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Executive	Summary	
	
This desktop study aimed to inform the development of a roadmap for incorporating 
renewable natural capital in the private sector across the Gaborone Declaration for 
Sustainability in Africa (GDSA) member countries, and for fostering more sustainable 
consumption and production patterns in target sectors.  
 
After explaining key concepts underlying the relationships between business and 
natural capital, in a context where human communities have high levels of direct 
dependence on ecosystem services, this report then explains the main approaches for 
integrating renewable natural capital in various business applications. Notably, 
traditional corporate environmental approaches, such as corporate social 
responsibility, environmental management systems and corporate sustainability 
reporting, are briefly discussed, as are best practices for biodiversity, carbon and 
water stewardship.  
 
A more in-depth comparative analysis of GDSA countries and target sectors, namely 
agriculture, fisheries, extractive industries, consumer goods and banking/insurance, is 
then undertaken. For different sectors, the analysis focuses on their social-economic 
importance, as well as the associated sustainability challenges and opportunities 
towards more sustainable practices. While most sectors have significant growth 
potential in the coming years, as people progressively transitions to higher income 
levels, one needs to emphasise the importance of the small-scale, artisanal producer 
base (e.g., agriculture, fisheries, mining) and the challenges that it presents for 
renewable natural capital mainstreaming (e.g., lack of skills, lack of access to capital, 
health, safety and environmental challenges). For GDSA countries, the comparative 
analyses aim to highlight national-level differences in three sets of features: 1) the 
relative importance of each country’s renewable natural capital assets; 2) the 
pressures on natural capital of each country, and the 3) relative maturity of each 
national economy.  
 
This report highlights areas where the support of the GDSA Secretariat and its 
partners can positively influence natural capital mainstreaming in the private sector 
across the GDSA. While it is clear that there must be a strategic approach to the 
engagement with the private sector, and dependent on available resources, there are 
several overarching focus areas that could be of interest: 
 

1. Develop a cross-sectoral enabling policy environment; 
2. Promote consumer awareness and sustainable consumption practices; 
3. Support the uptake of natural capital measurement, valuation and accounting 

for improved decision-making and management; 
4. Stimulate cross-sectoral uptake of the impact mitigation hierarchy and no-net-

loss/no-net-impact approaches for natural capital impacts and dependencies; 
5. Encourage the development of an environmentally responsible, socially 

inclusive financial sector; 
6. Push for integrated reporting and disclosures on natural capital impacts and 

dependencies. 
 
Sharing different perspectives and experiences regarding these suggestions is essential 
for the GDSA community to come up with a shared vision on how to mainstream 
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renewable natural capital in the private sector. As such, a selection of best practices 
from GDSA countries are also highlighted in the report, including, but not limited to, 
the Nairobi Water Fund (Kenya), community-based natural resource management 
initiatives in communal conservancies (Namibia) and sustainable agriculture 
initiatives (e.g., wine, flowers, seafood) of the Green Choice Partnership (South 
Africa). 
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Introduction	
 

The	Gaborone	Declaration	for	Sustainability	in	Africa	(GDSA)			
 
The Gaborone Declaration for Sustainability in Africa 
(GDSA) stemmed from a 2012 summit on sustainability 
attended by visionary, corporate leaders and ten African 
Heads of State in Gaborone, Botswana.1 This gathering 
was driven by a concern for the historical pattern of natural 
resource exploitation that has failed to promote sustainable 
growth, secure environmental integrity and improve social 
capital in Africa. This unique prioritization of African 
issues by African leaders led to a series of commitments 
under the GDSA: 
 

• Incorporating the value of natural capital in public 
and private policies and decision-making; 

• Pursuing sustainable production in agriculture, 
fisheries, and extractive industries while 
maintaining natural capital; and 

• Generating data and building capacity to support 
policy networks. 

 
Since December 2014, the functions of the GDSA Secretariat (Gaborone, Botswana) have been 
delegated to Conservation International, on behalf of the Government of Botswana. The 
Secretariat works with the governments of Botswana, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, 
Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, South Africa and Tanzania on the declaration’s 
commitments. Within Conservation International, various divisions (such as the Africa Field 
Division and the Betty and Gordon Moore Center for Science) provide technical and policy 
support to the GDSA Secretariat, helping countries to further define a common vision, and 
work towards achieving the GDSA commitments. 
 

Objectives	and	goals	of	the	study	
 
To help inform the work of the GDSA in the private sector, the following desktop study was 
commissioned from December 2016 to March 2017. The objective of the study was to inform 
the development of a GDSA Secretariat roadmap for incorporating natural capital in the private 
sector, and for fostering more sustainable consumption and production in target sectors. More 
specifically, this study aimed to collect information to meet the following two goals: 
 

• To provide guidance and identify priority steps/activities on how natural capital can be 
incorporated into private sector decision-making in the GDSA countries; 

• To provide guidance and identify priority activities on sustainable consumption and 
production across the GDSA countries, with a specific focus on agriculture (e.g., palm 
oil, coffee) and livestock, fisheries, consumer goods, and extractive industries. 

 

																																																								
1 More information available online: www.gaboronedeclaration.com  

Figure	1:	GDSA	member	countries. 
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Methodology	
 
The desktop study included all of the original GDSA member countries: Botswana, Gabon, 
Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, South Africa, and Tanzania. In order 
to achieve the goals stated above, the scope of work included: 
 

• Overview of commonly identified core business processes and applications for 
potential natural capital assessments (e.g., risk management, decision-making, 
competitive advantage, reporting, etc.); 

• Identification of main industries/sectors in the GDSA focus areas, particularly as it 
relates to the priority areas noted above (agriculture – livestock and crops, fisheries, 
consumer goods, and extractive industries); 

• Overview of critically important natural capital issues in these sectors (e.g., key impact 
and dependencies); 

• Documentation of select case studies in GDSA countries, as applicable, illustrating 
leaders in the field and their efforts to incorporate natural capital on different 
applications. 

• Regional and national initiatives/activities focusing on a more sustainable production 
and consumption in GDSA countries, and common synergies with GDSA, specifically 
as it relates to agriculture, fisheries, and extractive industries; 

• Comparative analysis of GDSA countries based on three indexes: importance of natural 
capital, pressures on natural capital, and maturity of the economy; 

• Recommendation of approaches and tools as well as priority activities and next steps to 
inform the GDSA private sector roadmap development. 

• Identification of organizations working in the private sector on integrating natural 
capital into decision-making as well as on sustainable production and consumption in 
GDSA countries (this should be used to highlight gaps in work across the GDSA by 
other entities assisting the private sector and the identification of opportunities for work 
under the GDSA). 

 
The report is organised in four main sections: 
 

• Introduction of various concepts and approaches related to integrating renewable 
natural capital and ecosystem services considerations in business; 

• Renewable natural capital challenges and opportunities in key economic sectors of Sub-
Saharan Africa; 

• A comparison of GDSA countries in terms of their renewable natural capital, pressures 
on the latter and the maturity of their economies; and 

• A roadmap towards a GDSA private sector engagement strategy. 
 
Given that this was a desktop study, most of the content for this report was collected via a 
literature review and subsequent analysis. For the comparative analysis of GDSA countries, 
the following methodology was followed: 
 

• Conceptualisation of the comparative tool, which is based on three separate indexes: 
(a) the importance of the natural capital of the country, (b) the pressures in natural 
capital in the country and (c) the maturity of the economy of the country; 

• Selection of widely-accepted and used indicators, with publically available data sets, 
for each index; 

• Data collection, compilation and analysis;  
• Development of each index, by: 
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o Comparing the data for each indicator and country;  
o Ranking each country compared to one another (1 to 10); and  
o Scoring each country according to its rank (0 to 10 score). 

 
This comparison of GDSA countries, combined with the sector level analysis, constitute key 
components of this desktop study towards: 
 

• Identifying priority opportunities/activities for sustainable consumption and production 
across the GDSA countries. 

• Making recommendations for the development of a private sector engagement strategy 
in target GDSA countries, highlighting areas where the GDSA Secretariat should focus 
its activities, including enabling conditions (e.g., finance, legal framework, consumer 
awareness, etc.). 
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Renewable	natural	capital	and	ecosystem	services	in	business	
 

Key	concepts	and	definitions	
 
Natural capital is defined as “(t)he stock of renewable and non-renewable natural resources 
(e.g., plants, animals, air, water, soils, minerals) that combine to yield a flow of benefits to 
people” (Natural Capital Coalition 2016). While renewable resources may be exploited 
indefinitely, provided the rate of exploitation does not exceed the rate of replacement thereby 
allowing stocks to rebuild, non-renewable resources (including reusable [e.g., most metals] and 
non-reusable [e.g., thermal coal] resources) will not regenerate after exploitation within any 
useful time period. However, renewable resources exploited faster than they can renew 
themselves may effectively become non-renewable, such as when over-harvesting drives 
species to extinction (UN 1997). 
 
