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REQUEST FOR CEO ENDORSEMENT/APPROVAL

PROJECT TYPE: FULL-SIZED PROJECT
THE GEF TRUST FUND

GEF Submission Date: 23 October 2007
PART I: PROJECT INFORMATION
GEFSEC PROJECT ID: 2615

GEF AGENCY PROJECT ID: 2929 __Expected Calendar

COUNTRY (IES): South Africa Milestones Dates
PROJECT TITLE: National Grasslands Biodiversity Work Program (for FSP) June 2007
Programme (NGBP) GEF Agency Approval November
GEF AGENCY (IES): UNDP 2007

OTHER EXECUTING PARTNER (S): South African Implementation Start January 2008
National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) Mid-term Review (if planned) | July 2010
GEF FOCAL AREA (s): Biodiversity _ Implementation Completion | January 2013
GEF-4 STRATEGIC PROGRAM (S): Project submitted

under GEF-3: BD-2: Mainstreaming Biodiversity in
Production Landscapes, Seascapes and Sectors
NAME OF PARENT PROGRAM/UMBRELLA PROJECT: national grasslands programme

A. PROJECT FRAMEWORK (Expand table as necessary)

Project Objective: Major production sectors are directly contributing to the achievement of biodiversity
conservation priorities within the grasslands biome

Indicate GEF
Project \I/Vhethef Expected Expected Outputs Financing* Co-financing* | Total ($)
nvestment, Outcomes 0 0
Components TA or (%) % %) %
STA**
1. Enabling TA Enabling 1.1 The enabling 1,481,302 13% 9,633,138 87% | 11,114,441

environment environment | Policy and regulatory
framework is

f(?r . . deepened

blOleQrSlty 1.2 Knowledge

conservation | management system

in production for the unzjbrellla .

. NGBP is develope
landscapes is and implemented
strengthened. | 1 3 ncreased capacity
of stakeholder
institutions to engage
effectively in
mainstreaming
biodiversity
management into
production practices

2. Agriculture | TA Grassland 2.1 Improved 3,611,000 | 31% | 8,201,136 | 69% | 11,812,137
biodiversity | rangeland
tion management systems
conser_va piloted that
objectives incorporate
mainstreamed | biodiversity
into management
agriculture objectives

2.2 Biodiversity-
compatible best
practice management
strategies developed




and used

2.3 Conservation
Stewardship
Arrangements in place
2.4 Capacity building
of the organised
agricultural sector
bodies

2.5 Biodiversity-
friendly
livestock/game
production systems
promoted through
certification scheme
2.6 Land use
allocation decision
making processes
reflect biodiversity
conservation priorities

3. Forestry TA The forestry 3.1 Improved 1,140,666 11% | 8,957,454 89% | 10,098,120
sector management of
- existing unplanted
dlrect'ly forestry owned land
contributes to | 3.2 Conservation
biodiversity | Stewardship
conservation Arrantgemfintsd
. : operationalise
objectives in 3.3 Certification
the Systems strengthened
grasslands 3.4 Appropriate
biome expansion of new
forestry plantations in
terms of location
4. Urban TA Grassland 4.1 Biodiversity 719,678 15% | 4,556,487 | 86% | 5,276,165
economy biodiversity | toolkit (policy,
guidelines, decision-
mqnagement support tools)
objectives developed for use by
mainstreamed | province and
into urban municipalities within
. urban areas
economy 1n 4.2 Strengthening
Gauteng Capacity through
Targeted Awareness,
Communication and
Training
4.3 Secure Priority
Areas as Biodiversity
Refugia
5. Coal mining | TA Biodiversity 5.1 A Biodiversity 518,118 | 22% | 1,814,755 | 78% | 2,332,873
management Offset Scheme is
. developed
Securec_j '_n 5.2 Coal mine
coal mining expansion planned
sector using biodiversity
information
6. Project management 829,236 17% | 4,098,794 83% | 4,928,030
Total Project Costs 8,300,000 [ 37,261,764 45,561,764




* List the $ by project components. The percentage is the share of GEF and Co-financing respectively to the total amount for

the component.

** TA = Technical Assistance; STA = Scientific & technical analysis.

B. FINANCING PLAN SUMMARY FOR THE PROJECT ($)

For the
Project Preparation® Project Agency Fee Eﬁ?{!zﬁsﬁ record:
Total at PIF
GEF 350,000 | 8,300,000 778,500 8,650,000 8,650,000
Co-financing 341,368 | 37,261,764 [ 37,261,764 37,261,764
Total 691,368 | 45,561,764 778,500 45,911,764 45,911,764

* Please include the previously approved PDFs and PPG, if any. Indicate the amount already approved as footnote

here and if the GEF

funding is from GEF-3. Provide the status of implementation and use of fund for the project preparation grant in

Annex D.

