Biodiversity Spending in South Africa
2006 Reporting

South Africa
 reported that the budget of the national branch dealing with the achievement of the objectives of the Convention is R17 957 000 (approximately USD3 000 000).

2009 Reporting

Introduction
South Africa reported
 that the South African government is the primary source of funding for biodiversity management in the country. In line with the constitutional requirements, funding is allocated at a national level to DEAT as well as to other national departments involved in biodiversity management such as DWAF and the Department of Agriculture. Provincial departments and provincial conservation agencies are allocated funding through their respective provincial legislatures. Government also contributes to programmes that focus on priority activities through the Expanded Public Works Programme, with allocations to initiatives such as Working for Water for invasive alien plant removal, Working for Wetlands and DEAT’s Social Responsibility Programme that includes biodiversity conservation activities. In addition to government, donor funding contributes significantly to expenditure on biodiversity conservation, with the GEF supporting many of the bioregional and ecosystem programmes. Local government, NGOs, the private sector and private landowners also incur expenditure on biodiversity conservation, but it is difficult to quantify the amounts spent by these parties.

The various levels at which funding is provided by government and the multiple uses of the funds make it difficult to estimate how much funding is available for biodiversity management in the country. For example, DEAT also has a tourism mandate and portion of the funding it receives from government is used for tourism‐related and other non‐biodiversity activities. The conservation agencies, such as SANParks, also have tourism and hospitality management functions, but at the same time earn revenue from tourism that is retained to finance the conservation and tourism operations.

Within the above limitations, this section highlights the key sources of funding for biodiversity management in South Africa.

DEAT

DEAT, as the lead department for environmental management in the country, receives funding primarily from central government and incurs significant expenditure on environmental and biodiversity management. Table 1 reflects the total expenditure by DEAT on its various programmes in the 2006/07 and 2007/08 financial years.

Expenditure on DEAT’s Marine and Coastal Management and Biodiversity and Conservation programmes can in large measure be directly attributed to biodiversity management and R709 million was spent on these programmes in 2007/08, an increase from the R603 million spent in 2006/07. Of the expenditure on Marine and Coastal Management in 2007/08, R148 million was transferred to the Marine Living Resources Fund (DEAT 2008b) – this fund was established under the Marine Living Resources Act of 1998 and is responsible for managing the development and sustainable use of South Africa’s marine and coastal resources, and for protecting the integrity and quality of the country’s marine and coastal ecosystems. It is worth noting that there was a tenfold increase in funding for MPAs between 2006 and 2008, albeit from a very low base. Transfers are also made by DEAT from its Biodiversity and Conservation allocation to public entities involved in the biodiversity sector (Table 2).

Table 1: Expenditure by DEAT on its programmes (DEAT 2008b)

	-
	2006/07 financial year (R000)
	2007/08 financial year (R000)

	Marine and Coastal Management
	324048
	349298

	Biodiversity and Conservation
	279579
	359833

	Sub‐total – directly linked to biodiversity
	603627
	709131

	Administration
	167276
	193 120

	Environmental Quality and Protection
	199232
	241503

	Tourism
	547248
	612 477

	Sector Services and International Relations
	542281
	1032526

	TOTAL
	2059664
	2788757


Table 2: Amounts transferred by DEAT to public entities (DEAT 2008b)

	Transferred by DEAT to:
	2006/07 financial year (R000)
	2007/08 financial year (R000)

	SANParks
	137740
	191456

	SANBI
	94972
	110696

	iSimangaliso
	16627
	18 169


In addition to the directly attributable expenditure on biodiversity, portions of the expenditure on DEAT’s other programmes are also related to biodiversity; for example, Environmental Quality and Protection relates partly to the EIA processes which include an assessment of biodiversity matters while international relations includes management of MEAs including the CBD.