The aforementioned flow of renewable benefits from natural capital are also known as 
ecosystem services. Several definitions and classifications of ecosystem services have been 
proposed (e.g., Haines-Young and Potschin 2013; Landers and Nahlik 2013; MA 2005; Nahlik 
et al., 2012). In this study, ecosystem services simply refer to the benefits that human beings 
and their organisations (e.g., businesses, governments, local authorities) derive from natural 
capital.  
 
According to the Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES; Haines-
Young and Potschin 2013), ecosystem services can be classified into three categories:  

• Provisioning services which generate beneficial goods, such as food and freshwater;  
• Regulating services which generate tangible benefits derived from ecosystem 

processes, such as flood, erosion and disease control processes; and  
• Cultural services which generate social benefits obtained from experiencing 

ecosystems, such as recreational activities and spiritual experiences.  
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA 2005) documented the importance of ecosystem 
services to human well-being and showed that continued supply of these services is threatened 
by unsustainable anthropogenic activities. Guo et al. (2010) have further argued that economic 
growth has actually made humans more dependent upon ecosystem services and biodiversity 
so that sustainable development policies should be formulated and carried out in the context of 
the increased dependence of humans on ecosystem services. 
 
For the purpose of this study, we focus our analysis on renewable natural capital, such as 
biodiversity2 and ecosystem services. 
 

Importance	of	ecosystem	services	to	people	in	Africa	
 
The continent of Africa can be divided into six main regions: northern Africa (Morocco to 
Sudan), western Africa (Mauritania to Nigeria), central Africa (countries on the east of 
Cameroon to Democratic Republic of Congo), eastern Africa (east of Burundi and Rwanda to 
Somalia), southern Africa (Tanzania to South Africa) and the Islands in the Indian Ocean 
(UNEP 2006). Central Africa and countries along the coast of western Africa make up most of 
the humid regions of the continent. Humidity generally decreases to the north and south across 
																																																								
2 "Biological diversity" or “biodiversity” means the variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine 
and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part; this includes diversity within species, between species and 
of ecosystems (Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992; accessed on January 17, 2017 at URL: 
https://www.cbd.int/convention/articles/default.shtml?a=cbd-02). 
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these regions, with vegetation structure shifting in response from forest in the central parts of 
the continent to savanna, grasslands and deserts in the north and south. The diverse climatic 
conditions and vegetation cover result in different ecosystem services delivered in different 
parts of the continent (Egoh et al., 2012).  
 
As with other continents, the reliance of local people on natural resources varies significantly 
from place to place as aridity, vegetation, and socio-economic conditions change (Rebelo et 
al., 2010). Yet, in Africa, about 62% of African communities live in rural areas (World Bank 
data 20153). It has been estimated that upwards of 268 million people live in Africa’s arid and 
semi-arid areas, which comprise 43% of the continent’s surface area (Anderson et al., 2004). 
Of these 268 million people resident in African ‘drylands’, 75% are rural dwellers whose 
livelihoods exhibit a strong reliance of ecosystems services, used directly (e.g., wood/coal for 
fuel, water supply from natural streams, insect harvesting for food) or indirectly (e.g., range of 
regulating ecosystem services such as soil formation, livestock disease control or pollination). 
 
Indeed, in African rural communities where employment opportunities are limited, many 
people collect natural resources for their own use or sell them to supplement household income 
(e.g., Yemiru et al., 2010). For instance, the hunting and trading of bush-meat in West Africa 
has developed into important industries for local communities (Bowen-Jones et al., 2003; 
Cronin et al., 2015). Renewable provisioning services thus often act as insurance or as a safety 
net during times of unexpected shock or added stress affecting other livelihood strategies (e.g., 
formal employment linked to mining or forestry activities). In humid and forested areas, local 
communities often rely on food, produced through subsistence agricultural, harvesting or 
fishing practices, and on raw materials, such as non-timber forest products (e.g., medicinal 
plants, wild foods).  
 
In coastal countries like Ghana, Gabon, South Africa and Tanzania, livelihood strategies also 
involve resource collection from marine ecosystems (e.g., farming and harvesting of seaweed 
along the eastern coast of Zanzibar; Msuya, 2011) and some local communities tend to switch 
between terrestrial and marine systems depending on the availability of harvested resources. 
For example, in Ghana, Brashares et al. (2004) showed a correlation between years of poor fish 
supply caused by foreign fishing fleets and an increase in community hunting in nature reserves 
and livestock consumption.  
 
Furthermore, cultural ecosystem services are also critically important throughout the continent, 
including tourism and leisure sites, natural heritage sites, the use of natural areas for rituals and 
spiritual worship as well as the use of nature for education (Egoh et al., 2012). Tourism is an 
important source of income for many African communities, especially in the eastern, northern 
and southern parts of Africa. For instance, natural resource-based tourism is one of the greatest 
income generators in the Western Cape province of South Africa, which is renowned notably 
for its beauty, floral diversity, whale watching and angling, which contribute between 7% and 
9% of the province’s gross geographic product (Turpie et al., 2003). Sacred places, plant and 
animal species exist across Africa and are believed to contribute significantly to the physical, 
mental and spiritual well-being of local people, and are also integral to their sense of cultural 
identity (Cocks et al., 2012). For example, more than 600 sacred groves exist in the Tanzanian 
North Pare Mountains, making up about 8% of their land surface area. 
 

																																																								
3 Accessed 23 January, 2017 at URL: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.URB.TOTL.IN.ZS.  
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Though most people live in rural areas in Sub-Saharan Africa, the urban population’s share of 
the total population has more than doubled between 1960 and 2015, with about 377 million 
people living in cities in 20154. Most of them live in poor quality and overcrowded housing 
that lacks access to the infrastructure and services that urban centres need, including safe, 
regular water supplies and good provision for sanitation, drainage, roads, traffic management 
and health care (Hove et al., 2013). Urbanisation is correlated to natural capital at two main 
levels. First, it involves natural vegetation clearance and fragmentation over large surface areas. 
Secondly, urban populations are consumers of many ecosystem services, including charcoal, 
fuelwood, medicinal plants, foods, many of which are especially harvested and transported 
many kilometres for sale in regional and national centres, loss in receiving areas (CESPA 
2008). At the same time, urban areas may also hold critical, residual natural capital assets, for 
flood regulation or agricultural production for instance. In the eThekwini Municipality in 
Durban (South Africa), the replacement value of the ecosystem services supplied by 63,000 ha 
of open space in 2002 was estimated at US$ 0.41 billion per annum per year (Boon 2010). 
 

Business	impacts	and	dependencies	on	natural	capital:	conceptual	foundations	
 
All businesses impact and depend on natural capital, directly and/or indirectly through their 
supply chains or clients (TEEB 2012). However, their degree of impact or dependency will 
vary according to the context (e.g., type of industry – Table 1, geographic location of operations 
and surrounding ecosystems), as will the associated risks and/or opportunities.  
 
Dependencies and impacts on natural capital can be linked to both costs (e.g., dependency – 
purchase costs of raw materials, impact – pollution control expenses) and benefits (e.g., 
dependency – development of new products derived from genetic resources, impacts – cost 
savings due to innovative project design which avoided residual impacts and hence the 
associated offset requirements) for a business (Figure 2). Business dependencies and impacts 
on natural capital can also generate positive or negative effects on particular stakeholders or on 
society as a whole, which may generate risks (e.g., litigation, reputation loss) and/or 
opportunities (e.g., new markets, access to policy-makers) for the company in response. 
																																																								
4 Accessed 23 January, 2017 at URL: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.URB.TOTL.  

Figure	2:	Natural	capital	impacts	and	dependencies:	conceptual	model	for	business	(Natural	Capital	Coalition	2016) 
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One has to emphasise that both business impacts and dependencies on natural capital can be 
positive or negative for natural capital itself. Positive impacts may include improved water 
quality downstream of operations due to a wastewater treatment process that goes beyond 
mandatory standards. Negative impacts may include various non-product outputs (e.g., solid 
waste after raw material processing) or indirect air pollution of product use through the 
greenhouse gas emissions of purchased electricity. In other words, changes in natural capital 
can be correlated to business activities at any point in the value chain of products or services, 
through natural resource exploration and extraction, intermediate processing of raw materials, 
the production of finished goods, as well as their distribution, consumption/use, disposal, or 
recycling (Natural Capital Coalition 2016).  
 
Table	1:	Impacts	and	dependencies	of	different	industries	on	ecosystem	services	(WBCSD	2011).	