C. SOURCES OF CONFIRMED CO-FINANCING, including co-financing for project preparation for both the

PDFs and PPG.
(Expand the table line items as necessary)

Name of co-financier (source) Classification Type Amount ($) %*
SANBI Nat'l Gov't Grant 1,803,532 5%
GDACE Prov Gov't Grant 5,453,629 15%
Greening the Nation (SANBI) Nat'l Gov't Grant 5,356,068 14%
Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife Prov Gov't Grant 868,633 2%
DWAF Nat'l Gov't Grant 2,113,473 6%
Department of Agriculture Nat'l Gov't Grant 7,947,351 21%
Working for Wetlands Nat'l Gov't Grant 3,801,239 10%
EWT NGO Grant 356,992 1%
WWEF NGO Grant 503,704 1%
BotSoc NGO Grant 40,444 0.1%
Forestry SA Private Sector Grant 7,034,667 19%
Working for Wetlands (Coal Private Sector Grant 1,982,031 5%
Mining)
Total Co-financing 37,261,764 100%
* Percentage of each co-financier’s contribution at CEO endorsement to total co-financing.
D. GEF RESOURCES REQUESTED BY FOCAL AREA(S), AGENCY(IES) OR COUNTRY(IES)
Country Name/ (in$)
GEFAgE'ﬂC_J/ Focal Area Global y Project Agency
Preparation Project Fee Total
(select) (select)
(select) (select)
(select) (select)
(select) (select)
(select) (select)
(select) (select)
Total GEF Resources

* No need to provide information for this table if it is a single focal area, single country and single GEF Agency

project.




E. PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST

Total
Cost Items Estimated GEF Other sources Project total
person weeks $ %) $

Local consultants* 2133*** 712,111 2,452,793 3,164,904
International consultants* 0 0 0 0
Office facilities, equipment, 40,000 1,306,784 1,346,784
vehicles and communications**

Travel** 77,125 204,343 281,468
Miscellaneous 0 134,874 134,874
Total 2133 829, 236 4, 098, 794 4,928, 030

* Provide detailed information regarding the consultants in Annex C.

** Provide detailed information and justification for these line items. Detailed explanations for these cost
items are provided in the Total Budget and Work Plan in the Project Document.

*** Number of person weeks covered by GEF investment: 480 (ref Annex C)

F. CONSULTANTS WORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

Component Estimated Other sources Project total
person weeks GEF(3) $ $
Local consultants* 7,144** 1,925,778 6,262,967 8,188,745
International consultants* 0 0 0 0
Total 7,144 1,925,778 6,262,967 8,188,745

* Provide detailed information regarding the consultants in Annex C.

** Number of person weeks covered by GEF investment: 2160 (Ref Annex C)

G. DESCRIBE THE BUDGETED M&E PLAN: The M&E plan is detailed in Part V111 of the Project
Document. That information is summarised in the table below:

Type of M&E activity Responsible Parties Budget US$ Time frame
Excluding project team time
= Project Coordinator Within first two
Inception Workshop = UNDPCO 10,000 months of project start
=  UNDP GEF up
. =  Project Team . Immediately following
Inception Report «  UNDP CO None W
Measurement of Means of =  Project Coordinator will oversee = 40,000 Start, mid and end of
Verification for Project the hiring of specific studies and =  To be finalized in project
Purpose Indicators institutions, and delegate Inception Phase and
responsibilities to relevant team Workshop.
members = Indicative cost
Measurement of Means of = Oversight by Project GEF = 115,000 Annually prior to
Verification for Project Technical Advisor and Project = To be determined as APR/PIR and to the
Progress and Performance Coordinator part of the Annual definition of annual
(measured on an annual = Measurements by regional field Work Plan's work plans
basis) + workshop for officers and local 1As preparation.
dissemination =
Conduct METT =  The NGBP programme = 5000 Mid-term and end
management and consultant
APR and PIR =  Project Team = None Annually
= UNDP-CO
=  UNDP-GEF
TPR and TPR report = Government Counterparts =  None
=  UNDPCO Every year, upon
n Project team receipt of APR