Of further interest is that the Sector Services and International Relations expenditure of R1 032 million in 2007/08 included a transfer of R650 million to DEAT’s Social Responsibility Programme (SRP). This programme is part of the national Expanded Public Works Programme and addresses DEAT’s core responsibilities while contributing to job creation, skills development, SMME development and the upliftment of households, especially those headed by women. The focus areas of the programme are (DEAT 2007b):

· Sustainable Land Based Livelihoods (which includes rehabilitation of wetlands, landscape rehabilitation and sustainable use of natural resources),

· Working on Waste,

· People and Parks (focus on protected areas to conserve natural resources and cultural heritage, develop and upgrade infrastructure and develop benefit sharing models for communities living around protected areas),

· Working for Tourism,

· Working for the Coast (includes dune and estuary rehabilitation).

In many SRP projects, the biodiversity aspect is not necessarily the only project activity as most of the projects have multiple activities and outcomes and not all the project budget is used for biodiversity. A detailed analysis of the expenditure of the SRP projects to estimate the contribution to biodiversity has not been undertaken, but the projects do contribute significantly to biodiversity management both inside and outside of protected areas while they also have positive socioeconomic benefits, for example, in 2007/08 the projects created 29 277 temporary and 430 permanent jobs (DEAT 2008b).

Other government expenditure

A portion of the expenditure by DWAF and other national departments such as the Department of Agriculture is related to biodiversity management, but without a detailed review and analysis of the expenditure patterns, it is difficult to estimate the amounts available and utilised for biodiversity management in these departments. The nine provincial governments allocate funding to their respective conservation departments and conservation agencies, but the amounts available at this level have not been estimated.

SANBI and SANParks are statutory bodies which fulfil a crucial role in conserving and managing South Africa's biodiversity. SANParks manages national protected areas while SANBI’s mandate is contained in the Biodiversity Act and is very broad encompassing bioregional planning, policy, biodiversity research, education, monitoring and reporting. Apart from the operational grant received from DEAT, these agencies earn revenue from commercial activities such as tourism and admission fees and the sale of flora and fauna, and also receive other grants (for example, from Working for Water and DEAT’s SRP programme) and donations. Table 3 reflects the income and its sources for SANParks and SANBI for the 2007/08 financial year. The income received will not all be spent on biodiversity‐related activities, for example, SANParks incurs substantial tourism expenditure. SANParks (and certain other provincial conservation agencies) manages both terrestrial and marine protected areas and commits and receives funding for this purpose.

Table 3: 2008 Income sources for SANParks (SANParks 2008) and SANBI (SANBI 2008)

	Source of income 
	SANParks (R000)
	SANBI (R000)

	Operational grant from DEAT
	136392
	110696

	Other grants, sponsorships and donations
	144191
	111056

	Commercial / trading / tourism revenue
	632056
	33753

	Other revenue
	10794
	14131

	TOTAL
	923342
	269636


Donor funds

Donor funds are an important source of funding for biodiversity management. These funds are accessed in numerous ways as follows:

· Funding is made available to South Africa through Official Development Assistance (ODA) on a state‐to‐state basis through bilateral agreements with the funds flowing through National Treasury.

· Over and above the ODA, international donors, including development finance institutions, aid agencies and foundations, enter into arrangements outside of the government systems to provide funding to institutions such as SANBI or to NGOs. This funding is generally project specific.

· Multilateral arrangements. The GEF is the main source of this funding for the biodiversity sector given its role in the financing mechanism for the CBD.

International sources that have contributed to biodiversity management in South Africa include inter alia, DANCED, GTZ, NORAD, USAID, WWF, IUCN, Fauna and Flora International and the International Fund for Animal Welfare. There are local corporate or individual donors that contribute mainly to NGOs in South Africa.

The Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) provided $6 million to the Cape Action for People and the Environment (C.A.P.E.) Programme, and $8 million to the Succulent Karoo Ecosystem Program (SKEP)’s first phase.

