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Introduction

The interconnections of the wa-
ter-food-energy-climate nexus1 play 
out in a variety of ways—with water 
security increasingly underpinning 
economic and community health, 
land degradation impacting food and 
bio-energy production, and trade-
offs occurring between these often 
having negative consequences. The 
search for positive solutions  is in-
creasingly steering a range of actors 
and stakeholders towards Integrated 
Landscape Management (ILM), to 
support the interrelated objectives 
of agriculture production, ecosystem 
services and rural livelihoods, while 
avoiding the tradeoffs and conflicts 
inevitable with single-sector ap-
proaches. Financing these initiatives 
requires rethinking how more tradi-
tional sector-based land use finance 
can function to serve integrated 
approaches. Finance solutions are 
required that recognize the value of 
integrated problem-solving, and the 
unique financing needs these initia-
tives require. 

This is one of three case studies of 
the Landscapes for People Food and 
Nature (LPFN) initiative’s investi-
gation into the landscape analysis 
component of the “Finance case and 
financing strategies for integrated 
landscape management” project. 
The first phase of this investigation 
produced a scoping report, which 
identified 29 different integrated 
landscape management initiatives 

(ILIs) and their general patterns of 
financing (operations and broad-
er land use interventions). Based 
on those ILIs, the following entry 
points for investment were identi-
fied: biodiversity and conservation, 
production (agriculture, forests, 
water), and economic development 
(social, livelihoods). Institutional 
planning and coordination plays a 
role in every stage of this process, 
with each entry point, and is often 
a key attribute for actors to identify 
the trigger to pursue a landscape 
initiative. Once the identification 
of the need for integrated man-
agement solutions beyond the 
initial entry point occurs, multiple 
investments are pursued to support 
multiple outcomes. The scoping 
report also differentiated major 
typologies of ILIs based on finance: 
government-led or multi-lateral-led 
initiatives; regional initiatives or plat-
forms; traditional, local or commu-
nity-led initiatives; NGO, grassroots 
or civil society-led initiatives; and 
private sector-led initiatives. Each 
typology accesses different types 
and sources of finance for ILM pur-
poses. This case study phase of the 
research identifies three landscape 
initiatives that together exempli-
fy the five typologies, in order to 
analyze the sources and structures of 
financial flows to landscape activi-
ties, the financial gaps and barriers 
for landscape actors, opportunities 
for innovations for action at the level 

1. World Economic Forum, 2011. 
Water Security: The Wa-
ter-Food-Energy-Climate Nexus. 
Island Press.
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of the landscape, financial institu-
tions and national and sub-national 
governments:

1. Atlantic forest, Brazil: Includes 
two scales of ILM activity—at 
the biome-scale with the PACTO 
Mata Atlântica (Atlantic Forest 
Restoration PACT, hereafter re-
ferred to as PACT) and state-lev-
el with activities in Espírito 
Santo. PACT is a stakeholder 
platform, and Espírito Santo is 
a government-led ILM approach 
at the state level.

2. Lake Naivasha, Kenya: A gov-
ernment-led ILM that represents 
a stakeholder platform, which 
includes a range of agricultural 
uses (horticulture, livestock, 
smallholders, fisheries); a range 
of sectors find ing solutions 
(agric, geothermal, municipal, 
etc.). IFC performance standards 
were triggered due to landscape 
(water) risks.

3. Namaqualand, South Africa: 
While this started as a NGO-
led initiative, it still contains 
portions which are led by NGOs, 
but is housed in a parastatal 
organization, which represents 
the stakeholder platform. ILM 
efforts have focused largely on 
bringing biodiversity perspec-
tives into other sectors such as 
agriculture and livestock man-
agement, as well as mining and 
water use. 

This case study investigates the con-
servation and sustainable agriculture 
engagements in the Namaqual-
and region of South Africa. These 
engagements are driven by a group 
of partners working together under 
the Succulent Karoo Ecosystem 
Program (SKEP). The SKEP began 
as an NGO-driven initiative, led by 
Conservation International South 
Africa (now Conservation South 
Africa or CSA). The Succulent Karoo 
Ecosystem Program (SKEP) is a long 
term, multi-stakeholder bioregional 
conservation and development pro-
gram. SKEP began as a Conservation 
International biodiversity hotspot, 
straddling Namibia and South Africa. 
The Namibian landscape manage-
ment components took their own 
shape, focusing on creation of the 
Sperrgebiet National Park. In South 
Africa, Conservation South Africa 
led a stakeholder platform through a 
process to define a way to conserve 
this ecosystem, and to develop con-
servation as a land-use rather than 
instead of land-use (Succulent Karoo 
Ecosystem Program, 2003). 

