain wildfires and stand-by labor. Public
controlled burning could information in advance of
face opposition. controlled burning.

Improved pathways, clear
(iv) Tourist infrastructure | Low signage, maps and patrolling.
could fail to meet the
increasing visitor pressure
Gradual increasein

(v) Capacity building could | Low decentralized responsibility
fail to result in viable among entrepreneurs
independent firms

Broad-based public debate and
(vi) The marine protection || Moderate consultations will precede any
program could fail to gain proclamation

public and political support
Management involvement in

(vii) Resultsof M & Eand | Low designing M&E and the

conservation studies might screening of study proposals.
not be internalized in Building on NPB’s excellent
management track record in conservation.

An investment strategy
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(viii) Trust fund Low combining growth and safe
management could fail to income assets
deliver sufficient financial
resources

All stakeholders will beinvited
(ix) An agreed strategy for ||Medium to contribute and part of the
the CFK could fail to groundwork has already been
emerge carried out.

Project components to outputs| (i) Alien plant removal Low Efforts to ratify the results of
could be hampered by negotiations of land transfer to
digointed management and the new park under unified NPB
ineffective follow-up management, and planning for

annual follow-ups of clearing.
Adeguate staffing in project
(i) Environmental Low management and support from
education facilities, staff experienced academics, NGOs
and material could be and volunteers
inadequate
Weather monitoring and
(iii) Fire management could | Low adaptation of fire protection and
fail to respond with burning schedules and manning
flexibility to changing
natural conditions Ensuring sufficient funds,
training contractors and
(iv) Tourist infrastructure | Low mobilizing NGO support.
could prove inadequate to
cope with increasing
numbers of visitors. Negotiations with municipa
labor regarding out-sourcing.
(v) Capacity building of Moderate
independent entrepreneurs
could be in conflict with
municipal labor interests. Collaboration with current
public authorities controlling
(vi) The marine protection || Moderate MPAs and marine resources
program could meet user groups.
resistance
Careful screening of proposa
through experienced WWF
(vii) Conservation studies | Low structure and park management.
could produce results that
are not operational Clear investment strategy and
monitoring of performance.
(viii) Trust fund Low
management could be
ineffective. Broad-based consultations with
all stakeholders.
(ix) Common strategy for | Low

the CFK could fail to
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emerge

Overal Risk Rating

Low

Overdl project planning and
implementation can rest on
strong domestic capacity and
dedication.

Annex 1

Project Design Summary

Narrative Summary

Key Performance Indicators'

Monitoring and Supervision

Critical Assumptions and

Risks

CAS Objective (No CAS
available, but strategic
focus for Bank’s work in
next twelve months
utilized)

Economic growth

Poverty aleviation

Capacity building

GEF Operational Program

Tourism income to the Park

Employment of labor from
disadvantaged communities

Training of contractors

Long-term protection and
sustainable use of
biodiversity

Supervision missions twice
per year. and mid-term
review year three with
external panel of experts

(CAS Objective to Bank
Mission)
Macroeconomic stability

Labor market flexibility

Entrepreneurial
opportunities

Project Development
Objectives

() Rehahilitate and maintain
indigenous terrestrial flora
and fauna on the Cape
Peninsula and marine
conservation in immediately
surrounding areas

2. Development of a
conservation strategy for the
much larger Cape Floral
Kingdom, of which the Cape
Peninsulaforms a part.

X indigenous species
removed from the list of 141
as “threatened” by year 6,

Clearing of al aien seed-
bearing plants by year 6.

Reduction in uncontrolled
wildfiresby x% in areaas
compared to pre-project.

Implementation of an agreed

Reports from NPB, the
Table Mountain Fund and
NGOs. Supervision visits.

(Development Objectivesto
CAS Objective)

Exogenous political and
economic events will not
deter foreign and domestic
visitors to come to the park.

! Indicators and target values will be discussed during appraisal, and determined by negotiations.
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marine protection plan.