The GEF has made an important contribution to biodiversity in South Africa. Its funds are allocated to developing countries under the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF), which allocates funds to recipient countries based on each country's potential to generate global environmental benefits and its capacity, policies and practices to successfully implement GEF projects. Funding is provided on a four year replenishment cycle with the current cycle ending in 2010. South Africa’s allocation under this cycle is $22.4 million, of which $1.9 million is unutilised (GEF 2008). The Grasslands Programme ($8.6 million) and development, empowerment and conservation in iSimangaliso (the Greater St. Lucia Wetland Park) ($9.3 million) are the main projects funded by the current RAF allocation, while the C.A.P.E. programme ($11.3 million) is another bioregional programme that received substantial GEF support. The conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity on the Wild Coast has been allocated $6.8 million by GEF and this project is currently being implemented in the Eastern Cape.

The receiving country is required to co‐finance all GEF funded projects as a pre‐condition for the funding, and this requirement may have mobilised further public funds for biodiversity. Since inception, the GEF has financed 14 biodiversity projects in South Africa to the tune of $61.16 million with the co‐financing provided by South Africa $253.32 million (GEF 2008).

Programme funding

Cross‐cutting programmes under the Expanded Public Work Programme umbrella are funded by government, but outside the normal operating grants to departments and agencies. While they also meet government’s socio‐economic objectives, these programmes play an important biodiversity role. The main programmes and funding for them are:

· DEAT’s SRP projects with R650 million expended in the 2007/08 financial year (DEAT 2008b),

· Working for Wetlands, with R73 million spent to rehabilitate 98 wetlands in 2007/08, employing 1 986 people (SANBI 2008),

· Working for Water – in 2006/07 R470 million was spent on this programme, employing 29 470 people while 813 471 ha were treated for alien invasive species (DWAF 2007).

Funding to implement NBF Priority Actions

An exercise was undertaken to analyse and estimate the costs for implementing the NBF over the five years of its implementation (EnAct 2008). The findings suggest that over the five years of the NBF, the cost of implementing the NBF objectives will amount to some R7.6 billion (EnAct 2008). Of the total, R3.4 billion is not budgeted for in current lead implementing agents’ plans and is additional funding that will need to be secured by the sector if the NBF objectives are to be achieved. Human resource and administrative costs are the major components of the cost estimate – see Table 3‐ for an analysis of the estimated costs of implementing the NBF by NBF Strategic Objective (SO) and cost element.

Table 3: NBF Priority Actions implementation costs per cost element (EnAct 2008)

	Strategic Objective (SO)
	HR costs (R000)
	Admin costs (R000)
	Professional services (R000)
	Other equipment (R000)
	Land & Buildings (R000)
	Total (R000)

	SO 1 – Policy & legislative framework
	705795
	88766
	56115
	20762
	52556
	923994

	SO 2 – Institutional effectiveness
	765349
	410563
	143432
	13023
	33526
	1365892

	SO 3 – Integrated terrestrial & aquatic management
	1895912
	787478
	430150
	104438
	150433
	3368411

	SO 4 – Sustainable use
	112042
	49841
	3664
	31144
	2348
	199039

	SO 5 – Protected areas and conservation areas
	594364
	355305
	102457
	78189
	517379
	1647695

	SO 6 – Regional cooperation priorities
	56654
	62305
	29735
	778
	4140
	153612

	TOTAL
	4130116
	1754258
	765554
	248334
	760380
	7658643


Challenges

Funding for biodiversity in South Africa faces several challenges, as follows:

· The direct funding commitment of government to the environmental and biodiversity sectors is unlikely to increase dramatically in the foreseeable future with funding likely to be directed to meeting government’s socio‐economic priorities.