Government support for the inte-
grated vision was critical though 
the SKEP coordinating unit is now 
housed within the South African 
National Biodiversity Institute 
(SANBI), a parastatal entity. Thus, 
this landscape is representative of 
an NGO-led ILM typology, but has 
evolved over time to include a very 
strong government partnership, and 
is also a stakeholder platform for 
sustainable land use.
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Succulent Karoo Biome
The Succulent Karoo biome extends 
from southern Namibia down into 
the southern Cape Province of South 
Africa, and is the world’s only inter-
nationally recognized arid biodiver-
sity hotspot. Less than 0.5 percent 
of the area of the Succulent Karoo 
biome has been formally conserved.2 
The hotspot is home to 6,356 plant 
species, 38 percent of which are 
endemic or unique to the region, and 
17 percent of which are red-listed. 
The 116,000 km2 biome contains 
rich biodiversity due to an extensive 
and complex array of habitat types 
derived from topographical and cli-
matic diversity in the region’s rugged 
mountains, semi-arid shrublands, 
and coastal dunes, and massive spe-
ciation of an arid-adapted biota in re-
sponse to unique climatic conditions 
and high environmental heterogene-
ity.3 In spite of the incredible natural 
diversity, local and global awareness 
of the significance and value of the 
Succulent Karoo is low. 

Due to the aridity, both degradation 
from livestock use and water scarcity 
are of concern. The Namaqualand 
Priority Sub-region, in the north-
western and middle extent of the 
Succulent Karoo is mineral rich, pro-
viding a source for diamonds, zinc, 
heavy sands minerals, gypsum, and 
granite. Wind erosion from mining 

sites is a long-term soil degradation 
concern. Most of the region is used 
as communal or commercial grazing 
land. Although this land use can be 
compatible with the maintenance of 
biodiversity, overgrazing has severe-
ly degraded as much as two-thirds 
of the area. Livestock farming is pri-
marily sheep, and to a lesser extent, 
goats. More than 30 percent of the 
Namaqualand Priority sub-region is 
in communal land tenure, with the 
remaining in the hands of commer-
cial farmers and mining companies.

Several land use pressures are of 
greatest concern in the region: over-
grazing on communal lands, wetland 
conversion for agriculture, coastal 
mining, and the illegal collection of 
plants and animals for trade. Arid 
-adapted species are highly prized by 
collectors. Invasive alien species also 
threaten areas of the Succulent Ka-
roo, and can have significant impacts 
on water supplies and biodiversity. 
Anthropogenic climate change is 
predicted to have a serious impact 
on the region’s biodiversity (CEPF, 
2003) and water resources. Exist-
ing conservation areas are ‘islands’ 
which do not include a range of cli-
matic and environmental conditions 
to allow plants and animals to move 
in response to seasonal and long-
term climatic changes. 

“In spite of the in-
credible natural diver-
sity, local and global 
awareness of the sig-
nificance and value of 
the Succulent Karoo is 
low.” 

2. South Africa National Biodi-
versity Institute: http://www.
plantzafrica.com/vegetation/suc-
ckaroo.htm

3. UNESCO Global Strategy Tenta-
tive List: http://whc.unesco.org/
en/tentativelists/5458/

http://http://www.plantzafrica.com/vegetation/succkaroo.htm
http://http://www.plantzafrica.com/vegetation/succkaroo.htm
http://http://www.plantzafrica.com/vegetation/succkaroo.htm
http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/5458/
http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/5458/
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Enabling environment 
for integrated landscape 
management
SKEP refers to the Succulent Karoo 
Ecosystem Partnership, but also 
means “to serve” or “to create” in 
Afrikaans. The SKEP planning pro-
cess spanned one year and involved 
more than 60 scientific experts and 
more than 400 local stakeholders 
representing government, academia, 
NGOs, private sector interests and 
local communities (SKEP, 2003).

The objectives of the SKEP planning 
phase were to: 

• Identify a hierarchy of priority 
areas (using sound biological as-
sessments and systematic con-
servation planning techniques) 
and actions (using a broad stake-
holder participation) to guide 
conservation efforts and donor 
investment in the Biome;

• Leverage existing biological and 
socio-economic initiatives to 
contribute to the identification 
of these priorities and engender 
innovation and consensus in a 
long-term conservation plan; 

• Expand human resource capac-
ity to implement the plan by 
including training and mentor-
ship opportunities as part of the 
planning process and;

• Secure the institutional and 
government support required to 
ensure effective implementation 
of the plan by integrating con-

servation with regional develop-
ment needs (SKEP, 2003).