UNDP-GEF Regional




Coordinating Unit

Steering Committee Project Coordinator None Following Project IW
Meetings UNDP CO and subsequently at
least once a year
Periodic status reports Project team 10,000 To be determined by
Project team and
UNDP CO
Technical reports Project team 15,000 To be determined by
Hired consultants as needed Project Team and
UNDP-CO
Mid-term External Project team 20,000 At the mid-point of
Evaluation UNDP- CO project
UNDP-GEF Regional implementation.
Coordinating Unit
External Consultants (i.e.
evaluation team)
Final External Evaluation Project team, 30,000 At the end of project
UNDP-CO implementation
UNDP-GEF Regional
Coordinating Unit
External Consultants (i.e.
evaluation team)
Terminal Report Project team At least one month
UNDP-CO None before the end of the
External Consultant project
Lessons learned Project team Yearly
UNDP-GEF Regional 15,000 (average 3,000
Coordinating Unit per year)
Audit UNDP-CO 15,000 (average $3,000 | Yearly
Project team per year)
Visits to field sites (UNDP UNDP Country Office Yearly

staff travel costs to be
charged to IA fees)

UNDP-GEF Regional
Coordinating Unit (as
appropriate)

Government representatives

15,000 (average one
visit per year)

TOTAL indicative COST

Excluding project team time and UNDP staff and travel expenses

US$ 290,000

Indicative Monitoring and Evaluation Work plan and corresponding budget

PART Il: PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

A. DESCRIBE THE PROJECT RATIONALE AND THE EXPECTED MEASURABLE GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS:

Project Rationale

Normative Solutions to Address Threats: Under the baseline scenario, many activities that directly and
indirectly contribute to improved management of natural resources within the grasslands biome will occur, but
these will not by themselves ensure that biodiversity management objectives are being attained. Production
activities will continue to pose an unmitigated threat to biodiversity in production landscapes, where the bulk of
the biome’s biodiversity resides. To secure conservation values in the grasslands biome it will be critical to
promote the concept that grasslands ecosystem services are critical to sustainable development. Another key
strategy is for the conservation community to engage with the development agenda through ‘mainstreaming’
activities, which seek to nest conservation in development strategies for mutual benefit.

Some strategic expansions to the protected area estate are planned. The Government recognizes that grasslands
are severely under-represented in the South African protected areas network. Plans are underway to create a
Grasslands National Park. While this will expand the area of the protected area estate by an estimated 15,000
hectares, this investment, coupled with that dedicated to the management of existing protected areas will by



itself be insufficient to protect the biodiversity of the biome. This is because the biome is characterised by a
high rate of biological turnover across its ecological landscape, meaning that many large areas will need to be
protected. Furthermore, the protected area estate will not directly address the main causes of biodiversity loss
emanating from the land use practices of production enterprises.

(i) Enabling Environment: Although the enabling environment is in place, with a supportive policy and legal
framework, there is a gap between policy and implementation. Measures are needed to improve the enabling
conditions needed to ensure that production sectors are accommodating biodiversity management objectives in
their production practices. The normative solution entails a number of improvements in the enabling
environment. A knowledge management system that will facilitate information sharing, networking and
replication of good management practices will be in place, catering to the information needs of the public
sector, private enterprises, and civil society. Production enterprises, led by industry champions in each sector,
will be negotiating tradeoffs between production endeavors and conservation needs with informed regulatory
authorities, based on sound information. Last, the capacity of regulatory institutions in the environment and
production sectors to coordinate the implementation of policies, develop environment management plans, and
monitor their implementation will be in place.

(if) Agricultural Sector: Under the baseline, rangeland practices will be geared towards enhancing the
productivity of grazing, and will not incorporate biodiversity management. In particular, burning regimes and
stocking practices will adversely affect the floristic and invertebrate component of the grassland biota. Where
cropping expansion occurs, it will do so regardless of biodiversity management needs. The normative solution
will engineer a better alignment between production needs and conservation imperatives on agricultural lands.
A range of measures will be in place, facilitating the integration of biodiversity management objectives into
sector production practices. These include the application of win-win biodiversity-compatible rangeland
management systems. The incentives for farmer uptake of these practices will be improved through the
emergence of a certified domestic red meat market, recognising environmental good practice. The organised
livestock and game production associations will be playing a pivotal role in bridging the information divide
between farm enterprises and the conservation fraternity concerning the employment of biodiversity-friendly
management systems. Finally, any expansion of cultivation will be occurring on fallow lands or those of low
biodiversity conservation value.

(iii) Plantation Forestry: The organised forestry sector is environmentally aware and part of the
international certification system operated by the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC). In the normative solution,
companies will be managing unplanted lands to protect biodiversity, and earning recognition for good
management practice. Land allocation decisions for new plantation developments will accommodate
biodiversity management needs, ensuring that tradeoffs are factored into the land allocation process.

(iv) Urbanisation: Urban expansion in Gauteng on its present trajectory will result in unmitigated
development and coupled biodiversity loss. The normative solution will see the induction of a suite of activities
to address the problem. First and foremost, there will have been an attitudinal shift in the institutions
responsible for regulating urban development, and amongst the developers themselves (i.e. city planners,
architects and the construction industry). The management tool box will have been expanded, improving
decision-making processes. While regulatory functions will be strengthened to protect critical sites for
biodiversity, this will be complemented by biodiversity offset arrangements aimed at internalising the costs of
land conversion in green spaces into the cost/benefit calculus for development.