  

Natural	capital	valuation	for	improved	business	decision-making		
 
Valuation refers to the process of estimating the relative importance, worth, or usefulness of 
natural capital to people, in a particular context. Governments, companies and citizens are often 
not aware of the importance, worth, or usefulness of ecosystem services (TEEB 2010). This 
can lead to wrong or sub-optimal decisions, with conflictual consequences or catastrophes for 
those impacted. A good understanding and assessment of natural capital (stocks), ecosystem 
services (flows), their associated costs/benefits and trade-offs in development pathways is thus 
a prerequisite if a collective strives for win-win-win outcomes for people, business and nature 
(TEEB 2010). This is why valuation of the benefits and costs of natural capital impacts and/or 
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dependencies is needed. It can help generate the information required to better inform various 
decision-making processes and applications (Natural Capital Coalition 2014; Waage 2014), as 
advocated by: 

• CBD Aichi Target 1: By 2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of 
biodiversity and the steps they can take to conserve and use it sustainably.  

• CBD Aichi Target 2: By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated 
into national and local development and poverty reduction strategies and planning 
processes and are being incorporated into national accounting, as appropriate, and 
reporting systems. 

 
There is increasing interest worldwide in the measurement and valuation of natural capital and 
ecosystem services for different purposes (e.g., activities of the Intergovernmental Platform for 
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services5), including in the private sector (e.g., Houdet et al., 
2012; TEEB 2010; Waage 2014). Notably, the Natural Capital Protocol, launched in August 
2016, is a framework designed to help generate trusted, credible, and actionable information 
that business managers need to inform internal decisions (i.e. it is not a formal reporting 
framework). “Until now, natural capital has for the most part been excluded from decisions 
and, when included, has been largely inconsistent, open to interpretation, or limited by moral 
arguments. The Protocol responds by offering a standardized framework to identify, measure, 
and value impacts and dependencies on natural capital” (Natural Capital Coalition 2016).  
 
Applicable to any business sector, operating in any geography, at any organizational level, the 
Natural Capital Protocol is also flexible in the choice of measurement and valuation approaches 
a company can use; in other words, any type of valuation methods, whether qualitative, 
quantitative, or monetary, can potentially be mobilised by any business to answer a question 
or address a particular challenge. This encourages experimentation depending on the decisions 
that need to be informed given the business context and intended application of the study 
results. Indeed, the valuation of natural capital can be useful to inform decision making at any 
stage of a value chain (e.g., extraction, use or recycling) or an investment life-cycle (e.g., 
project/plant design, legal and stakeholder approval processes, operations management, risk 
analysis or closure planning).  
 
As shown in Figure 3, there are many approaches to valuing natural capital depending on one’s 
worldview, including bio-physical approaches relying on various bodies of knowledge ranging 
from resilience theory to thermodynamics. Drawing from neoclassical economics, monetary 
valuation approaches have become prominent in policy and decision-making (TEEB 2010). 
They include different methods which aim to put a monetary value on the use and non-use 
values of biodiversity and ecosystem services, including market-based approaches, production 
functions, cost-based approaches (replacement costs, damage costs avoided, mitigation cost 
method), revealed preferences-based approaches (travel costs, hedonic pricing) and stated 
preferences-based approaches (choice experiment, contingent valuation).  
 
 

																																																								
5 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://www.ipbes.net/work-programme  
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Figure	3:	Synthesis	of	valuation	methods	(TEEB	2010). 

 
Yet, businesses can also use non-monetary valuation methods (Natural Capital Coalition 2016). 
Such methods (see Christie et al., 2012; Kelemen et al., 2014) include: 

• Mixed qualitative and quantitative techniques (e.g., surveys, interviews);  
• Participatory and deliberative tools (e.g., focus groups, citizens juries, participatory or 

rapid appraisal); as well as  
• Methods of expressing preferences in non-monetary but quantifiable terms (e.g., 

preference assessment, time use studies).  
 
While, in practice, the choice of the value type (i.e. qualitative, quantitative, monetary) and 
associated valuation method depends to a large extent on the type and availability of data 
(including the costs of accessing data), one has to highlight the critical importance of the 
guiding business question for framing a valuation study. As argued by Levrel et al. (2012), the 
most common approach used in valuation focuses on opportunity cost assessment (monetary 
valuation), which is:   

• Useful to identify the most important types of ecosystem services to business and/or 
society;  

• Based on the substitutability between forms of capitals (e.g., natural capital can be 
substituted by financial or human capital); 

• Commonly used in typical cost-benefit analysis of project or development alternatives; 
• Usually (but not exclusively) expressed in monetary values, by valuing positive and/or 

negative social and environmental impact (externality6) of a business or project.  
 
This opportunity cost approach has been used by several companies in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(SSA), using both monetary (e.g., Golder Associates 2009) and non-monetary (e.g., 

																																																								
6 For instance, in mining, such externalities would include those arising from environmental pollution (e.g., acid mine drainage, biodiversity 
loss), the loss of livelihoods (e.g., loss of access to fishing areas or grazing land) and/or broader social costs (e.g., increased health care costs 
due to air pollution).  
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FutureWorks 2013) valuation techniques, especially in the mining sector within the scope of 
environmental impact assessment processes (Houdet and Chikozho 2015).  
 
In addition, there is increasing interest in a complementary approach, one which focuses on the 
assessment of the cost-effectiveness of reaching specific targets (e.g., no-net-loss or net gains 
of natural capital). Grounded on strong sustainability principles (i.e. no substitution between 
different forms of capital), this cost-effectiveness approach aims to assess the minimal costs of 
achieving sustainable use and/or impact mitigation targets (e.g., offset targets required by a 
government) while valuing losses/gains in ecosystem values in space and time for different 
stakeholders (Levrel et al., 2012).  
 

Mainstreaming	renewable	natural	capital	in	business		
 
The word “mainstreaming,” often used synonymously with “inclusion,” is often associated to 
the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and ecosystem services. It refers to 
integrating or including actions related to the latter in strategies relating to national sustainable 
development/poverty reduction plans (e.g., Sustainable Development Goals) and various 
production sectors7, such as agriculture, fisheries, forestry, tourism and mining, as well as 
public administrations. This typically involves explicitly integrating natural capital into 
organisational/business, sectoral and/or cross-sectoral (e.g., IIED and UNEP-WCMC 2014; 
Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity 2011): 

• Legislations, regulations, standards, and guidelines; 
• Policy documents; 
• Strategies, plans and program of actions; 
• Action plans and budgets; 
• Service delivery and/or production processes; and 
• Performance indicators, monitoring and reporting systems. 

 
However, there are many challenges to natural capital mainstreaming in business policies, 
strategies and operations. To fully integrate the values of natural capital and ecosystem services 
beyond policy and decision-making into budgeting, planning and operational routines is a 
complex, long-term process (Houdet et al., 2012; Houdet & Chikozho 2015). Even when the 
values of some natural capital stocks or flows are recognised by a company (e.g., threatened 
species harvested in supply chain of a low-cost furniture company), very little action 
materialises because many firms cannot capture these values for their own purposes (e.g., 
changing to more responsible hardwood suppliers will involve extra costs and put the company 
at a disadvantage compared to its competitors) or those of target stakeholders (e.g., limited 
public or client interest in threatened hardwood species due to high demand for low-cost 
furniture). 
 
Multiple approaches for natural capital mainstreaming in business have been tried and tested, 
some with more success than others. In this section, we briefly discuss key initiatives or 
approaches that are relevant to the private sector of GDSA countries. 
 
	 	

																																																								
7 CBD Aichi Target 4: By 2020, at the latest, Governments, business and stakeholders at all levels have taken steps to achieve or have 
implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption and have kept the impacts of use of natural resources well within safe 
ecological limits. Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/ 



	

The	private	sector	and	renewable	natural	capital	in	the	GDSA	 20	

Inclusive	Green	Growth	approaches	in	SSA		
 
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) has had some of the fastest economic growth rates in the world 
during the past 15 years (e.g., growth rate exceeding 5% for several countries). However, 
according to the IMF (2016), with lower commodity prices and a generally less supportive 
global economic environment, average growth in SSA is foreseen to decelerate sharply to 1.5% 
this year, well below the population growth rate and its lowest level in more than 20 years. Yet, 
this average trend needs to be nuanced: 

• Most of the non-resource-intensive countries, such as Kenya and Rwanda, are foreseen 
to continue to grow significantly, as they benefit from lower oil import prices, an 
improved business environment and continuous strong infrastructure investment.  

• In contrast, commodity exporters, such as Ghana and South Africa, are under severe 
economic strains, and are expected to see their economy stagnate or even contract this 
year.  

 
Besides, the recent economic growth has not uniformly benefitted African livelihoods. Often 
growth has been confined to specific sectors, particularly extractive industries and some 
agricultural commodities, and its benefits to those in or near poverty have been often limited 
(AfDB 2012). Likewise, the benefits deriving from foreign direct investment have been 
unevenly distributed and have not led to the generation of equal economic opportunities for 
Africa’s population (AfDB et al., 2012).  
 