The planning process followed three 
streams, led by multi-sector teams 
comprised of experts, stakeholders 
and community members: a) areas 
with the highest concentrations of 
biodiversity were identified, b) areas 
of greatest vulnerability were iden-
tified, particularly with input from 
local government planners and local 
stakeholders in mining, commercial 
agriculture and livestock grazing, 
communal agriculture and livestock 
grazing, and tourism, and c) oppor-
tunities for sustainable land-use and 
development were identified, with a 
focus on best practices for grazing, 
biodiversity-friendly farming tech-
niques that could avoid the negative 
impacts of erosion and desertifi-
cation, and tourism development 
opportunities. 

During this phase, SKEP also 
promoted local champions, which 
gathered information that led to the 
20-Year Strategy. People were iden-
tified in each of the SKEP sub-re-
gions to act as champions in existing 
organizations, such as conservation 
agencies or development NGOs, and 
each champion was provided with a 
full-time assistant funded by Critical 
Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF). 
Champions informed people in their 
sub-regions about SKEP, and many 
of the assistants have stayed on in 
SKEP-aligned roles, building capaci-
ty in the regions (SKEP, 2012).
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At the end of the SKEP planning pro-
cess, a 20-Year Strategy was drawn 
up with a comprehensive set of 
actions. These actions aim to achieve 
conservation targets by addressing 
constraints and maximizing oppor-
tunities in the key priority areas, and 
are summarized below as a series of 
four long-term strategic focal areas:

1. Increasing local, national and 
international awareness of the 
unique biodiversity of the Succu-
lent Karoo.

2. Expanding protected areas and 
improving conservation man-
agement, particularly through 
the expansion of public-pri-
vate-communal-corporate 
partnerships.

3. Support the creation of a matrix 
of harmonious land uses

4. Improve institutional co-ordina-
tion to generate momentum and 
focus on priorities, maximize 
opportunities for partnerships, 
and ensure sustainability.  

SKEP decided to focus the greatest 
effort in the northwestern areas of 
the biome (Namaqualand) where 
there was the least capacity and 
environmental management. This 
is in contrast to other areas such as 
the Breede River Valley and Little 
Karoo in the Cape Province, which 
had more capacity. This was the 
basis for strategically assessing how 
best to deploy resources in order to 
have greatest impact. CEPF invested 

$8 million over five years to start the 
initiative. The small grants facility, 
SKEPPIES, was established, which 
provided small (up to R140,000 or 
US$12,845) grant to income-gen-
erating projects. The grants helped 
businesses overcome upfront 
investment costs, but also provided 
considerable funding to develop a 
scientific basis of information on 
risks and management options. 
Areas of high conflict and those with 
the highest ecological and socio-eco-
logical values were prioritized for 
investment, with a focus on incen-
tivizing actors for changed land use 
practices in these areas. 

The first five years of implementa-
tion was funded through the CEPF 
and focused on catalyzing civic en-

Hester Malan Wild Flower Garden, Goegap Nature Reserve, Northern Cape, South 
Africa. Photo by Winfried Bruenken, Wikimedia Commons. 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Namaqualand%2C_Goegap_0035.jpg
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gagement in conservation. As CEPF 
funds civil society organizations and 
not governments, Conservation 
South Africa played a coordination 
role until 2005, when the SKEP 
transitioned over to the South Afri-
can National Biodiversity Institute 
(SANBI), which is a parastatal, with 
an independent board, and reports 
to Ministry of the Environment. 
SANBI still plays the lead coordi-
nation role, focusing on capacity 
building, project development, link-
ing initiatives to finance, monitoring 
of projects, and helping coordinate 
SKEP member group activities. The 
CEPF support enabled the coordi-
nation, facilitation and partnerships 
that were critical for operation of the 
stakeholder platform. 

CSA works as a lead NGO to ensure 
SKEP’s financial security beyond the 
five years of CEPF funding by raising 
new donor commitments, communi-
cations, and establishing the SKEP-
PIES small grants facility. CSA also 
fills gaps in SKEP’s priority conser-
vation areas as anchor project host. 
Two priority areas, the Namaqual-
and Uplands and the Central Nam-
aqualand Coast, did not have the 
local capacity to implement SKEP 
20 year plan priorities. CSA raised 
independent funds and, in January 
2006, facilitated the creation of the 
Namaqualand Wilderness Initiative. 
CSA’s ultimate goal is to hand over 
complete ownership of conservation 
activities in the Succulent Karoo 
Hotspot to local organizations.