(v) Coal Mining: Steps are being taken by the government and the coal mining industry to address the
environmental impacts of coal mines. The normative solution will see biodiversity planning information used
by mining companies and regulatory authorities to plan new mines. Moreover, innovative new market
mechanisms, in particular offsite wetland mitigation banking, will be piloted and adapted and good practice
accommodated in business practice. This will be applied in partnership with State wetland protection schemes,
such as Working for Wetlands, and designed to ensure strong regulatory oversight.

Barriers to the Conservation of Biodiversity: A number of barriers are impeding efforts to implement the
normative solutions. If left unattended, this will correspond in the continued mismatch between conservation
objectives and production practices.




(i Market Failure: Ecological goods and services supplied by grasslands tend to be public goods.
Consequently, ecosystem functions are not being accounted for in land transactions and management. The
perceived free value of the ecosystem leads to land use allocations that may not optimize the total economic
value. The Government has identified the need for coherent policies on fiscal instruments and incentives that
promote environmental management and biodiversity stewardship. A series of tax anomalies and perverse
incentives hampering private investment in biodiversity management have been identified. A national
framework on environmental fiscal instruments is being developed by the Treasury.

(i) Systemic and Institutional Capacity Weaknesses: While a strong macro-enabling framework is in
place, subsidiary regulations, plans, and management guidelines and tools have yet to be developed. The
impetus for action by production sectors is being undermined, in part, because awareness amongst key decision
makers of the economic value of grasslands ecosystems is limited. Furthermore, existing data, including of the
ecological and economic parameters for grassland management, is not being widely shared. As a consequence,
it is difficult to ascertain the acceptable level of tradeoffs needed between development objectives and practices
in production sectors, and those for biodiversity conservation. These barriers are compounded by inadequacies
in the systems for coordinating conservation management with the regulatory functions of public production
sector institutions. Coordination and collaboration between spheres of government responsible for land use
planning, decision making, and land management needs to be improved. While the Biodiversity Act gives teeth
to Bioregional Plans, helping to ensure that biodiversity management is accommodated in land use planning and
regulation, mechanisms to cultivate collaboration between production interests are needed to put them into
action.

(iii) Management Tools and Capacity: There has never been a focus on accommodating biodiversity
conservation objectives in veld management practices, which tend to be solely production focused. However,
existing research shows that win-win options exist, that allow biodiversity conservation needs to be
accommodated in grazing management systems. Current mechanisms for supplying this information to land
users are inadequate, and the information that is available is too general to accommodate the heterogeneity in
ecological conditions at the farm level. Gaps in know-how also affect management interventions in other
sectors, including plantation forestry and coal mining. These industries manage large swathes of undeveloped
grasslands, which while not necessarily threatened by direct habitat conversion by the companies themselves,
are subject to other pressures which remain largely unmitigated. These include invasion by alien species, which
out-compete native species, predator control programmes at landscape level, and fragmentation of small habitat
plots. Tools are needed to inform enterprises of cost-effective management measures to improve stewardship of
these areas, to be accompanied by due recognition through market incentives. These problems can be resolved
to some extent through the production of good practice guidelines. However, there are two additional
impediments to action, namely, capacity weaknesses at the enterprise level to put these guidelines into effect,
and effective ways and means of disseminating information at a mass level. While the industries themselves can
play a big role in addressing the gaps, particularly where organized industry associations are in place, there has
been little attempt thus far to build institutional capacity and provide support to capitalize on such opportunities.

Global Benefits

Despite, and often because of their value, grasslands across the world are one of the biomes most impacted on
by human activity. A number of global ecosystem/region assessments have found that grasslands are one of the
greatest conservation priorities worldwide. Globally they remain one of the least conserved biomes, with just
over 7% of grasslands falling into protected areas, and temperate grasslands having less than 0.69% protected.
The principal global environmental benefit of the programme derives from the added security provided for
grassland ecosystems and constituent flora and fauna through effective mainstreaming of grassland biodiversity
conservation objectives into production sector practices. In addition, the stewardship element embedded within
the mainstreaming approach will result in innovative formal protection of refugia representative of grasslands
biodiversity within the agricultural, forestry and urban sectors. One important global benefit will be the
protection in situ of the wild races of many hybrid flowers important to commerce. These include the arum
lilies, watsonias, and gladioli.