This has led key players, such as the World Bank8 and the African Development Bank (AfDB), 
to push for development pathways based on inclusive green growth. For instance, the United 
Nations Development Programme (2011) defines inclusive green growth as that which: 
“...embraces social, economic and environmental pillars and is promoted based on principles 
of inclusiveness, equity, particularly gender equity and women’s empowerment, and 
sustainability. It supports the alleviation of poverty through green job creation, sustainable 
energy for all, low-carbon technologies; and promotion of sustainable urban living. It 
recognizes the importance of and interplay between natural capital and social capital, equally 
important assets that must be managed and invested in.”  
 
Yet, as argued by Pueyo et al. (2015), “‘Inclusive growth’ can be defined in different ways, 
reflecting disagreements over the related concept, ‘pro-poor’ growth. In its ‘weak’ form, 
growth is ‘pro-poor’ when it results in absolute increases in the income of the poor. For the 
‘strong’ form, pro-poor growth requires the relative incomes of the poor to rise, so that growth 
also reduces inequality.” What’s more, significant confusion also remains regarding what the 
‘green’ component of ‘green growth’ stands for. Much focus, especially by international donor 
agencies, governments and the private sector, has been (and continues to be) put on low carbon 
development pathways (e.g., Cassilas and Kammen 2010; CDKM 2012; Fisher 2013; Kaggwa 
et al., 2013; Mwanga 2015; Nash and Ngabitsinze 2014; Pye 2010; UKAID 2010; UNEP 2011; 
Willenbockel 2015). These efforts are based on three main types of investments or activities9: 
a switch to less polluting forms of fossil fuel generation (e.g., coal to gas), efficiency measures 
to reduce energy use per unit of output and new renewable energy production.  
 
Yet, discourses and development strategies are progressively changing. As argued by UN-ECA 
et al. (2015), “the role of ecosystem goods and services in advancing sustained and inclusive 
green growth is now recognized at the global, regional and national level… Several decisions 
																																																								
8 The definition of inclusive green growth adopted by the World Bank is that of Fay (2012): i.e. growth that is efficient in its use of natural 
resources, clean in that it minimises pollution and environmental impacts, and resilient in that it accounts for natural hazards and the role of 
environmental management and natural capital in preventing physical disasters. This growth also needs to be inclusive.  
9 Drawing from the recommendations of Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (e.g., IPCC 2014). 
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of the African Ministerial Conference on the Environment clearly indicate the centrality of 
EGS10 in fostering inclusive green growth and the green economy in achieving sustainable 
development.” As a result, the inclusive green growth agenda is progressively expanding to 
address various interrelated themes with direct and indirect implications (risks and 
opportunities) for many industries in the GDSA countries (e.g., AfDB 2012; UNEP 2013), 
including: 

• Promoting sustainable infrastructure (access to renewable/low-carbon energy and 
energy efficiency, sustainable transport, sustainable cities, green building), sustainable 
waste management (including beneficiation); 

• Sustainable production (methodological and technological changes), 
efficient/sustainable management of natural capital assets (water quality and provision, 
marine resources, biodiversity, agriculture, forests, minerals, etc.); 

• Natural disaster risk reduction; and 
• Building the physical/environmental, social and economic resilience of livelihoods. 

 
Moreover, these shift in development strategies respond to the global call for all stakeholders 
to contribute to the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The SDGs define global 
sustainable development priorities and aspirations for 2030 and seek to mobilize global efforts 
around a common set of goals and targets. The SDGs call for worldwide action among 
governments, business and civil society to end poverty and create a life of dignity and 
opportunity for all, within the boundaries of the planet. 
As argued by GRI et al. (2015), unlike their predecessor, the Millennium Development Goals, 
the SDGs explicitly call on all businesses to apply their creativity and innovation to solve 
sustainable development challenges. Key SDGs related to natural capital include: 

• SDG 2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote 
sustainable agriculture; 

• SDG 6: Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all; 
• SDG 7: Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all; 
• SDG 9: Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable 

industrialization and foster innovation; 
• SDG 11: Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable; 
• SDG 12: Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns; 
• SDG 13: Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts; 
• SDG 14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for 

sustainable development; 
• SDG 15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, 

sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land 
degradation and halt biodiversity loss. 

 

Green	Public	Procurement		
 
Green Public Procurement (GPP), or Sustainable Public Procurement (SPP), can be a powerful 
policy instrument for environmental mainstreaming in the private sector. Through their own 
purchasing power, national governments, agencies and/or local authorities have the potential 
to create and drive markets for sustainable production and consumption both nationally and 
internationally (Grolleau et al., 2004; Lundberg et al., 2009; Marron 2003). Yet, according to 
Hanks et al. (2008), the implementation of preferential public procurement processes present 
several difficulties, including but not limited to cost premiums, management problems (e.g., 
																																																								
10 Ecosystems goods and services. 
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lack of understanding or human capacity), fraud and lack of effectiveness (e.g., lack of control 
and monitoring). 
 
Extensively used as policy in developed nations such as Canada, Japan and the European Union 
(e.g., Bouwer et al., 2005; European Commission 2004), the implementation of GPP varies 
from one country or organisation to another, and can be performed by the use of: 

• Qualification criteria on the supplier or the subject matter (e.g., technical/professional 
ability, technical specifications);  

• Bid preference program; and/or 
• Contract performance clauses.  

 
To the best if our knowledge, GDSA countries do not yet have formalised national GPP policies 
(e.g., Ghana - Appiagyei et al., 2016; South Africa - Turley & Perera, 2014). However, there 
are some GPP initiatives within several South Africa municipalities and provincial 
governments11.  
 

Environmental	Fiscal	Reform	
 
Fiscal policy is also a crucial instrument for environmental mainstreaming in business. 
Reforming fiscal policy looks at both the source of government revenues and the recipients of 
government spending. As argued by Schlegelmilch and Joas (2015), Environmental Fiscal 
Reform (EFR) can be used to achieve a range of goals: 

• Positive environmental impacts: by increasing the price of environmentally harmful 
behaviour (e.g., using an environmental tax), discourages it through market 
mechanisms (i.e. a price signal). Such a government intervention aims to correct a 
market failure if the environmental damage of a given action constitutes an externality. 

• Revenues generation for government spending: Through the removal of 
environmentally harmful subsidies, the auctioning of pollution allowances and/or 
taxes, fees and charges, EFR enables governments to collect funds which can then be 
spent in various ways, including for environmental purposes (e.g., financing 
technological innovations or funding environmental initiatives). 

• Moreover EFR can be useful to improve the efficiency and equity of fiscal systems, 
for instance by promoting employment by using its revenues to lower the tax burdens 
and distortions on labour.  

 
In SSA, various countries have implemented various forms of EFR (Slunge and Sterner 2009), 
including taxes on plastic bags (e.g., Kenya, South Africa), fishing vessels licenses associated 
to total allowable catch quotas (e.g., Namibia), fees on fishery by-catch (e.g., Namibia), fees 
for water extraction, tariffs for water consumption and waste water among others. South Africa 
plans to enact a carbon tax in 2017 but the program has been delayed several times. 
 

Key	international	conventions	and	their	relevance	to	business	
 
Among the key international conventions relevant to African businesses, one can highlight two 
of the three Rio Conventions (1992 Rio Earth Summit), the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) and the United Nations Convention on Biological 
Diversity (UNCBD).  
																																																								
11 In South Africa, public procurement is seen as an important policy lever in the post-apartheid world, with black economic empowerment 
policies encouraging the public sector to buy from black-owned businesses in order to redress the historical economic disadvantages 
attributable to apartheid (Department of Trade and Industry South Africa, 2003). 
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The	UNFCC	and	associated	business-related	initiatives	
 
The ultimate objective of the UNFCC is to stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations, “at a level 
that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic (human induced) interference with the climate 
system.”12 It states that, “such a level should be achieved within a time-frame sufficient to 
allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not 
threatened, and to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner.” As part 
of the UNFCC, the Kyoto Protocol is an international agreement which committed its Parties 
by setting internationally binding emission reduction targets. The Kyoto Protocol was adopted 
in Kyoto, Japan, on 11 December 1997 and entered into force on 16 February 2005. Its first 
commitment period started in 2008 and ended in 2012. 
 
To further the objectives of the Convention beyond 2012, the Paris Agreement entered into 
force on November 2016. The first session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the 
Meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (took place in Marrakech, Morocco from 15-18 
November 2016. The “Paris Agreement’s central aim is to strengthen the global response to 
the threat of climate change by keeping a global temperature rise this century well below 2 
degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature 
increase even further to 1.5 degrees Celsius.”13 The Paris Agreement requires all Parties to put 
forward their best efforts through “nationally determined contributions” (NDCs) and to 
strengthen these efforts in the years ahead. In this perspective, the focus is on supporting action 
by developing countries and the most vulnerable countries, in line with their own national 
objectives: i.e. an enhanced capacity building framework, sufficient financial flows and a new 
technology framework.  
 
Among the GDSA member countries, to date: 

• Liberia, Mozambique and Tanzania have signed the Paris Agreement; 
• Botswana, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, Namibia, Rwanda and South Africa have already 

ratified it14.  
 