· External donor funding has played a key role in establishing and the initial implementation phases of the bioregional and ecosystem programmes. External and programme funding also plays an important role in allowing implementing agents to fulfil their biodiversity management mandate, inter alia through these biome and other programmes such as Working for Water. This funding is generally only for a short to medium term but contributes to the core biodiversity mandates (for example, invasive alien clearing and biodiversity stewardship programmes that expand the conservation footprint). Local agencies need to be able to absorb the programmes once the donor funding comes to an end. For example, the Western Cape provincial conservation agency CapeNature will need to take over a number of activities, such as the biodiversity stewardship programme, from the C.A.P.E. programme. CapeNature has undertaken an exercise that shows that when the C.A.P.E. funding terminates in mid‐2009, it will need to employ an additional 17 personnel with an annual additional cost implication of R5.8 million in the 2009/10 financial year, increasing to R6.4 million the following year.

The trend from donors is that amounts available for the environment and biodiversity seem to be decreasing. Biodiversity is not a priority focus area under the bilateral ODA arrangements. In addition, donors are changing the way they support countries, with grants used less than before as they move towards providing technical assistance (such as is happening with the German agencies, DED and GTZ) and a shift towards concessional loans favoured by the World Bank.
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2.6. Funding for priority activities

The South African government is the primary source of funding for biodiversity management in the country. In line with the constitutional requirements, funding is allocated at a national level to DEAT as well as to other national departments involved in biodiversity management such as DWAF and the Department of Agriculture. Provincial departments and provincial conservation agencies are allocated funding through their respective provincial legislatures. Government also contributes to programmes that focus on priority activities through the Expanded Public Works Programme, with allocations to initiatives such as Working for Water for invasive alien plant removal, Working for Wetlands and DEAT’s Social Responsibility Programme that includes biodiversity conservation activities. In addition to government, donor funding contributes significantly to expenditure on biodiversity conservation, with the GEF supporting many of the bioregional and ecosystem programmes (refer to 3.3.2 for further information on these programmes). Local government, NGOs, the private sector and private landowners also incur expenditure on biodiversity conservation, but it is difficult to quantify the amounts spent by these parties.

The various levels at which funding is provided by government and the multiple uses of the funds make it difficult to estimate how much funding is available for biodiversity management in the country. For example, DEAT also has a tourism mandate and portion of the funding it receives from government is used for tourism‐related and other non‐biodiversity activities. The conservation agencies, such as SANParks, also have tourism and hospitality management functions, but at the same time earn revenue from tourism that is retained to finance the conservation and tourism operations.

Within the above limitations, this section highlights the key sources of funding for biodiversity management in South Africa.

2.6.1. DEAT

DEAT, as the lead department for environmental management in the country, receives funding primarily from central government and incurs significant expenditure on environmental and biodiversity management. Table 2‐7 reflects the total expenditure by DEAT on its various programmes in the 2006/07 and 2007/08 financial years.

Table 2‐7: Expenditure by DEAT on its programmes (DEAT 2008b)

	
	2006/07 financial year (R000)
	2007/08 financial year (R000)

	Marine and Coastal Management
	324 048
	349 298

	Biodiversity and Conservation
	279 579
	359 833

	Sub‐total – directly linked to biodiversity
	603 627
	709 131

	Administration 
	167 276 
	193 120

	Environmental Quality and Protection 
	199 232 
	241 503

	Tourism 
	547 248 
	612 477

	Sector Services and International Relations 
	542 281 
	1 032 526

	TOTAL 
	2 059 664 
	2 788 757


Expenditure on DEAT’s Marine and Coastal Management and Biodiversity and Conservation programmes can in large measure be directly attributed to biodiversity management and R709 million was spent on these programmes in 2007/08, an increase from the R603 million spent in 2006/07. Of the expenditure on Marine and Coastal Management in 2007/08, R148 million was transferred to the Marine Living Resources Fund (DEAT 2008b) – this fund was established under the Marine Living Resources Act of 1998 and is responsible for managing the development and sustainable use of South Africa’s marine and coastal resources, and for protecting the integrity and quality of the country’s marine and coastal ecosystems. It is worth noting that there was a tenfold increase in funding for MPAs between 2006 and 2008, albeit from a very low base. Transfers are also made by DEAT from its Biodiversity and Conservation allocation to public entities involved in the biodiversity sector (Table 2‐8).