Agreed management plan for
the CFK

Project Outputs

() Removal of dien
invasive plants

(if) Enhanced environmental
awareness among visitors
and the general public

(iii) Controlled regeneration
of natural vegetation through
fire

(iv) Wel maintained and
sign-posted tourist
infrastructure

(v) The emergence of
entrepreneurs from
disadvantaged groups
capable of undertaking
conservation work

(vi) Sustainable management
of marine resources
immediately surrounding the
Peninsula

(vi) Enhanced knowledge
about rational management
of flora and fauna on and
around the Peninsula

(viii) Long-term financia
revenue stream that can
support sustainable
conservation activities

(i) X halyear of land cleared
of dien invasive species,

(if) X visitors and members
of the public surveyed
annually

(iti) Share of areas under
controlled burning as
compared to total above x%

p.a

(iv) Increased visitor use of
trails and gateways.

(v) Share of conservation
work cost out-sourced to
entrepreneurs from the
program reaching x% by
year 3 and remaining above.

(vi) The proclamation of a
marine national park
surrounding the Cape
Peninsula.

(vii) M& E, EIS and study
results utilized by park
management

(viii) Redl rate of net
returns from the Trust Fund

(i) NPB reports, Table
Mountain TF, NGO activity
reports and site visits.

(i) Vidtor statistics and
survey reports.

(iii) NPB fire records

(iv) Vidtor surveys.

(v) NPB contract records.

(vi) Public observance of
regulations.

(vii) Study reports and
records of management
decisons

(vii) Financia management
report and comparative
financial return data from

(Outputs to Development
Objectives)

() Therewill be aunified,
efficient national park
authority implementing the
conservation program on
public land, and private
land-owners will contract in.

(i) Exogenous events will
not significantly influence
visitor rates

(iii) Weather conditions will
not change significantly

(iii) Controlled burning will
be accepted by surrounding
communities.

(iv) Changesin visitor rates
and composition will not
overwhelm the park.

(v) Conservation work will
be an attractive option in the
private market for trained
entrepreneurs.

(vi) Major pollution events
will not threaten marine life.

(vii) Management will have
the resources to act on study
proposals.

(viii) Sustained NGO
support for conservation
activities.
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(ix) Political approval and
funding of a strategic
conservation plan.

(ix) Presentation of a CFK
conservation plan.

financial press

(ix) Public strategic plan,
records of approval and
funding agreements.

(ix) External political events
will not interfere with the
finalization and
implementation of the plan

Project Components

(1) Invasive alien species
eradication

(i) Environmental education

(iii) Enhanced fire
management

(iv) Improved tourist
infrastructure

(v) Capacity building among
contract labor

(vi) Marine protection
program

(vi) Knowledge
management

(viii) Trust Fund
management

(ix) Cape Flora Kingdom

(i) Employment of contract
labor reaching at least X p.a
in year three.

(i) At least X NGOs
involved by year two and
onwards.

(i) Atleast X people
involved in education
activities p.a. from year two
and onwards.

(i) Engagement of stand-by
fire fighting equipment and
personnel.

(iv) Contracting of labor
sufficient to undertake
improvement works

(v) At least x newly trained
entrepreneurs contracted by
year three.

(vi) Déineation and sign-
posting of park achieved by
year six.

(vii) Contracted suppliers of
M&E system and
consolidated EIS within one
year. At least X adaptive
research programs identified
by year two.

(viit) Selection of financial
manager before grant
effectiveness.

(i) Annual reports from the
Park authority, the Table
Mountain Trust Fund and
NGOs. Supervisory
consultations with NGOs
and labor engaged in the
conservation efforts.

(i) Asabove plus
beneficiary evaluations.

(iti) NPB and contractors
fire records

(iv) NPB annua reports and
on-sitevisits

(v) NPB records and
interviews with
entrepreneurs

(vi) Legal documents.
Public announcements.

(vii) M&E reports, EIS
outputs, study proposals,
decision records and study
reports.

(viii) Annual audits

(Components to Outputs)

(i) Agreement is reached on
establishing unified NPB
management control over the
park area.

(i & ii) Successful
investment of the Trust Fund
capital. NGOswill compete
in a non-contentious manner
for contracts funding.

(iv) Asfor activitiesi & ii.

(v) Nointervening labor
disputes.

(vi) Consensus on the
desirability and boundaries
of amarine national park.

(vii) Sufficient interest
among academics and
NGOs, and funding from the
TF.