Extreme and unpredictable weather conditions, floods, droughts, rising sea levels and the 
associated changes in species distribution patterns have environmental, social, political and 
economic repercussions. These mean major challenges for business operations (e.g., building 
in coastal areas) and commerce globally (e.g., sourcing crops), including companies operating 
in GDSA countries. Yet, at the same time, climate change mitigation and adaptation 
imperatives also present many opportunities for the private sector, including: 

• Development of climate friendly goods and services; 
• New market opportunities and expansions; 
• Risk reduction measures and the associated cost savings; 
• Climate proofing the supply chain; 
• Enhanced corporate social responsibility. 

 
This is why many international UNFCC-related initiatives involving the private sector have 
emerged throughout the world, including but not limited to: 

• EP10015, which The Climate Group serves as the Secretariat for, offers a forum for 
sharing best practices and showcasing the leadership of companies making progress 
toward bold, public commitments on energy productivity; 

																																																								
12 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/items/6036.php  
13 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://unfccc.int/essential_background/convention/items/6036.php 
14 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://unfccc.int/paris_agreement/items/9444.php  
15 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.theclimategroup.org/project/ep100  
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• We Mean Business16, which is a coalition of organisations working with thousands of 
the world’s most influential businesses and investors which supports the transition to 
a low carbon economy as the only way to secure sustainable economic growth and 
prosperity for all.  

• RE10017, which is a global, collaborative initiative of influential businesses committed 
to 100% renewable electricity, working to massively increase demand for – and 
delivery of – renewable energy; 

• The Low Carbon Technology Partnerships Initiative (LCTPi)18, which is a global 
business initiative, led by the World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 
to accelerate the development of low-carbon technologies and scale up their 
deployment. 

 

The	UNCBD	and	associated	business-related	initiatives	
 
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) entered into force on 29 December 1993 and 
has three main objectives:  

• The conservation of biological diversity; 
• The sustainable use of the components of biological diversity; 
• The fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic 

resources. 
 
The CBD has two protocols. The Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety19 was adopted on 29 January 
2000 and entered into force on 11 September 2003. This international agreement aims to ensure 
the safe handling, transport and use of living modified organisms (LMOs) resulting from 
modern biotechnology that may have adverse effects on biological diversity, taking also into 
account risks to human health. The Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the 
Fair and Equitable Sharing of Benefits Arising from their Utilization20 aims at sharing the 
benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources in a fair and equitable way. It entered 
into force on 12 October 2014. These protocols have direct implications for companies 
involved in LMOs and research and development involving genetic resources. 
 
In 2010, at the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties in Nagoya, Japan, a revised and 
updated Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, including the 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets21, was 
adopted for the 2011-2020 period. This plan provides an overarching framework on 
biodiversity, not only for the biodiversity-related conventions, but for the entire United Nations 
system and all other partners engaged in biodiversity management and policy development. 
The 20 Aichi Targets are grouped in five strategic goals: 

• Strategic Goal A: Address the underlying causes of biodiversity loss by mainstreaming 
biodiversity across government and society; 

• Strategic Goal B: Reduce the direct pressures on biodiversity and promote sustainable 
use;  

• Strategic Goal C: Improve the status of biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems, 
species and genetic diversity;  

• Strategic Goal D: Enhance the benefits to all from biodiversity and ecosystem services; 

																																																								
16 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://www.wemeanbusinesscoalition.org/  
17 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://there100.org/  
18 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://lctpi.wbcsd.org/  
19 Accessed January 17, 2017 at URL: http://bch.cbd.int/protocol  
20 Accessed January 17, 2017 at URL : https://www.cbd.int/abs/  
21 Accessed September 15, 2016 at URL: https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/default.shtml  
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• Strategic Goal E: Enhance implementation through participatory planning, knowledge 
management and capacity building. 

 
Though there are many links between the initial CBD objectives set out in 1992 and the private 
sector, it was only from 2010 that the CBD formalised a private sector engagement process. 
The Global Partnership for Business and Biodiversity (GPBB) stems from the business 
engagement decisions taken at COP 10 and COP 11. The COP 10 decision requested the CBD 
Secretariat to “encourage establishment of the national and regional business and biodiversity 
initiatives by facilitating a forum of dialogue among Parties and other Governments, business, 
and other stakeholders, with a particular focus on the global level” (decision X/21/3a), and 
invited Parties to “support the establishment of national and regional business and biodiversity 
initiatives and to strive towards a global partnership on business and biodiversity by inviting 
ongoing initiatives and other interested stakeholders to be part of the business and biodiversity 
initiative…” (decision X/21/1d). This was further reinforced at COP 11 with (decision 
XI/7/1) that “calls upon businesses to continue liaising with national governments, civil 
society organizations, academia and other stakeholders to formulate relevant actions for 
biodiversity conservation…” and (decision XI/7/5a) that requests that the Executive Secretary 
to “continue to facilitate dialogue among business, government and other stakeholders 
through ongoing support for national, regional and international business and biodiversity 
initiatives, using the Global Partnership as a framework”. More recently, at the 2016 COP 13 
Business and Biodiversity Forum, business leaders were invited to sign the Business and 
Biodiversity Pledge22 to convey their commitment in biodiversity conservation and sustainable 
use, and in taking actions to achieve the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020.  
 
Among the various business-focused activities now being carried out by the CBD Secretariat 
are efforts: 

• To help in the formation of regulation through COP decisions;  
• To evaluate the effectiveness and use of various biodiversity-related tools and 

mechanisms; 
• To facilitate the harmonization of  biodiversity-related standards and guidelines where 

possible; 
• To assess companies to understand and mainstream biodiversity; and 
• To develop the Global Partnership for Business and Biodiversity (GPBB), which “is a 

network of networks, linking together the various National and Regional Initiatives 
such that they can share information and best practices, and cooperate on common 
projects, so as to encourage mainstreaming of biodiversity concerns by companies”23.  

 
Furthermore, the overall mandate of the national and regional initiatives24 of the GPBB is to 
encourage dialogue amongst stakeholders and to help raise awareness of biodiversity and 
sustainability issues amongst the business community. They also work to assist companies in 
understanding and mainstreaming the goals of the Convention, its protocols, the Strategic Plan 
for Biodiversity and the associated 20 Aichi Targets. The goal is to reach a significant number 
of companies with a vastly reduced negative impact upon biodiversity (or even a net-positive 
impact), acting as a positive influence upon other firms25.  
 
To date, in Africa, there is only one national initiative affiliated to the GPBB of the CBD: i.e. 
the National Biodiversity and Business Network of South Africa26. However, plans to start 

																																																								
22 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.cbd.int/business/pledges/pledge.pdf  
23 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.cbd.int/business/gp/structure.shtml  
24 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.cbd.int/business/National_Regional_BB_Initiatives.shtml  
25 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.cbd.int/business/gp/structure.shtml  
26 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: https://www.ewt.org.za/BUSINESSDEVELOPMENT/business.html  
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other national initiatives have emerged in discussions at the Pan-African Business and 
Biodiversity Forum27 held in Akosombo, Ghana, in 2015.  
 

Traditional	approaches	to	environmental	mainstreaming	in	business	
  
Traditional voluntary approaches of environmental mainstreaming involve Corporate Social 
Responsibility, Environmental Management Systems and Corporate Sustainability Reporting. 
These are discussed briefly in this section. 
 

Corporate	Social	Responsibility	
 
While there is neither a global standard definition of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), 
nor a definitive list of the issues it encompasses, governments, investors, consumers and local 
communities have, over the past couple of decades, been increasingly expecting that the private 
sector go beyond local regulatory compliance to earn their ‘license to operate’ by 
demonstrating that their operations provide a beneficial impact to impacted stakeholders (Smit 
2014). According to Zadek (2001), there are three main stages for CSR: 

• CSR as a form of philanthropy, sometimes ad hoc, dealing with social issues;  
• CSR based on a greater professionalism, the systematisation of initiatives and their 

integration into business planning, with targets set and progress reported on; and  
• CSR focused on solving overarching social problems, such as poverty and 

environmental sustainability, through active partnerships with target stakeholders.   
For Visser (2007), CSR in developing countries incorporates the formal and informal ways in 
which a business makes a contribution to improving the governance, social, ethical, labour and 
environmental conditions of the developing countries in which they operate, while remaining 
sensitive to prevailing religious, historical and cultural contexts. The drivers for CSR in SSA 
are very diverse and complex, and often found in Western CSR and ethical consumerism, 
international development agencies and NGOs focusing on human rights, corruption, 
governance and environmental impacts, the work of various international organisations, supply 
chain pressures through the application various product certification/standards, as well as 
Socially Responsible Investment funds. Indeed, one can mention many international CSR-
related standards and initiatives relevant to natural capital management in SSA, including but 
not limited to: 

• The United Nations Global Compact, a voluntary initiative based on CEO 
commitments to take steps to support the 17 UN Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs); 

• The Global Reporting Initiative, which provides the world’s most widely used 
standards on sustainability reporting and disclosures; 

• The Equator Principles, which offer a framework by which banks can manage 
environmental and social risks of project finance; 

• The International Finance Corporation (IFC) Performance Standards on 
Environmental and Social Sustainability (2012) describes IFC’s commitments, roles, 
and responsibilities related to environmental and social sustainability, with 8 
Performance Standards which establish the rules that IFC clients have to meet 
throughout the life of an IFC investment; 

• The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), a global standard that 
promotes revenue transparency;      

																																																								
27 Accessed January 24, 2017 at URL: http://www.panbbf.org/  
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• The Forest Stewardship Council, which runs a global forest certification system that 
allows consumers to identify, purchase and use timber and forest products produced 
from well-managed forests; 

• International Council for Mining and Minerals (ICMM) Sustainable Development 
Framework, developed by an industry group provides a framework of principles for 
sustainable development, reporting and independent assurance for mining 
companies.     