National Benefits

Initial work carried out to attach values to various ecosystem services from the grasslands biome using existing
information, estimates that the value of the flow of ecosystem services in grasslands to be in the order of
R9.7billion per annum, or R29,005 per km2. Beneficiaries include national, provincial and local government



agencies mandated with responsibilities for environmental management, who will benefit from enhanced
collaboration, knowledge management systems, and institutional mainstreaming effectiveness. Production
sectors will benefit from improved institutional capacity to address grassland biodiversity management
objectives. Better biodiversity management practices linked to incentives, such as an environmentally
appropriately-farmed red meat certification scheme, will enhance economic production for farmers. Formal
conservation of refugia representative of grassland biodiversity arising through the stewardship approach, will
result in tax benefits for private landowners. Civil society will be actively involved in demonstration
interventions and benefit through capacity enhancement.

B. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH NATIONAL PRIORITIES/PLANS:

The South African Government has a strong commitment to biodiversity conservation. It has signed and ratified
a large number of international conventions, treaties, protocols and other agreements, including the Convention
on Biological Diversity, which it became a signatory to in 1995. Since the early 1990s, South Africa’s policy
and legislative framework has been strongly influenced by these international agreements and the associated
principles of sustainable development. A strong regulatory framework for environmental management has been
established, with particularly innovative policies and legislation constructed for the protection of biodiversity in
the Biodiversity Act (2005).

The grasslands biome was identified as a strategic priority for conservation actions in the GEF Medium-Term
Programme Priority Framework (DEAT, 2001) and the National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment (2005), a key
element of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. Recent steps that have been, or are being, taken
that resonate positively for conservation include:

- The broadening of the legal mandate of SANBI from plants to cover all biodiversity;

- Incorporation of a National Biodiversity Framework that will allow Bioregional plans to be gazetted. This is
designed to engender a better integration of biodiversity management needs into the development framework at
the regional and local levels;

- The new EIA regulations that provide an opportunity for the information in Bioregional Plans and the listed
threatened ecosystems to be linked into the EIA process;

- The release by National Treasury of the Draft Policy Paper: A Framework for Considering Market-Based
Instruments to Support Environmental Fiscal Reform in South Africa;

- The increased support by government of the core costs of bioregional programmes such as CAPE, SKEP and
the NGBP;

- An increased interest in conservation stewardship, illustrated by DEAT funding a national stewardship
coordinator position and the appointment of provincial stewardship coordinators.

C. DESCRIBE THE CONSISTENCY OF THE PROJECT WITH GEF STRATEGIES AND STRATEGIC
PROGRAMS:

The programme is consistent with the GEF Operational Strategy and Operational Programme (OP) 4 for the
‘Biodiversity’ Focal Area: Mountain Ecosystems, while contributing to OP2: Freshwater Ecosystems, through
the protection of important wetlands. The following key elements of the Strategy are addressed: i) Removal of
the specific causes of, or threats to, biodiversity loss; (ii) Incorporation of biodiversity protection into the main
production sectors of the economy (iii) promotion of sustainable land use practices; and (iv) strengthening
institutional and individual capacities for biodiversity conservation. The programme satisfies the eligibility
criteria specified for GEF Strategic Priority 2 (BD2): “Mainstream biodiversity in production landscapes and
sectors. The Programme adopts STAP guidance to the GEF Council (GEF/C.24/Inf.11) by: (i) Addressing
barriers to the uptake of biodiversity friendly production systems in key production sectors, in particular by
strengthening management capacities at the systemic and institutional levels; (ii) Strengthening the policy
support framework to accommodate biodiversity management needs in production sector activities; (iii)
Integrating biodiversity conservation objectives into planning systems; (iv) Establishing/ strengthening
certification schemes to recognize good management practices; and (v) Demonstrating and replicating good
production practices.

D. OUTLINE THE COORDINATION WITH OTHER RELATED INITIATIVES:
Linkages with UNDP Country Programme



The programme will contribute to meeting the objectives as set out in the UNDP Country Programme 2007-
2010 for South Africa (CP 2007-2010), and will be implemented within the rubric of that framework. The
programme falls under Objective B of the Country Programme ‘Promoting Equitable Growth, Poverty
Reduction and Sustainable Development’. The programme will contribute to Service Line 3.5 ‘Conservation
and Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity’, under Goal 3 ‘Managing Energy and Environment for Sustainable
Development’, of the Multi-Year Funding Framework 2004-2007 (MYFF 2004-2007). Furthermore, the
programme is in line with the major development challenges identified in the United Nation’s Common
Country Assessment (CA) of development needs, prepared by the Government of South Africa in 2005. The
CA underlines biodiversity’s critical role in providing for sustainable development and poverty alleviation.

In addition, the programme is in line with other international activities and regional programmes that have a
bearing on UNDP work. In particular, it is in line with the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) adopted by
South Africa, especially MDG-7 on ‘Environmental Sustainability’, MDG-1 on ‘Poverty Alleviation’ and
MDG-8 ‘Global Partnership for Development’.