(ix) Consensus emerges on
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strategy development

(ix) Agreed strategic plan
identifying priority
conservation areas and
financing within three years

(ix) Strategy document.
Meetings with main
stakeholders during
supervision.

priorities and funding
requirements,
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ANNEX 4

Cape Peninsula Biodiversity Conservation Project

Incremental Cost Analysis
1. Broad Development Goals

The project’ s primary development god is to conserve and sustainably use the biologicaly unique and physicaly
spectacular natural resources of the Cape Peninsula. This small areaof 471 km? contains 2,285 native plant species,
over aquarter of those found in the Cape Foral Kingdom and more than those found in the entire British 1des. Of
these plant species, 105 are endemic and 141 are threatened. The Cape is dso one of South Africals mgor
international tourist attractions and one of its most popular national monuments, so its conservation is vitally important
from both an economic and socia perspective.

2. Baseline

The baseline scenario for management of the Cape Peninsula s natural resources reflects the current socio-
economic situation of the country and the Cape area. The Green Paper Towards an Environmental Policy for
South Africa states, asitsfirst objective: “To effect planned and measurable shiftsin budgetary and resource
alocations for environment to achieve the goal of people-driven, sustainable resource management and the
redress of past inequalities.” RSA istherefore reorienting public investment to the provision of social services
and infrastructure to improve the quality of life for disadvantaged communities. Public resources to support the
national parks system, including the new Cape Peninsula National Park, are therefore declining.

In the baseline scenario, which is constrained by both the public funding situation and the revenue the park can
expect to raise from visitor fees, the Cape Peninsula National Park’s visitor-oriented capital and operational
expenditures would total $50 million over the next six years. In addition, baseline expenditures on terrestrial
conservation would total $19 million over the same period. These would include a modest alien species clearing
program costing $7.4 million, fire management ($3.9 million), environmental education ($1.1m), visitor
management facilities in environmental ly-sensitive areas ($4m), conservation capacity building ($2m) and
information management ($0.3m). While these expenditures are substantial, and represent a strong national
commitment in the face of other pressing needs, they will be insufficient to control the wave of invasive species
that threaten the long-term survival of the indigenous vegetation and to deal adequately with the pressures of the
additional visitors that are expected and indeed required for the park to achieve financial sustainability. The
baseline program would eradicate alien species from about half the areas that are severely to modestly infested.
The remaining concentrations would strengthen their hold, threaten the extinction of additional native species and
be more costly and difficult to eradicate in the future. The baseline visitor management program for
environmentally-sensitive areas would not be sufficient to control the anticipated visitor numbers and some of
those areas would degrade. Fire management capacity would be insufficient to address this major threat to the
ecosystem. Conservation capacity development and information management activities would fall significantly
short of what’s required for effective conservation of the park’s biodiversity.

The basegline marine conservation program around the Cape Peninsula (about $0.4 million over six years) would
be limited to the protection of afew commercially overexploited species. It would not include effective
enforcement of all the existing Marine Park Areas, nor strategic planning for and implementation of an extended
marine protection system and the mounting of a public information campaign on the value of the areas marine
ecosystems. The Cape's marine ecosystems would continue to slowly degrade.
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The baseline program would include some NGO-implemented conservation activities funded by the existing
capital in the Table Mountain Trust Fund. The TMTF s current

$2 million in capital would provide about $100,000 in net income after financial management and administrative
fees. Thiswould fund a modest program of NGO-implemented conservation activities, primarily clearing of
invasive aien species, environmental education and studies, which would be restricted to the Cape Peninsula.
This program would not match the need or potential for community conservation actions to protect biodiversity
on private and state land in the Cape Peninsula, or fully tap the conservation capacity of alarge, growing and
highly-motivated group of environmental NGOs. Nor would it permit the expansion of NGO-managed
conservation activities in the Cape Floral Kingdom. In addition, WWF-SA would continue its program of land
acquisition on the Cape Peninsula which, since 1993, has resulted in additional land conservatively valued at $6
million being placed under effective conservation.

Finally, the baseline program does not include any strategic biodiversity conservation planning for the Cape
Floral Kingdom initsentirety. This globally unique area would therefore continue to lack an overall framework
for conservation management.