 
Accordingly, in SSA, CSR practices tend to (Ollong 2014; Smit 2014; Visser 2008):  

• Be most commonly associated with philanthropy or corporate social investment 
focused on a limited number of social or environmental issues; 

• Be less formalised and institutionalised, usually involving the main national and 
multinational companies under public scrutiny;  

• Support the provision of social and public services such as infrastructure, schools, 
hospitals and housing where major gaps exist. 

 

Environmental	Management	Systems	
 
An Environmental Management System (EMS) is a systematic approach of dealing with the 
environmental aspects of an organisation. An EMS is concerned with what an organisation 
does to minimise its effects on the environment through its activities. It is a ‘tool’ that enables 
companies to control the impacts of their activities, products or services on the natural 
environment in a disciplined and systematic way. In short, an EMS is based on the Plan-Do-
Check-Act cycle (Deming Cycle) and consists of the following elements: Commitment and 
policy; planning and implementation; measurement and evaluation; review and improvement 
(GiZ 2013). This typically involves: 

• Assessing the environmental aspects and impacts that are material to the company; 
• Identifying and managing the associated legal and stakeholder requirements;  
• Defining and developing environmental policies, objectives and strategy; 
• Determining appropriate operational controls; 
• Developing an effective training program and securing the right human resources for 

implementing the EMS; 
• Devising an effective EMS documentation so as to allow for performance monitoring 

and (eventual) auditing by third parties (e.g., for ISO 14001 certification, which is 
often a client driven process: i.e. a requirement to access specific markets or to supply 
specific clients).  

 
While many organisations are reluctant to develop EMS, naming barriers such as lack of funds, 
availability of skills, and resource constraints as some of the reasons, there is growing evidence 
of EMS uptake in SSA countries, especially by companies operating in South Africa (e.g., GiZ 
2013; Kehbila et al., 2009; Turner and O’Neill 2007). .  
 

Corporate	Sustainability	Reporting	and	disclosures	
 
Corporate sustainability reporting or disclosures are both drivers and outcomes of CSR 
initiatives worldwide. While compliance with regulatory or voluntary disclosure schemes is 
often a reason for companies to start to work on natural capital (e.g., under peer pressure), 
reporting practices have also become critical for businesses to communicate with their 



	

The	private	sector	and	renewable	natural	capital	in	the	GDSA	 28	

stakeholders about how effectively they manage their natural capital risks and opportunities 
(e.g., CDP 2016; KPMG 2016).  
 
There are a few popular and prominent environmental sustainability reporting frameworks, 
guidelines and standards in the private sector (Brown et al., 2009), namely: 

• The Global reporting Initiative (GRI)’s G3.1 and G4 Sustainability Reporting 
Guidelines; 

• The International Integrated Reporting Council’s (IIRC) International Integrated 
Reporting Framework; 

• The United Nations Global Compact’s (UNGC) Communication on Progress; 
• The King Reports on Corporate Governance28,   
• AccountAbility’s AA1000 Accountability Principles Standards (AA1000 APS) and 

AA1000 Assurance Standard (AA1000 AS);  
• The International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board’s International Standards 

on Assurance Engagements 3000 (ISAE 3000). 
 
Yet, though GRI et al., (2015) does provide some initial guidelines on the SGDs, there is no 
comprehensive private sector guidelines for reporting on business contributions to the Aichi 
Targets and SDGs. 
 
According to the Africa Sustainability Barometer 29 , corporate sustainability reporting on 
sustainability issues in Africa remains patchy and should be significantly expanded in scope. 
Indeed, most companies disclosing environmental information are located in South Africa, 
where corporate responsibility reporting has become a standard business practice with a 99% 
corporate responsibility/sustainability and integrated reporting30  rate in the South African 
N100 companies (KPMG 2016). Of these top company reports reviewed, 80% identified some 
global issues (climate change, energy/fuel and water scarcity mainly) that impact their 
business.  
 
Furthermore, while some studies argue that companies disclose very little information about 
how environmentally sustainable they are, but rather use environmental disclosures to enhance 
their public image (e.g., Vos and Reddy 2014), others underline positive trends: e.g., an 
increase in assurance of non-financial information of reports, more comparable adherence to 
external guidelines, the emergence of materiality, risk disclosure and remuneration as new 
reporting themes, the tendency towards more quantification (Clayton et al., 2015). 
 

Biodiversity	management:	No-net-loss	and	the	Impact	Mitigation	Hierarchy	
 
While there are multiple ways of mainstreaming biodiversity and ecosystem services in 
business, a key tool used to drive biodiversity integration into business strategies and 
operations is the impact mitigation hierarchy. Throughout the world, legislations, regulations 
and industry guidelines related to environmental impact assessments are typically based, fully 
or partially (i.e. many countries do not require offset measures), on the impact mitigation 

																																																								
28 Three reports were issued in 1994 (King I), 2002 (King II), and 2009 (King III) and a fourth revision (King IV) is in progress. The King 
Reports explicitly address the need and relevance for corporations to acknowledge all stakeholders and to adopt a “triple-bottom line” 
approach, advocating for integrated reporting.Compliance with the reports is a requirement for companies listed in the Johannesburg Stock 
Exchange. 
29 Accessed on January 24, 2017 at URL: 
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/docs/news_events/Summit_2013/QuickMobile/PSF_barometer.pdf  
30 The primary purpose of an integrated report is to explain to providers of financial capital how an organization creates value over time. An 
integrated report aims to provide insight about the resources and relationships used and affected by an organization – these are collectively 
referred to as “the capitals” in the Integrated Reporting Framework (2013). They are categorized in this framework as financial, 
manufactured, intellectual, human, social and relationship, and natural capital.  



	

The	private	sector	and	renewable	natural	capital	in	the	GDSA	 29	

hierarchy (Madsen et al., 2010). In other words, it is typically one of the primary conceptual 
tool guiding project or development approval, as well as the planning of biodiversity/ecosystem 
management measures during the project’s lifecycle, from its construction phase, operational 
phase up to its (eventual) end of life/closure.  
 

	
Figure	4:	The	Impact	Mitigation	Hierarchy	(DEA	et	al.,	2013). 

The impact mitigation hierarchy includes four successive steps (Figure 4): impact avoidance, 
impact minimisation, restoration or rehabilitation measures and offset measures, to be adhered 
to in that specific order (BBOP 2013; DEA et al., 2013). This means that offset measures are 
supposed to be a last resort activity, after all reasonable measures have been taken first to avoid 
and minimize the impact of a development project and then to restore lost or degraded 
biodiversity values on-site.  
 
In other words, the impact mitigation hierarchy provides a practical framework for assessing 
the net biodiversity impact of a project. No-net-loss of biodiversity refers to the point where 
biodiversity gains from targeted activities (impact mitigation, restoration and/or offset 
measures) match the losses of biodiversity due to the impacts of a business activity or project 
(Figure 5) (BBOP 2013). This relates to the equivalency principle embedded in no-net-loss: 
Biodiversity gains must be equivalent to biodiversity losses in terms of biodiversity type, 
amount and condition (or quality) for a project to achieve no-net-loss of biodiversity. In some 
cases, business activities may lead to biodiversity gains exceeding biodiversity losses, so that 
a net gain in biodiversity is achieved overall. This approach can be applied to any natural capital 
impact or dependency (Houdet et al., 2016), for instance towards carbon or water footprint 
neutrality. 
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Figure	5:	No-net-loss	and	 the	 impact	mitigation	hierarchy	 (adapted	 from	Rio	Tinto	&	Government	of	Australia;	BBOP	
2013). 

 
Achieving no-net-loss often requires offset measures because most projects generate residual 
impacts after impact avoidance, impact minimisation and rehabilitation measures. 
Implementing offset measures can be complex and expansive (Madsen et al., 2010). These can 
be undertaken voluntarily or in response to regulatory requirements. While there have been 
cases of oil and mining companies voluntarily offsetting residual biodiversity impacts in SSA 
(including in Ghana and South Africa; BBOP 2009), there are no example of formalised, 
comprehensive, regulatory driven biodiversity offset or compensation programs.  
 