Linkages with GEF Financed Projects

The programme is highly complementary with a number of national GEF-funded biodiversity projects. The
programme development team has worked in close collaboration with other project teams and relevant national
and international partners to avoid any duplication and overlap between the initiatives, and to optimise
synergies. Other GEF Biodiversity initiatives are all focused on conservation efforts elsewhere in South Africa,
in other Major Habitat Types, address different conservation needs, and employ different strategies. None of the
other GEF-sponsored projects are geared specifically towards mainstreaming conservation objectives into
agriculture, forestry, urban development and coal mining sectors, as proposed under this programme. The
project thus provides significant added value in terms of the contribution of the GEF to South Africa’s national
conservation agenda.

The NGBP will liaise closely with the ‘““World Bank/UNDP-GEF CAPE Action for People and the
Environment Project”, which is a strategic intervention to secure the long-term conservation of the Cape
Floristic Region. The CAPE is also designed as an umbrella programme, which includes a strategy to
mainstream biodiversity in production landscapes. @ CAPE does not, however, specifically address
mainstreaming objectives at vertical level within production sectors, focusing on mainstreaming biodiversity in
cross sectoral development plans. The NGBP will also work in partnership with the ‘““UNDP-GEF Agulhas
Biodiversity Initiative’” and synergies between the two initiatives shall be promoted, particularly with regard to
the strengthening of institutional and policy contexts, awareness raising, facilitating payments for ecological
services and the development of other financial incentives to promote conservation.

The NGBP will also collaborate with the ‘‘UNDP-GEF supported Conservation and Sustainable Use of
Biodiversity on the South African Wild Coast Project’”. Both project teams shall for instance inform one
another on co-management practice in communal and private land contexts. The NGBP is working with the
“World Bank-GEF supported Maloti-Drakensberg Conservation and Development Project (MDTP)” which is a
collaborative initiative between South Africa and the Kingdom of Lesotho to protect the exceptional
biodiversity of the Drakensberg and Maloti mountains through conservation, sustainable resource use, and land-
use and development planning. This project focuses on protected areas and tourism planning in the highest
mountain areas of South Africa and Lesotho while the NGBP focuses on mainstreaming biodiversity into major
production sectors across all of the grasslands biome. MDTP staff are involved in providing technical and
conceptual inputs into the design of the NGBP.

Taken collectively, the GEF portfolio in South Africa makes a significant and highly strategic contribution
towards strengthening the national institutional and policy framework, piloting innovative approaches to
mainstreaming biodiversity in productive sectors as well as introducing hew management paradigms, as needed
to meet the conservation needs of different regions and ecosystems. The SANBI has been mandated under the
biodiversity legislation with providing co-ordination services for a number of bioregional programmes and
other initiatives active at a bio-regional level. This provides a mechanism for assuring cross-project synergy,
and sharing lessons between projects.

E. DESCRIBE THE INCREMENTAL REASONING OF THE PROJECT:

The incremental costs of the NGBP are the costs associated with lifting barriers towards mainstreaming
biodiversity in four production sectors operating in the grasslands biome. Although the broader enabling
environment is in place, barriers to mainstreaming biodiversity in production practices stem from market
failure, whereby the benefits of biodiversity are not internalised in production prices, weak institutional




capacities across the public and private sectors, and limited know how, regarding the specific manner in which
production needs to be adapted to address biodiversity needs. South Africa would capture a portion of the
benefits of conservation and has consequently agreed to co-finance a part of the incremental costs of the project
in addition to absorbing the baseline. Incremental costs have thus been partitioned between the GEF and non-
GEF sources. The GEF will fund activities with largely intangible benefits over the short term, such as capacity
building, coordinating stakeholder activities to ensure better congruence in efforts, demonstrating new
conservation approaches, including market based approaches, strengthening communications, and strengthening
the information system. Investment heavy activities will be co-financed.

The baseline cost, incurred irrespective of the GEF support and which is undertaken primarily to produce
domestic benefits and investments amounts to US$143 million. The cost of the additional activities required to
achieve the programme outcomes is estimated at US$45.56 million of which the GEF would finance US$8.3
million and co-financiers (local and international) would finance US$37.26 million. PDF B project preparation
costs amounted to US$691,368 with US$350,000 from GEF. The total cost of the Alternative Strategy,
comprising of the total project costs and the baseline, excluding preparatory assistance is US$189,011,907. The
GEF contribution is a modest 4.4% of this aggregate.