Sperrgebiet

Greater Richtersveld

Bushmanland Inselbergs

Namaqualand Uplands

Central Namaqualand Coast

Knersvlakte 

Bokkeveld-Hantam-Roggeveld

Central Breede River Valley

Central Little Karoo

Succulent Karoo Biome

SKEP Geographic Priority Areas

0400 400 kilometers

Scale is appoximate

Figure 1. Succulent Karoo Biome in Namibia and South Africa. Adapted from: Succulent Karoo Ecosystem Program 
Strategic Plan 2009 – 2014.
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Key demand for 
ecosystem services 
from the Namaqualand 
Landscape

Water
Water provision for communities 
and livestock is a critical ecosystem 
service from the Namaqualand 
landscape. Although not measured 
for the Namaqualand landscape, in 
the broader Succulent Karoo this 
important ecosystem service is 
estimated to be valued R 3,667 (US 
$339.6) per capita per year, based 
on a cost recovery methodology 
to assess its value. However, when 
considering that all economic activ-
ity in the region depends on water 
supplies to varying degrees, the full 
value of water is estimated at R 25 
billion (US $2.3 billion), or R 26,265 
(US $2,432) per capita (Le Maitre et 
al, 2009).  

Livestock grazing and food 
security
Goat and sheep, ranching are the 
dominant land uses, occurring on 
more than 90 percent of the Na-
maqualand Priority region. The 
ecosystem provides critical fodder 
in the form of shrublands, which are 
seasonally productive in winter rains, 
when reproduction of livestock is 
the greatest. In summer, when there 
is no rain, the fodder ecosystem 
service is limited, and this is exacer-
bated in historically overgrazed lands 
or during periods of drought. Red 

meat, milk, and manure for small 
household gardens are crucial sec-
ondary benefits from the ecosystem 
that come from the Namaqualand 
habitats.

Livestock farming fills the niche of 
historic herbivore movements in the 
Namaqualand region and actually 
ensures the maintenance of biodiver-
sity and healthy ecosystems in the 
region. When the plant community 
is disturbed through grazing, the 
‘competitive dominance’ of stronger 
species is diminished, so that less 
competitive plants can compete 
with the dominant species, resulting 
in greater rangeland biodiversity.4 
Trampling also ensures seeds break 
through the hard crusts of the arid 
land surface to germinate. As a 
result, livestock grazing is theoret-
ically compatible with maintaining 
biodiversity and ecosystem services 
(SKEP, 2003).

However, when overgrazing oc-
curs, the recovery time of fodder 
for livestock is very slow due to the 
fragile soils and low rainfall. Commu-
nal livestock and grazing practices 
assume a high-mortality rate, hence 
overstocking occurs as ‘insurance’ in 
the event of drought, and rangeland 
degradation is a common occurrence 
as a result. Communally-grazed 
lands account for 27 percent of 
Namaqualand’s grazing area, and 
these are the most impacted. More 
than 60 percent of the grazing area 
contains private farms, which are 
managed differently, have more 

4. Igshaan Samuels, Agricultural 
Research Council, personal com-
munication.
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stable stocking numbers, and can 
afford supplementary feed when 
the ecosystem is unable to provide 
sufficient nutritious fodder.5 

While the economic contribution of 
livestock to the Namaqualand region 
has not been determined, estimates 
in the Succulent Karoo are indicative 
of the relative importance. Live-
stock production in the Succulent 
Karoo generates generates R 153 
million (US$14 million) per year. As 
the region occasionally experiences 
extreme drought conditions, a re-
placement cost valuation of grazing 
is appropriate, which is estimated at 
R 917 million (US $84.9 million) (Le 
Maitre et al, 2009).

Mining
Open caste and alluvial mining ac-
tivities for diamonds along the coast 
and river flood plains have nearly 
transformed the entire coastline, 
and new markets and discoveries of 
base metals such as zinc and copper 
as well as gypsum and quartz depos-
its continue to transform large areas 
(CEPF, 2003), though most deposits 
are marginal. Nearly 70 percent of 
the coast of Namaqualand has been 
impacted by diamond and heavy 
mineral mining over the last hundred 
years (400 km), and about 30,000 ha 
have been transformed by min-
ing into tailings dumps, open pits, 
prospecting trenches, and access 
roads.6 Despite the historic scale of 
mining in Namaqualand, DeBeers 
and larger-scale mining operations 

are phasing out of the region, while 
mid-tier companies continue to op-
erate. Illegal artisanal mining is also 
an issue. Mining lands are largely 
off-limits to other uses. Once mines 
are decommissioned, mining compa-
nies rarely restore the landscape to 
a healthy ecosystem state, despite 
federal legislation requiring rehabil-
itation to a prior land state or for an 
improved land use. 