Contrary to some states in the USA (e.g., Bennet et al., 2016), some Australian states and some 
countries of Western Europe (e.g., France), regulatory drivers for biodiversity no-net-loss (and 
hence offset measures) are still in development in SSA. This is due to a combination of factors, 
including financial barriers, political instability and disagreements within the conservation 
community on how and if biodiversity offset markets should be structured (Madsen et al., 
2010). Nonetheless, a number of countries, including Madagascar, Rwanda, South Africa and 
Uganda, have environmental impact assessment regulations, sectoral guidelines, or other 
policies in place providing a legal framework for offsets, though the mitigation hierarchy has 
not yet been fully implemented or clearly defined. 
 

Carbon	management	and	carbon	footprint	neutrality	
 
Carbon management refers to the measurement and management of emissions of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and of the other five greenhouse gases (GHG) covered by the Kyoto Protocol, 
i.e.: Methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulphur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons 
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(HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs). According to the GHG Protocol (WRI and WBCSD, 
2004), one can measure three categories of GHG emissions for any business: 

• Scope 1 - direct GHG emissions: Direct GHG emissions occur from sources that are 
owned or controlled by the company, for example, emissions from combustion in 
owned or controlled boilers, furnaces, vehicles, etc.; emissions from chemical 
production in owned or controlled process equipment.  

• Scope 2 - electricity indirect GHG emissions:  This includes GHG emissions from the 
generation of purchased electricity consumed by a company. Purchased electricity is 
defined as electricity that is purchased into the organizational boundary of the 
company. Scope 2 emissions physically occur at the facility where electricity is 
generated. 

• Scope 3 - other indirect GHG emissions: This category concerns all other indirect 
emissions. Scope 3 emissions are a consequence of the activities of the company, but 
occur from sources not owned or controlled by the company. Some examples of scope 
3 activities are the extraction and production of purchased materials, the transportation 
of purchased fuels and the use of products and services. 

 
Because scopes 1 and 2 are intrinsically linked to energy cost management, most companies 
find them to be relevant. On the other hand, other types of indirect GG emissions are often not 
addressed. Typically, carbon management activities include:  

• Identifying the emissions ‘hotspots’ of the industry the company operates in, and the 
priorities of your key customers;  

• Setting an appropriate baseline year or period against which to measure emissions 
reductions (e.g., alternative energy sources, energy efficient technologies or 
measures);  

• Developing action plans to meet targets and/or achieve the desired GHG emission 
reductions;  

• For the emissions that the company cannot reduce, considering buying carbon offsets 
as part of your overall approach to carbon management. 

 
Many companies are implementing energy consumption reduction measures throughout SSA, 
notably in South Africa due to increasing electricity prices and load shedding events31. In this 
context, it is important to mention the emergence of voluntary carbon offsets to partially or 
fully compensate for their carbon footprint (see the impact mitigation hierarchy elsewhere in 
the report). According to Hamrick and Goldstein (2016), outside of any kind of regulatory 
obligation, voluntary buyers of carbon offsets transacted a total of 84.1 million tonnes of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (MtCO2e) in 2015, a 10% increase over 2014. In SSA, buyers have 
contracted a total of 45.1 MtCO2e from the continent, of which 54% was transacted in the last 
three years alone. The majority of the volume originated from forestry or cookstoves projects 
as buyers sought to support emissions reductions. Within the region, Kenya remained the 
primary source of offsets, supplying 3.1 MtCO2e from cookstoves and forestry projects. 
Neighbouring Uganda followed at 1.5 MtCO2e, with Zambia, Madagascar, and Malawi also 
recording at least three transactions from separate organizations. Though South Africa plans to 
enact a carbon tax in 201732 that would allow compliance entities to offset up to 10% of their 
regulated emissions (according to preliminary policy documents), the program has been 
delayed several times.  
 

																																																								
31 Accessed on February 10, 2017 at URL: https://www.tralac.org/discussions/article/7000-the-economic-consequences-of-load-shedding-in-
south-africa-and-the-state-of-the-electrical-grid.html 
32 Draft carbon tax bill. Accessed on February 10, 2017 at URL:  
http://www.treasury.gov.za/public%20comments/CarbonTaxBill2015/Carbon%20Tax%20Bill%20final%20for%20release%20for%20com
ment.pdf  
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Water	stewardship	and	water	footprint	neutrality	
 
The World Economic Forum (2015) recently ranked water crises as one of three risks of highest 
concern to society worldwide. According to CDP (2016), water risks are rapidly materializing 
for business. Disclosing companies reported US$ 14 billion in water-related impacts in 2015, 
a five-fold increase from 2014. Over a quarter of companies participating in the CDP Water 
Disclosure Project in 2015 have experienced detrimental impacts from water, and companies 
expect over half (54%) of the 4,416 water risks they have identified to materialize within the 
next six years.  
 

	
Figure	6:	The	types	of	water	risks	for	companies	(The	CEO	Water	Mandate,	2016). 33 

 
In other words, concern about water in the private sector is rapidly rising. Companies 
worldwide are recognising that water is an essential ingredient in their business operations; a 
combination of physical, reputational and regulatory water risks (Figure 6) can indeed pose a 
material risk. This is why various initiatives and tools have emerged to promote water 
stewardship in business. For instance, the Water Footprint Network34 engages companies, 
investors, research institutes and government agencies in implementing Water Footprint 
Assessment (Hoekstra et al., 2011) into their policies, business and in river basins, leading to 
sustainable development through water stewardship, resource efficiency and governance.  
 
As explained by Hoekstra et al. (2011), the water footprint of a business is equal to the sum of 
the water footprints of the business output products: 

• Green water footprint, particularly relevant for agricultural, horticultural and forestry 
products, is water from precipitation that is stored in the root zone of the soil and 
evaporated, transpired or incorporated by plants.  

																																																								
33 Accessed on January 24, 2017 at URL: http://ceowatermandate.org/why-stewardship/stewardship-is-good-for-business/  
34 Accessed on January 24, 2017 at URL: http://waterfootprint.org/en/  
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• Blue water footprint is water that has been sourced from surface or groundwater 
resources and is either evaporated, incorporated into a product or taken from one body 
of water and returned to another, or returned at a different time. 

• Grey water footprint is the amount of fresh water required to assimilate pollutants to 
meet specific water quality standards. The grey water footprint considers point-source 
pollution discharged to a freshwater resource directly through a pipe or indirectly 
through runoff or leaching from the soil, impervious surfaces, or other diffuse sources. 

 

	
Figure	7:	Key	components	of	a	business	water	stewardship	strategy	(Water	Stewardship	Network	2016).35 

 
The supply-chain water footprint of a business is equal to the sum of the water footprints of the 
business input products; so that the water footprint of one organisation can overlap with the 
water footprint of another. 
 
Furthermore, the concept of ‘water neutrality’ (Hoekstra 2008) refers to reducing the water 
footprint of an activity as much as reasonably possible (e.g., water recycling and zero waste, 
towards nullifying the water footprint) and offsetting the negative externalities of the remaining 
water footprint by contributing to (investing in) a more sustainable and equitable use of water 
in the hydrological units in which the impacts of the remaining water footprint are located. 
Water neutrality is therefore in line with the impact mitigation hierarchy conceptualised for 
impacts on biodiversity.  
 
Water stewardship initiatives and practices in SSA vary across countries and sectors, with the 
agricultural, food and beverage (e.g., Pott et al., 2009; WWF 2014) and mining sectors leading 
the way. For instance, the International Water Stewardship Programme (IWaSP), 
commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(BMZ), operates in several GDSA countries, namely Kenya, South Africa and Tanzania. 
  
																																																								
35 Accessed on January 24, 2017 at URL: http://waterfootprint.org/en/water-footprint/corporate-water-stewardship/  
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Renewable	natural	capital	challenges	and	opportunities	for	key	
sectors	in	Sub-Saharan	Africa	(SSA)	
 

Sub-Saharan	Africa’s	share	of	global	business	environmental	externalities		
 
Business impacts and dependencies on natural capital generates environmental, social and/or 
economic damages that often remain uncompensated for (i.e. negative externalities). Yet, few 
reliable estimations of such externalities exist (TEEB 2010). According to Trucost et al. (2011), 
annual environmental negative externalities from global human activity amounted to US$ 6.6 
trillion in 2008, equivalent to 11% of GDP (Table 2). Under a ‘business-as-usual’ scenario, 
annual global environmental costs are projected to reach US$ 28.6 trillion, equivalent to 18% 
of GDP in 2050. UNEP FI & PRI (2011) further argue that the largest 3,000 public companies 
caused over US$ 2.15 trillion of global environmental externalities in 2008, which equates to 
nearly 7% of their combined revenues (Table 3 and Figure 8). Other actors in the global 
economy, such as small and private companies, governments, other organisations and 
individuals contribute the remaining US$ 4.45 trillion of external costs.  
 