3. Global Environmental Objectives
The global environment objectives of the GEF alternative would be to:

(1) Minimize further loss of native plant species by eradicating invasive alien species more aggressively,
improving control of wildfires, upgrading environmental education, improving access paths to control visitor
impact and minimize erosion and strengthening the monitoring and study of biodiversity in this unique area.

(i) More effectively conserve areas with globally significant marine biodiversity around the Cape, which
currently enjoy little if any protection.

(iif) Mobilize increased NGO and community support for and involvement in biodiversity conservation
on the Cape Peninsula and in the Cape Floral Kingdom by supplementing the capital, income and conservation
programs of the Table Mountain Trust Fund. Thiswould ensure financia support in perpetuity for NGO-led
biodiversity conservation activities in the national park, on private land adjoining the park, and throughout the
Cape Floral Kingdom. Perhaps more importantly, it would increase NGO involvement in conservation decision-
making and NGO commitment to conservation.

(iv) Lay the strategic foundation for more effective conservation of the globally-significant Cape Floral
Kingdom.

4. GEF Alternative
The additional activitiesin the GEF aternative to achieve these globa benefits are:

(1) Invasive alien plant control program. The baseline control program would be significantly expanded
to effectively address this most serious threat to the Cape’sflora. An integrated approach, involving a
combination of biological, mechanical and chemical control, applied with a cognizance of socio-economic issues,
would be adopted. The objective of the expanded program would be to remove the entire infestation of woody,
seed-bearing alien invasive plants from the Park. After thisintensive program (which will provide up to 500 jobs
per annum) has been completed, a maintenance phase will avoid the species regenerating and spreading again.
Maintenance of cleared areas will be initiated from year three. All cleared areas will be followed up every two
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years. Different control methods will be tested and evaluated and the results disseminated world-wide. Its
incremental cost is $6.4 million

(i) Environmental education. Under the GEF alternative, education centers within the park would be
upgraded and outreach activities would educate people from disadvantaged communities on the benefits of the
park and encourage them to visit, thus changing the current perception of the park as an area of “exclusion” to
one of providing valuable servicesto al. Theincremental cost is about $0.8 million.

(iii) Fire control and management. The Cape flora has evolved with fire and many species require fire to
propagate. At the same time, uncontrolled fire can cause considerable damage both to the park and to adjoining
natural and semi-natural areas. Fire thus poses a major dilemma for management of the Cape Peninsulain
balancing protection of various components of the natural environment on the one hand, and the need to protect
resources on the other. The recent introduction of a contracted helicopter on standby during the fire season for
the northern part of the Cape Peninsula has proven to be extremely cost-efficient for both controlled burning
programs and wildfire control. The southern part of the Cape Peninsula however has inadequate fire protection
and management. The provision of a second helicopter on standby, in combination with standby labor groups,
would enhance the fire control and management capacity in the Park and adjacent natural areas. The incremental
cost is about $0.5 million.

(iv) Improved visitor control. The park, because of it’' s topography, urban proximity and historically
entrenched “right of free access’ is largely an open system.
A large number of formal and informal access points exist, most of which do not provide adequate visitor
information and facilities for conservation purposes. Formal entryways to the Park, where
educational/informational signs and interactive materials are provided, are essential to control visitor impact and
sustain eco-tourism benefits. They will be provided under the baseline option. Under the GEF alternative,
informal gateways will aso be constructed which will produce conservation benefits but no financial returns.
Their incremental cost is about $0.8 million.

(v) Capacity building. The alternative will provide entrepreneurial training for contract laborers from
poor areas. Thiswill build capacity among a corps of independent contractors who can later take on alien
species clearing, footpath maintenance and other park-related tasks on a competitive basis. The incremental cost
is about $0.2 million.

(vi) Marine Protection Program. The objectives of this component would be to conserve the
biodiversity of the Cape’ s marine ecosystems by addressing threats such as over exploitation of rock lobster,
abalone, alikreukel and certain line fish species, and dealing with pollution incidents from sewage rel eases,
industrial effluent and oil spills. Without GEF support, the Peninsula’ s marine environment would not be
effectively incorporated into the terrestrial national park. The GEF-supported activities will include the
identification of appropriate marine park boundaries and regulatory requirements and the development and
implementation of area management plans. The proposed marine parks will also require considerable public
relations and media liaison in order to ensure that the general public are fully aware of the need for conservation
and able to fully participate in the process. Four research/monitoring activities would be undertaken; research
into the socia needs of communities that have an economic relationship with the marine environment; baseline
data collection; monitoring programs; and applied marine research. The incremental cost is about $0.5 million.