While South Africa’s Mineral and 
Petroleum Resources Development 
Act of 2002 contains provisions 
that should compel companies and 
regulators to take stronger action 
on remediation and restoration, the 
legislation provisions are not en-
forced to the degree SKEP members 
seek. Section 39 stipulates that any 
entity applying for a mining right 
must develop an environmental 
management plan or program, and 
must describe how the entity intends 
to, “modify, remedy, control or stop 
any action, activity or process which 
causes pollution or environmental 
degradation.” Section 41 mandates 
that before the Minister approves 
the environmental management 
plan, companies must make financial 
provisions for rehabilitation activities 
or management of negative envi-
ronmental impacts. Further, Section 
43 mandates that the holder of a 
prospecting right is responsible for 
any environmental liability, pollution 
or ecological degradation until the 
Minister has issued a closure certif-
icate to the holder (South Africa, 
2002). These progressive legislative 

5. Igshaan Samuels, Agricultural 
Research Council, personal com-
munication.

6. Peter Carrick, University of 
Cape Town & Nurture Restore 
Innovate, personal communica-
tion.
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tools could become more useful if 
future government administrations 
implement them. Public pressure 
and international reputational risk 
appear to be primary motivations for 
mining companies in Namaqualand 
to invest in environmentally respon-
sible operations and rehabilitation.7

In 2005, with seed funding from the 
Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund 
(CEPF), several SKEP partners began 
a process of engagement with the 
mining companies in Namaqualand, 
particularly DeBeers. The SKEP 
partners, particularly the Institute 
for Plant Conservation at the Univer-
sity of Cape Town’s Namaqualand 
Restoration Initiative (NRI), intended 
to increase the understanding of the 
relationship between the mine sites 
and the ecology and livelihoods in 
the region. More broadly, the SKEP 
Coordination Unit at SANBI sought 
to establish a platform across the 
mining companies to establish norms 
and standards, and start a monitor-
ing programmer. Assessments of 
the costs and timeline for ecological 
gains at Namaqualand mine sites un-
dergoing restoration indicated that 
more than 90 percent of the costs 
of rehabilitation occurred at the first 
stage, with earthmoving. Yet the 
greatest ecological gains come much 
later, and account for less than 10 
percent of the total rehabilitation 
costs, as Figure 2 demonstrates. 
DeBeers agreed to contribute $1 
million to the NRI effort, but ulti-
mately decommissioned many of its 
operations in the region. Despite NRI 

and other SKEP partners’ efforts, the 
mining companies could not reach 
agreement with SKEP on an inte-
grated landscape approach.

Tourism
Tourism has been identified as a 
growth sector for the region, and is 
supported through existing infra-
structure, government initiatives. 
If managed carefully, tourism can 
be compatible with agriculture and 
conservation (CEPF 2003). The 
service is particularly significant 
in the Namaqualand region where 
visitors seek out scenic landscapes 
and solitude. In the north-western 
areas, mass flower displays are the 
major attraction. However, the CEPF 
Ecosystem Profile identified that 

7. Peter Carrick, personal commu-
nication.
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Cost (ZAR)

Time (months)

60000

50000

40000

30000

20000

10000

0

+90% -10%

5 10 15 20

Ecological 
stability

Netting

Earthmoving

Figure 2. Costs and ecological gains in Namaqualand mine restoration. Adapted 
from Peter Carrick, Nurture Restore Innovate.
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uncontrolled 4x4 tourism impacted 
negatively on sensitive habitats and 
biodiversity in desert mountains and 
the coastal zone by compacting soil 
and running over succulents. The 
annual value of flower viewing tour-
ism within the Succulent Karoo was 
calculated to be R18 million (US$1.7 
million) and scenic tourism has a val-
ue of R156 million (US$14.4 million) 
(Le Maitre et al, 2009), the majority 
of which would have been generated 
in the Namaqualand region. A SKEP 
partner, Cape Nature Conservation, 
worked with tourism operators to 
develop best practices guidelines for 
4x4 tourism.

Integrated 
management: 
Biodiversity, agricultural 
production and mining
The integrated management 
approach of coordinating various 
sectors to promote the restoration, 
conservation, and sustainable use 
of natural resources in Namaqua-
land was a huge achievement for 
the SKEP partnership. As a result of 
CEPF investment, it was possible to 
catalyze key activities to mainstream 
conservation ideals into production 
sectors. Management and specialist 
techniques now exist for the res-
toration and improved practices in 
rangelands, mining restoration and 
best practices, wetland restoration 
and watershed protection, wind 
power development impacts and 
appropriate siting guidelines, and 

integrating biodiversity in agricultur-
al production, which includes crops 
and livestock. Table 1 details each 
management objective, and the key 
integrated management interven-
tions that have been identified as 
critical to achieve outcomes.