Table 2‐8: Amounts transferred by DEAT to public entities (DEAT 2008b)

	Transferred by DEAT to: 
	2006/07 financial year (R000)
	2007/08 financial year (R000)

	SANParks 
	137 740 
	191 456

	SANBI 
	94 972 
	110 696

	iSimangaliso 
	16 627 
	18 169


In addition to the directly attributable expenditure on biodiversity, portions of the expenditure on DEAT’s other programmes are also related to biodiversity; for example, Environmental Quality and Protection relates partly to the EIA processes which include an assessment of biodiversity matters while international relations includes management of MEAs including the CBD.

Of further interest is that the Sector Services and International Relations expenditure of R1 032 million in 2007/08 included a transfer of R650 million to DEAT’s Social Responsibility Programme (SRP). This programme is part of the national Expanded Public Works Programme and addresses DEAT’s core responsibilities while contributing to job creation, skills development, SMME development and the upliftment of households, especially those headed by women. The focus areas of the programme are (DEAT 2007b):

• Sustainable Land Based Livelihoods (which includes rehabilitation of wetlands, landscape rehabilitation and sustainable use of natural resources),

• Working on Waste,

• People and Parks (focus on protected areas to conserve natural resources and cultural heritage, develop and upgrade infrastructure and develop benefit sharing models for communities living around protected areas),

• Working for Tourism,

• Working for the Coast (includes dune and estuary rehabilitation).

In many SRP projects, the biodiversity aspect is not necessarily the only project activity as most of the projects have multiple activities and outcomes and not all the project budget is used for biodiversity. A detailed analysis of the expenditure of the SRP projects to estimate the contribution to biodiversity has not been undertaken, but the projects do contribute significantly to biodiversity management both inside and outside of protected areas while they also have positive socioeconomic benefits, for example, in 2007/08 the projects created 29 277 temporary and 430 permanent jobs (DEAT 2008b).

2.6.2. Other government expenditure

As mentioned, a portion of the expenditure by DWAF and other national departments such as the Department of Agriculture is related to biodiversity management, but without a detailed review and analysis of the expenditure patterns, it is difficult to estimate the amounts available and utilised for biodiversity management in these departments. The nine provincial governments allocate funding to their respective conservation departments and conservation agencies, but the amounts available at this level have not been estimated.

SANBI and SANParks are statutory bodies which fulfil a crucial role in conserving and managing South Africa's biodiversity. SANParks manages national protected areas while SANBI’s mandate is contained in the Biodiversity Act and is very broad encompassing bioregional planning, policy, biodiversity research, education, monitoring and reporting. Apart from the operational grant received from DEAT, these agencies earn revenue from commercial activities such as tourism and admission fees and the sale of flora and fauna, and also receive other grants (for example, from Working for Water and DEAT’s SRP programme) and donations. Table 2‐9 reflects the income and its sources for SANParks and SANBI for the 2007/08 financial year. The income received will not all be spent on biodiversity‐related activities, for example, SANParks incurs substantial tourism expenditure. SANParks (and certain other provincial conservation agencies) manages both terrestrial and marine protected areas and commits and receives funding for this purpose.

Table 2‐9: 2008 Income sources for SANParks (SANParks 2008) and SANBI (SANBI 2008)
	Source of income 
	SANParks (R000)
	SANBI (R000)

	Operational grant from DEAT 
	136 392 
	110 696

	Other grants, sponsorships and donations 
	144 191 
	111 056

	Commercial / trading / tourism revenue 
	632 056 
	33 753

	Other revenue 
	10 794 
	14 131

	TOTAL 
	923 342 
	269 636


2.6.4. Programme funding

Cross‐cutting programmes under the Expanded Public Work Programme umbrella are funded by government, but outside the normal operating grants to departments and agencies. These programmes are discussed further in section 3.2.6; also see Box 14. While they also meet government’s socio‐economic objectives, these programmes play an important biodiversity role. The main programmes and funding for them are:

• DEAT’s SRP projects, as discussed in section 2.6.1 above, with R650 million expended in the 2007/08 financial year (DEAT 2008b),

• Working for Wetlands, with R73 million spent to rehabilitate 98 wetlands in 2007/08, employing 1 986 people (SANBI 2008),

• Working for Water – in 2006/07 R470 million was spent on this programme, employing 29 470 people while 813 471 ha were treated for alien invasive species (DWAF 2007).