(vii) Knowledge Management. Evaluating the project’s biodiversity conservation achievements and
drawing lessons that can be of global value will require a carefully crafted M& E system and extensive data
gathering and analysis. The CPPNE’s existing Environmental Information System (EIS) will be upgraded and
consolidated for this purpose. Park managers have identified a number of key research issues which need to be
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addressed. These include: identification of legal mechanisms for conservation actions on private land; analysis of
visitor use patterns; impacts of management actions on surface hydrology; cost-benefit analysis of aternative
alien plant control methods; techniques for restoration of transformed habitats; identification of new bio-control
agents, and afeasibility study for control of Himalayan Tahrs. There will aso be studies on land use planning at
the urban interface. The incremental cost of these componentsis $0.8 million.

(viii) NGO Conservation Programs. Under the GEF alternative, an additiona $5 million would be
invested in the Table Mountain Trust Fund to expand NGO and community-managed conservation activitiesin
the Park, on adjacent private land and throughout the entire Cape Floral Kingdom. Thiswould empower the
environmental NGO-community to influence decisions about resource allocation for conservation and to
participate more actively in biodiversity conservation efforts on the Cape and in the CFK.

(ix) Strategic Planning for the CFK. This activity would take place in the first two years of the GEF
aternative project. The aim would be to design a comprehensive conservation program that could attract
national and donor funding. GEF funds would allow al stakeholders concerned to come together and shape the
program around commonly-agreed conservation priorities. The incremental cost is about $1 million.

5. Incremental Costs

The matrix below summarizes the total cost of the baseline ($77.1 million) and the GEF dternative ($93.1). The
incrementa cost of the GEF alternative is $16.0 million of which the GEF is requested to fund $12.3 million. Of
this $12.3 million, $6.3 million would strengthen biodiversity conservation in the new Cape Peninsula National
Park, $5 million would be a capital contribution to the Table Mountain Trust Fund, and close to $1 million would
go towards conservation planning for the Cape Floral Kingdom.
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Incremental Cost Matrix

Component Cost US$ million | Domestic Global Benefit
Category Benefit
Park management | Basdline 50 Maintenance of a
(operational and tourist attraction,
capita generation
expenditure) revenue and
employment
GEF 50 As above As above.
alternative
Increment 0
Terrestrial Basdine 18.7 Enhanced visitor | Partial
conservation attraction, fire conservation of
activities (dien protection and globally
Species clearance, employment, significant
fire management, increased biodiversity
environmenta awareness
education, tourism
infrastructure,
capacity building,
knowledge
management)
GEF 28.2 Employment Rapid
aternative opportunities, rehabilitation
enhanced fire and
protection and mai ntenance of
increased globaly
awareness significant
flora,
prevention of
further species
loss
Increment 9.5
Marine Basdline 0.4 Limited
conservation protection of
activities some species
subject to over-
exploitation
GEF 0.9 Much enhanced | Much
dternative protection of enhanced
commercial protection of a
species, but some | species-rich
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immediate loss of | marine
income ecosystem
Increment 0.5
NGO- Basdine 8.0 Modest NGO Limited
implemented mobilization and | protection of
conservation empowerment. globaly
activities Conservation significant flora
area expanded
through land
acquisition.
GEF 13.0 Asabove, but on | Better
alternative amuch larger protection of
scale. indigenous
biodiversity in
and around the
Cape Peninsula
Increment 5.0
CFK Strategy Basdline 0
GEF 1.0 Rationalization of | Design of first
Alternative currently comprehensive
digointed conservation
conservation program for
planning in CFK | the CFK
I ncrement 1.0
Total Basdline 77.1
GEF
alternative 93.1
Total
Increment 16.0
Of which co-
financed 3.7
GEF
contribution 12.3
MariaNikolov
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