F. INDICATE RISKS, INCLUDING CLIMATE CHANGE RISKS, THAT MIGHT PREVENT THE PROJECT
OBJECTIVE(S) FROM BEING ACHIEVED AND OUTLINE RISK MANAGEMENT MEASURES:

The risks confronting the programme have been carefully evaluated during programme preparation, and risk
mitigation measures have been internalized into programme design. The relative ratings of risks have informed
the programme work plan and budget so as to ensure that time budgets and programme funds are properly
geared to addressing risk at the scale needed. A listing of the main risks, risk ranking, and risk mitigation
measures is presented in the table below:

Table: Risk Analysis

Risk Risk Risk Mitigation Measures
Rating
1. Significant increase in external | M - Activities have been designed based on a thorough analysis of
development pressures beyond threats including a strategic economic assessment
projected scenario - The M&E system will provide early warning of threats, allowing
- Major economic changes to mitigation measures to be proactively instituted
production sectors, with - Economic fundamentals are strong in South Africa
consequent impacts on
biodiversity, could result from
potential macro-economic
changes triggered by factors such
as continued major increases in
the world price of petroleum/
devaluation of the rand etc.
2. Difficulties in attaining mutual | M - Demonstrate benefits of real tradeoffs
consensus between biodiversity - Programme places major emphasis on voluntary led schemes
sector and production sectors on championed by industry
biodiversity needs and production - Carefully monitor and disseminate conservation gains from
imperative programme
3. Delays in instituting | M - Emphasis to be placed on supporting cabinet approval of the
appropriate incentives that trigger Treasury policy framework for fiscal incentive
mainstreaming in targeted - Winnable specific fiscal incentives for agriculture that comply with
production sectors the above framework are already in place
- Tax incentives for stewardship in the Property Rates Act, translated
into practice on the ground, serve as strong illustration of benefits to
farmers
- Achievable certification scheme supported by strong marketing
campaign to stimulate market demand for certified agricultural
products
4. Institutional commitment for | S - Identification and building of champions for biodiversity at the
mainstreaming outside decision-maker level
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Risk Risk Risk Mitigation Measures
Rating
conservation  division  remain - Influencing attitude change towards a better appreciation of the role
shallow and do not percolate of biodiversity and ecosystem services by the appropriate pitching of
across other divisions such as the importance of ecosystem services to underpinning economic
operations etc growth and development
- Demonstration projects show the beneficial link between
biodiversity conservation and socio-economic benefits for the poor
and the local municipality
- Increased brand awareness of the grasslands biome and effective
communication strategy implemented
5. Governance by regulatory | M - Development of partnerships between institutions involved in the
authorities weakens resulting in programme resulting in shared knowledge and skills
increased lack of compliance - Effective capacity building
- Continued engagement with decision-makers at national, provincial
and local levels to raise concerns
- The M&E system will provide early warning of threats, allowing
mitigation measures to be proactively instituted

* Risk rating — H (High Risk), S (Substantial Risk), M (Modest Risk), and L (Lowest Risk). Risks refer to the
possibility that the assumptions, defined in the logical framework may not hold.

Risks from climate change

Relative to the other South African biomes, the grasslands are expected to be more resilient to climate change in
terms of the retention of their spatial coverage. This is because the increased temperatures and rainfall changes,
although significant, remain within the bioclimatic range suitable for the dominant growth forms of the biome.
Bioclimatic modeling, however, does not take into account two important issues, namely the direct effects of
rising atmospheric CO2 on plants, and the potential impacts of changing climate on fire regimes. While fire
regimes might be slightly altered by the expected increased productivity of grasses under future higher
temperatures, especially if rainfall increases, the direct effects of CO2 are likely to be more significant in
favoring the greater success of woody shrubs and trees. The effect is likely to be compounded by warmer
winters, and may lead to greater rates of bush encroachment on the margins of the grasslands biome.

Projections of the effects of climate change on South Africa biota, including animal species, have identified
grasslands as an important future habitat for many species from lower altitudes in the summer rainfall region.
The high altitude of the biome makes this an important refuge for summer rainfall biota that require cooler
conditions. This refugial function has been shown to be crucial for the persistence of biodiversity in times of
past climate change, and thus greatly elevates the importance of biodiversity management efforts in the biome.
Retention of a functioning grasslands biome is also crucial because of the water yield from this biome to the
major rivers of this region. An invasion of larger-stature woody plants will threaten this important function, in
addition to placing the highly diverse flora of this currently open system at risk. Apart from losing the ability to
function as a watershed, suitable habitat for specialist grassland and wetland species may be lost. This could
lead to an overall reduction in biodiversity and the loss of the provisioning function delivered by the ecosystem.
Limiting the fragmentation of this habitat will become ever more important as a means to retain ecosystem
function and allow greater resilience under conditions of climate change.