2.6.5. Funding to implement NBF Priority Actions

The NBF and its Priority Actions were discussed in section 2.3.4. An exercise was undertaken to analyse and estimate the costs for implementing the NBF over the five years of its implementation (EnAct 2008). The findings suggest that over the five years of the NBF, the cost of implementing the NBF objectives will amount to some R7.6 billion (EnAct 2008). Of the total, R3.4 billion is not budgeted for in current lead implementing agents’ plans and is additional funding that will need to be secured by the sector if the NBF objectives are to be achieved. Human resource and administrative costs are the major components of the cost estimate – see Table 2‐10 for an analysis of the estimated costs of implementing the NBF by NBF Strategic Objective (SO) and cost element.

Table 2‐10: NBF Priority Actions implementation costs per cost element (EnAct 2008)

	Strategic Objective (SO)
	HR costs (R000)
	Admin costs (R000)
	Professional services (R000)
	Other equipment (R000)
	Land & Buildings (R000)
	Total (R000)

	SO 1 – Policy & legislative framework
	705 795 
	88 766 
	56 115 
	20 762 
	52 556 
	923 994

	SO 2 – Institutional effectiveness
	765 349 
	410 563 
	143 432 
	13 023 
	33 526 
	1 365 892

	SO 3 – Integrated terrestrial & aquatic management
	1 895 912 
	787 478 
	430 150 
	104 438 
	150 433
	3 368 411

	SO 4 – Sustainable use 
	112 042 
	49 841 
	3 664 
	31 144 
	2 348 
	199 039

	SO 5 – Protected areas and conservation areas
	594 364 
	355 305 
	102 457 
	78 189 
	517 379 
	1 647 695

	SO 6 – Regional cooperation priorities
	56 654 
	62 305 
	29 735
	778 
	4 140 
	153 612

	TOTAL 
	4 130 116 
	1 754 258 
	765 554 
	248 334 
	760 380 
	7 658 643


2.6.6. Challenges

Funding for biodiversity in South Africa faces several challenges, as follows:

• The direct funding commitment of government to the environmental and biodiversity sectors is unlikely to increase dramatically in the foreseeable future with funding likely to be directed to meeting government’s socio‐economic priorities.

• External donor funding has played a key role in establishing and the initial implementation phases of the bioregional and ecosystem programmes. External and programme funding also plays an important role in allowing implementing agents to fulfil their biodiversity management mandate, inter alia through these biome and other programmes such as Working for Water. 

This funding is generally only for a short to medium term but contributes to the core biodiversity mandates (for example, invasive alien clearing and biodiversity stewardship programmes that expand the conservation footprint). Local agencies need to be able to absorb the programmes once the donor funding comes to an end. For example, the Western Cape provincial conservation agency CapeNature will need to take over a number of activities, such as the biodiversity stewardship programme, from the C.A.P.E. programme. CapeNature has undertaken an exercise that shows that when the C.A.P.E. funding terminates in mid‐2009, it will need to employ an additional 17 personnel with an annual additional cost implication of R5.8 million in the 2009/10 financial year, increasing to R6.4 million the following year.

• The trend from donors is that amounts available for the environment and biodiversity seem to be decreasing. Biodiversity is not a priority focus area under the bilateral ODA arrangements. In addition, donors are changing the way they support countries, with grants used less than before as they move towards providing technical assistance (such as is happening with the German agencies, DED and GTZ) and a shift towards concessional loans favoured by the World Bank.
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