Under the SKEP, CEPF support-
ed Conservation South Africa to 
develop a contractual-based incen-
tive provision for improved farming 
practices in Namaqualand. CSA first 
carried out a scientific process to 
prioritize where to pilot implement-
ing this incentive-based program. 
Within the high-lying areas, 80 
percent of all rainfall falls in 24,000 
ha of the Kamiesberg Mountains. 
Bringing biodiversity and catchment 
management conservation into the 
livestock production practices in 
these critical communal areas for 
water and food is the priority. CSA 
approached farmers in the region 
using a Conservation Stewardship 
Program approach in which each 
individual farmer agreed to change 
their livestock management practic-
es. The Conservation Stewardship 
Program approach involves not 
grazing in wetlands during sensi-
tive seasons, restoring wetland and 
erosion areas, and reducing stocks. 
Agreements were initially signed 
with 36 communal and 5 private 
farmers who implement biodiversity 
and conservation actions on 24,980 
hectares. These farmers have amal-
gamated into the Biodiversity and 
Red Meat Association, which is in the 
process of becoming a cooperative 



Succulent Karoo Biome |  11

with 41 current communal farmer 
members. The CEPF investment 
contributed towards management 
plans and maps of individual farms 
that are appended to the Mu-
nicipal Commonage plan for the 
Kamiesberg area. CSA worked with 
communal areas to define regional 
carrying capacity estimates, and 
then paid a premium per animal to 
reduce the livestock numbers in this 
critical catchment that is currently 
200 percent overstocked from the 
recommended carrying capaci-
ty rate. Farmers involved in the 
program have also benefited from 
capacity building initiatives such as 

ecology and rangeland management 
training, training on wetland health 
and monitoring. The stewardship 
model has been tested for more 
than 4 years and CSA has used the 
lessons learned to engage in a new 
area within the Namakwa District, 
which is a priority catchment area in 
the Steinkopf Commonage, and aims 
to sign up Meat Naturally steward-
ship contracts on another 600,000 
hectares. Further, improved farm 
management plans and a reduction 
of pressure on predator populations 
from trapping and hunting are also 
being measured under monitoring of 
these contracts (Newman, 2013). 

Management 
objective

Actors implementing or 
investing in objective

Key integrated management 
components in order to achieve 
success

Restoration - rangelands NGOs, research Focus is communal pasture: requires new approaches 
to pasture management, increase value herders can 
achieve per head in order to reduce livestock numbers 
Also create ‘seed islands’ for natural regeneration

Mining restoration and 
best practices

Public agencies, mining industry Bringing biodiversity considerations into mining. 
National legislation weak; focus on reputational 
risk to motivate mines to address landscape risks, 
and demonstrate how unsustainable mining affects 
ecology and livelihoods. Create best practices platform 
across sector + monitoring program + mine closure 
program

Water supply and 
watershed protection

Municipal, research, small farmers, and 
federal agencies

Municipal water (Ex: Liliefonteine): Wetland and 
watershed restoration, livestock/range management, 
reduce grazing impacts on upland wetlands, removal 
of water-thirsty poplar trees

Windpower development 
impacts

CSA Applying CCBA/Gold Standard principles/criteria 
+ Renewable Energy Spatial Toolkit for municipal 
rezoning decisions

Predator-friendly livestock 
production

CSA and farmers Conservation Stewardship Program agreements 
signed with farmers, and tied to incentives. Reduce 
pressure on predator populations from trapping and 
hunting

Table 1. Cross-sectoral and integrated management components to achieve land use management objectives
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Municipal water supplies and 
watershed protection have been 
addressed through integration of 
watershed restoration (particularly 
using natural regeneration), livestock 
and range management, reducing 
grazing impacts on mountainous 
upland wetlands, and eradicating 
poplar trees, which greatly impact 
groundwater supplies in the 24,000 
ha Kamiesberg Mountain area. The 
area is now officially recognized in 
the Namakwa Integrated Develop-
ment Plan as the Three-Peaks Con-
servancy area. CSA is continuing to 
roll out Meat Naturally engagements 
in watershed priority areas to obtain 
the largest return from sustainable 
rangeland management. 

The integrated planning approach 
was most recently articulated in the 
management plan for the Leliefon-
tein Rural Area, covering 192,000 
ha. The plan determines how 
nature-based tourism, sustainable 
grazing and cultivation practices will 
be developed for the unique biodi-
versity in the Leliefontein Rural Area, 
and includes operation plans for 
carrying out integrated interventions 
(Leliefontein, 2012). Importantly, 
the Municipal Systems Act promotes 
Integrated Development Planning 

(IDP), which seeks coordination of 
sectors and spheres of government. 
However, the difficulties that rural 
and sparsely populated municipali-
ties experience in implementing IDP 
directly impacts on their ability to 
address integrated and multi-sec-
toral issues such as ecosystem ser-
vices and their protection (Le Maitre 
et al, 2009). There are six municipal-
ities in the Namaqualand area, and 
it is hoped that with SANBI’s focus 
on freshwater, watershed protection 
activities can increase. 