The programme will accommodate these climate change issues by seeking to maintain corridors of natural
habitat across climatic gradients to allow species to adapt changing climate. The fragmentation of ecosystems
would foreclose adaptation under a changing climate. Priority corridors have been identified through the
grasslands spatial assessment that if maintained in a natural state will therefore provide species and ecosystems
with the ability to adapt to changing climate. In addition to maintaining these key sites the management
activities proposed, such as fire management and alien invasive clearing will be adapted to include the potential
impacts of climate change. In the agricultural sector, emphasis will be placed on rangeland management
practice that is resilient to climate change impacts.

11




G. EXPLAIN HOW COST-EFFECTIVENESS IS REFLECTED IN THE PROJECT DESIGN:

Production activities that take little or no cognisance of biodiversity conservation in relevant or cross-sectoral
plans, programmes and policies pose a risk to the ecological integrity of the grasslands. This is likely to impose
high economic costs by undermining environmental service provisioning capacities. In contrast, the costs of
preventing ecological degradation from occurring in the first place are more modest. The NGBP will spearhead
the precautionary principle in advancing interventions. Economic assessments will help inform the appropriate
level of tradeoffs needed to secure environmental well being, while allowing for the pursuit of development
objectives. This is expected to result in a more optimum employment of resources, and improve the chances that
conservation initiatives are sustainable. This Grasslands programme seeks to engage directly with production
sectors in order to change attitudes and instil an appreciation of the dependence of the different sectors on
biodiversity and ecosystem services. It is recognised that command-and-control systems are costly to implement
at a large scale, and that where highly prescriptive, they can also impose high financial costs on production
activities. The NGBP has been designed to allow production interests to weigh the costs and benefits of
different mitigation options in assuring compliance with conservation statutes. This will include the option of
off site impact offset arrangements. This is designed to improve the uptake and efficacy of conservation
management within production processes. To ensure that environmental management objectives are not
compromised in the process, attention will be paid in developing the regulatory frameworks to ensure that the
conservation value of offsets is greater than or at least equal to the value of the lands cleared for production.
This approach is expected to be cost effective in the long run by shifting the costs of biodiversity conservation
from government to the custodians of land and water resources in the biome.

PART I11: INSTITUTIONAL COORDINATION AND SUPPORT

A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENT:

The NGBP will be executed over a five year period by SANBI, following UNDP implementation guidelines. As
the Executing Agency, SANBI will sign the grant agreement with UNDP and will be accountable to UNDP for
the disbursement of funds and the achievement of the programme objective and outcomes according to the
approved work plan. As the objective of the programme is to mainstream grassland biodiversity conservation
objectives into production sector activities, a high level of involvement of these sectors is essential. For this
reason, the forestry outcome will be implemented through the industry association Forestry SA and the urban
outcome will be implemented through the Gauteng Provincial Governments Department of Agriculture,
Conservation and Environment, which is responsible for land use planning. Due to the diversity and complexity
of the agricultural sector, where there are many institutions representing different commaodities, it is not feasible
to have one implementing agent. SANBI will house an agricultural programme manager who will contract
various institutions for implementation. Implementation of the coal mining outcome will be through SANBI's
Working for Wetlands Programme which has links in the coal mining sector due to the fact that wetlands often
overlie coal mining resources.

The NGBP programme management arrangements comprises the following structures:

. The Grasslands Forum: an open meeting of private, public, civil society, and academic institutions and
individuals who are committed to the vision of the NGBP.
. The Grasslands Steering Committee (GSC): the GSC provides strategic direction and advice, and

oversees and facilitates the design and implementation of the NGBP. It consists of the following institutions:
DWAF, DEAT, DoA, AgriSA, Forestry South Africa, GDACE, UNDP/GEF, WWF-South Africa and SANBI.
It meets approximately three times a year. It is chaired by SANBI.

. The Grasslands Coordination Unit (GrassCo), responsible for programme coordination

. Sector Task teams, to coordinate sector engagement (functions are detailed in the Project Document).

PART IV: EXPLAIN THE ALIGNMENT OF PROJECT DESIGN WITH THE ORIGINAL
PIF: The project is fully aligned although it was developed under the operational procedures
for GEF RAF-3.
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PART V: AGENCY(IES) CERTIFICATION

GEF criteria for CEO Endorsement.

This request has been prepared in accordance with GEF policies and procedures and meets the

?(- G,C wpvec

Yannick Glemarec
UNDP GEF Executive Coordinator

Nik Sekhran

Project Contact Person

Date: October 23, 2007

Tel. and Email:27 12 354 8131,
nik.sekhran@undp.org
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ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK
LFA with Programme Goal, Objective, Outcomes and Impact Indicators

Programme Obijectively verifiable indicators
Strategy Indicator Basel