Work carried out by the SKEP 
partner Namaqualand Restoration 
Initiative, seeks the rehabilitation 
of mining lands to provide grazing 
habitat, as a minimal requirement 
of restoration. The mining compa-
nies themselves are also involved 
in innovatively using some of the 
mining scars as sites for mariculture 
and aquaculture production. In this 
way, even unrestored areas within 
the mining production landscape are 
being converted for a contribution 
to regional food security. And the 
success of these ventures requires 
rehabilitation of adjacent mined 
lands to prevent sand and dust blows 
impacting these coastal food farm-
ing efforts.
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Financing integrated 
landscape management

Enabling incentives for 
integrated landscape 
management
While biodiversity conservation was 
the priority objective of CEPF at the 
inception of SKEP, it was clear that 
while resources were available to 
conserve land, funding to develop 
and manage agriculturally produc-
tive lands were almost non-existent. 
Mining areas, while having greater 

resources, did not invest these 
resources in a way that would restore 
ecosystem function or promote re-
gional food security. Influencing land 
users toward long-term conservation 
outcomes needed to be developed 
at the local level and involving all 
stakeholders, including farmers and 
miners. In developing a donor fund-
ing strategy for the CEPF, a pioneer-
ing effort was pursued to engage 

Small grants 
facility - SKEPPIES 
+ other funding 

sources

Spatially targeted 
areas with least 

capacity 

Areas of high con�ict 
+ highest ecological/
socio-economic value

CEPF strategically supported 
Namaqualand with US$4 million over 
5 years, with another $4 million 
supporting e�orts in the broader 
Succulent Karoo Biome.

Decreases overall investment 
required, but delivers greatest 
impact.  Focus on incentivizing 
actors in these high-priority areas.

Investment to overcome barriers to 
adoption and some upfront investment + 

information systems for compliance 
enforcement and as basis for compensation

Figure 3. Succulent Karoo integrated landscape management strategy in Namaqualand, South Africa
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all stakeholders to, “catalyze key 
activities in under-funded geograph-
ic priority areas using innovative 
mechanisms to achieve biodiversity 
conservation by involving specific 
land users such as the agriculture 
sector, mining companies and com-
munal authorities.” (CEPF, 2003)

This stakeholder driven strategy led 
to the approval of US $8 million over 
5 years for SKEP activities in 2003. 
This funding aimed to complement 

Global Environmental Facility con-
tribution of US $7.85 million over 5 
years for developing an the protect-
ed areas as core nodes for environ-
mental conservation in the Namaqua 
National Park and a further invest-
ment of $877,000 in the develop-
ment of community participation 
and benefits in management of the 
Richtersveld National Park. 

Source Finance intent/purpose Finance amount/type

Critical Ecosystem 
Partnership Fund 
(CEPF)

Succulent Karoo Ecosystem Program and 
development of SKEPPIES

US$ 8 million over 5 years (not all to Namaqualand 
Priority Area)+ US $1.5 million for org’s to consolidate 
efforts, and US $300K granted to each of the core 
SKEP organizations

Global Environmental 
Facility (GEF)

Namaqua National Park US $7.85 million over 5 years

Global Environmental 
Facility (GEF)

Livelihood activities around Richtersveld 
Community Based Conservation Project

$877,000 over 3 years

Conservation 
International 
Stewardship Funding 
Sources

Rangeland restoration and improved 
livestock farming engagements

$490,000 over 9 years

Development Bank 
Of Southern Africa 
(DBSA), Citigroup 
Foundation, and the 
Ford Foundation

Development of SKEPPIES green enterprises, 
climate-resilient business community in 
Namaqualand, and savings groups

$600,000 over 11 years. While the goal was R25 million 
to 2016, the fund was not capitalized SKEPPIES is now 
an initiative to promote Green Entrepreneurship and 
savings groups funded by Citigroup

DeBeers South Africa Development of model land-use closure 
plan

US$ 91,500 (R1 million)+ unknown investment in 
ecological restoration and mariculture development 
projects

Leslie Hill Succulent 
Trust

Land protection Endowment size of US$ 10.9 million (R120 million) (a 
portion goes to Succulent Karoo)

Municipal budget 
allocations

Planning and some implementation (though few to no staff exist)

Federal budget 
allocations

Northern Cape Succulent Karoo staff (SANBI 
and Department of the Environment and 
Nature Conservation)

3 FTE’s

Table 2. Naivasha Integrated Water Resource Action Plan (IWRAP) (2013-2016)
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Table 2 outlines all major sources 
of finance to fulfill SKEP objectives 
since its inception. The largest 
source of funds was CEPF. The GEF 
is the second largest single source of 
funds. CEPF funding catalyzed the 
SKEP and developed the capacity for 
the partners to implement key SKEP 
activities, including the SKEPPIES 
small grants facility. After that stage 
of initiative development, private 
sector investment was courted and 
committed to both as corporate so-
cial responsibility and donor commit-
ments (e.g. Citigroup Foundation) 
and to mitigate reputational risk 
(DeBeers).

The CEPF played a critical role in 
financing this initiative. The CEPF 
is a joint initiative of Conservation 
International, the Global Environ-
ment Facility (GEF), the Government 
of Japan, the MacArthur Foundation 
and the World Bank, and has since 

been joined by l’Agence Française de 
Développement and the European 
Union. Since its founding in 2000, 
CEPF has awarded $165 million in 
grants, 30 percent of which have 
gone to Africa and Madagascar.

The CEPF investment strategy and 
program further SKEP objectives by: 
expanding protected area corridors 
through public-private-communal 
partnerships in specific geographic 
priorities; engaging key industrial 
sectors in meeting conservation 
objectives identified by SKEP; retain-
ing and restore critical biodiversity 
in areas under greatest land use 
pressure; mainstreaming conserva-
tion planning outcomes in land-use 
planning and decision-making; in-
creasing awareness of the Succulent 
Karoo hotspot; and creating capacity 
to catalyze the SKEP program (CEPF 
2003).
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Funding the coordination of the 
stakeholder platform is a challenge. 
CEPF was willing to cover this need 
during the first five years. The 
decision to transition SKEP from 
Conservation International to SANBI 
was partly made on the basis that 
SANBI could host the coordinating 
units (financial and technical) over 
the long-term, since SANBI receives 
government funding to carry out 
biodiversity mandates. Since then, 
government funding levels have 
decreased, coordination for SKEP 
within SANBI is done on a part-time 
basis, and Conservation Interna-
tional has stepped up its role to 
coordinate initiatives according to 
the original vision and drive project 
development. However, donors are 
less interested in paying for this 
coordination. Adequate coordination 
is expensive, particularly given the 
need to nurture relationships with 
key sectors that may not support the 
objectives (as the multi-year effort 
with the mining sector illustrated) 
and to bring rural stakeholders to-
gether to check in on progress. 

Consideration of and investment in 
developing local capacity to fund 
and manage interventions is critical: 
While local capacity development 
was a focus for CEPF investment via 
the SKEP champions, inadequate 
investments in building long-term 
stakeholder and government sup-
port has diminished the potential to 

mainstream SKEP objectives into 
agency mandates, with the capacity 
to carry them out. The best example 
of this is the municipality of Nam-
aqua, which has the largest area, 
but has no Environmental Officer 
or other staff role that can opera-
tionalize SKEP objectives in land 
use decision-making in the region. 
While a bioregional plan is being 
competed for Namaqua and will 
likely be gazetted, no capacity within 
local government and local NGOs is 
available to carry on the work. This 
raises concern over the long-term 
sustainability of management com-
mitments and plans.

Investment timeframes must be at 
least ten years: Experiences with 
SKEP indicate the length of time 
required for cultivating relationships 
with divergent stakeholders and 
collaboratively devising integrated 
management objectives and innova-
tive methods for financing and incen-
tivizing changes in land use behavior, 
is much longer than even the CEPF 
can provide. The CEPF is unique in 
its ability to provide stable donor 
funding over longer periods than 
most grant-based funders. In SKEP’s 
experience, the first five years 
(during CEPF funding) was focused 
on developing the approaches, which 
require another five years to imple-
ment. However, the funding ended 
just as SKEP had built trust amongst 
stakeholders, and understood the 

Lessons Learned
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political economy to the degree nec-
essary to fine-tune approaches and 
interventions. 

Integrated management approaches 
require specific investment to get 
the finance and incentives structure 
right. While SKEPPIES and the Con-
servation Stewardship Funding pro-
vided a critical source of small-grant 
funds for projects demonstrating 
conservation and socio-economic 
benefits and incentives for alterna-
tive agricultural practices, it has been 
the primary source of finance to mo-

tivate alternative land use approach-
es. As such, other alternatives were 
not explored, such as mechanisms 
to operationalize mining companies’ 
legal obligations to restore mining 
sites. Spending more time at the 
outset of SKEP to comprehensively 
assess finance and incentive options 
that could have greatest impact to 
influence changes in land use be-
havior is recommended, in order to 
inform decisions on the best ways to 
deploy grant funding, incentivize key 
actors and mobilize private sector 
investment.
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Appendix A: List of 
Interviewees

Name Organization

Lubabalo Ntsholo Succulent Karoo Ecosystem Partnership, SANBI

Ronald Newman Conservation South Africa

Sarah Frazee Conservation South Africa

Peter Carrick University of Cape Town and Nurture Restore Innovate

Owen Henderson Consultant and former SKEP Coordinator

Igshan Samuels University of the Western Cape

Clement Cupido University of the Western Cape
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