	

Table	2:	Annual	environmental	externalities	for	the	global	economy	in	2008	and	projections	for	2050	(Trucost	et	al.,	
2011).	NA	–	Not	Available	

Environmental Impact External costs 
in 2008 (US$ 

billion) 

External cost 
relative to 

global GDP in 
2008 

Projected external 
costs in 2050 
(US$ billion) 

Projected external 
cost relative to 

global GDP in 2050 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 4,530 7.54% 20,809 12.93% 
Water abstraction 1,226 2.04% 4,702 2.92% 
Pollution (SOx, NOx, PM, VOCs, 
mercury) 

546 0.91% 1,926 1.20% 

General waste* 197 0.33% 635 0.39% 
Natural resources 
Fish 
Timber 

 
54 
42 

 
0.09% 
0.07% 

 
287 
256 

 
0.18% 
0.16% 

Other ecosystem services, 
pollutants and waste 

NA NA NA NA 

Total 6,596 10.97% 28,615 17.78% 
*The estimate for general waste only includes data on OECD countries, as there is no consensus on global waste figures 
 

	
Table	3:	Annual	environmental	externalities	attributable	to	the	largest	3,000	public	companies	in	2008	(Trucost	et	al.,	
2011).	

Environmental Impact External costs 
generated by listed 
companies in 2008 

(US$ million) 

% of externalities 
arising from 

supplied goods and 
services 

Average external 
cost relative to 

revenue in 2008 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 1,444,864 44% 4.47% 
Water abstraction 366,555 66% 1.13% 
Pollution (SOx, NOx, PM, VOCs, mercury) 314,001 54% 0.97% 
General waste 21,157 40% 0.07% 
Natural resources 
Fish 
Timber 

 
6,099 
1,542 

 
79% 
68% 

 
0.02% 
0.01% 

Other ecosystem services, pollutants and waste NA NA NA 
Total 2,154,218 49% 6.66% 
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Five sectors account for around 60% of all externalities from the largest 3,000 listed companies 
(Figure 8; Trucost et al., 2011): 

• Reducing GHG emissions in the Electricity, Oil & Gas Producers, Industrial Metals & 
Mining and Construction & Materials sectors would have the greatest effect on 
reducing carbon costs.  

• Reducing water use from the Food Producers and Electricity sectors could also lower 
environmental externalities significantly.   

 

	
Figure	8:	Annual	environmental	externalities	attributable	to	the	5	sectors	in	2008	(Trucost	et	al.,	2011).	

Yet, environmental externalities due to business activities in SSA is only small fraction of these 
total external costs. Notwithstanding data gaps (e.g., patchy, incomplete data sets for most SSA 
countries and industries) and modelling limitations (e.g., use of value transfer techniques), such 
figures are bound to change (increase) as SSA continues to develop. In this section, we focus 
our attention on a selection of priority sectors for the GDSA, namely agriculture, fisheries, 
extractive industries, consumer goods and the financial sector. 
 

	
Figure	9:	Breakdown	of	key	externalities	(greenhouse	gases,	water	abstraction,	pollutants)	per	region	in	2008,	with	SSA	
representing	only	a	small	share	of	these	costs	(Trucost	et	al.,	2011).	
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Figure	10:	Project	value	and	number	of	investment	projects	across	Africa	in	2015	(Deloitte	2015).	
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Agriculture	in	SSA	
 

Socio-economic	importance	and	development	potential		
 
Agriculture holds the key to broad-based economic growth, poverty reduction and food security 
in SSA (Webber and Labaste 2010). This is due to the importance of the sector for SSA 
economies, high levels of rural poverty and the dependence of 50 million small farms on 
agricultural incomes.  
 

	
Figure	11:	Importance	of	agriculture	in	SAA	(Deutsche	Bank	Research	2014). 

 
Agriculture holds a special place in SSA (Deutsche Bank Research 2014; Webber and Labaste 
2010; World Bank 2013): 
 

• Agriculture is still the backbone of many African economies, generating 25% of GDP 
on average in SSA and much more in many countries (e.g., especially for Rwanda, 
Kenya, Tanzania and Mozambique) (Figure 11). The broader agribusiness sector is 
estimated to account for close to half of GDP of the region.  

• While SSA would only meet 25% of its food needs by 2030 under current agricultural 
productivity rates (Global Harvest Initiative 2013), SSA demand for food is expected 
to grow significantly in the future for several reasons. First, its population is increasing 
faster than in any other region (projected at 2 billion in 2050). Second, the income of 
its population is expected to significantly increase (average GDP per capita forecast to 
increase by around 30% between 2010 and 2030, by 80% between 2030 and 2050) 
and, third, SSA is experiencing the highest rate of urbanisation in the world (urban 
food markets set to quadruple and the food and beverage markets to reach US$ 1 
trillion by 2030).   

• In a global context, SSA is the only region which has failed to improve agricultural 
productivity (Figure 12), due to various reasons including under-investment, poor 
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infrastructure, insecure land tenure, unfavourable price policies and weak institutions. 
For instance, while overall GDP grew at over 6% annually between 2001 and 2008, 
agricultural GDP grew at 3.4% (Deutsche Bank Research 2014). 

 

	
Figure	12:	Total	factor	productivity	in	agriculture,	with	Sub-Saharan	Africa	(SAA)	lagging	behind	the	rest	of	the	world	
(Deutsche	Bank	Research	2014).	

	
• SSA is already a major producer of several agricultural commodities. For instance, 

Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana and Nigeria account for 64% of global cocoa production, while 
Sudan, Chad and Nigeria share a very high share of the world production of gum 
Arabic (Deutsche Bank Research 2014). In terms of exports, South Africa and Côte 
d’Ivoire top the list with around US$ 6 billion, followed by Kenya, Ghana and 
Ethiopia. Several SSA countries have shares of agricultural exports in total good 
exports which are among the highest in the world: Ethiopia (91%), Uganda (55%) and 
Côte d’Ivoire (53%). 

• Yet, in 2011, SSA imported US$ 43 billion worth of agricultural commodities while 
exporting only US$ 34 billion worth, with obvious consequences in terms of ability to 
generate foreign exchange and vulnerability to global prices (Figure 13).  

• The potential for agricultural expansion in SAA is perceived as remarkable towards 
fulfilling increasing global food demand: SAA holds vast amounts of uncultivated land 
(close to half of global availability) (Figures 14, 15 and 16), untapped water resources 
and large scope for improvements in inputs to increase yields. Although renewable 
water resources are unevenly distributed within SSA (most in Central Africa), SSA 
hosts 13 major transboundary water basins with only about 3% of its renewable water 
resources used for irrigation (world average: 5%; World Bank 2013). Irrigation 
presently covers around 9 million hectares (mostly in Sudan, South Africa and 
Madagascar) of the 200 million hectares of cultivated land in SSA, less than 5% (by 
far the lowest in the world, compared with 44% in Asia; World Bank 2013).  
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Figure	13:	Agricultural	exports	and	imports	of	several	SSA	countries	(Deutsche	Bank	Research	2014). 

 

	
Figure	14:	SAA	leads	the	world	in	terms	of	availability	of	uncultivated	arable	land	(Deutsche	Bank	Research	2014). 

	
Figure	15:	Cultivated	and	available	land	in	various	SSA	countries	(Deutsche	Bank	Research	2014). 
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Figure	16:	Agricultural	potential	in	SSA	countries	(Deutsche	Bank	Research	2014). 

 
 

• In most of SSA, the size of the agribusiness sector is relatively small compared to that 
of farming. The ratio of value added in agribusiness to that of farming is typically 0.6 
for SSA countries, compared to 13 in the USA (World Bank 2013). Although many 
SSA economies have undergone structural change with a decline of agriculture’s share 
of GDP, this has not been accompanied, in most cases, by the emergence of a 
diversified manufacturing sector. While the service sector expanded rapidly, the major 
part of the (relatively modest) increase in industry’s share of manufacturing was 
accounted for by the extractive industries. Many least developed and landlocked 
countries continue to depend on the export of agricultural commodities with very little 
or no processing involved. However, some countries have succeeded in reaching an 
export share of at least 30% for processed agricultural products, including South 
Africa, Kenya, Tanzania and Ghana in descending order of level of processing 
(Deutsche Bank Research 2014).  

• Given the predominance of small farms and their efficiency when taking all inputs into 
account, developing smallholder agriculture is perceived to be the key, including in 
terms of crop-livestock integration where mixed farming systems exist (McIntire et 
al., 2012). Partnerships between agribusiness companies and smallholders are 
flourishing in many regions.  

• Yet, unlocking SSA’s agricultural potential also requires governments’ commitment 
and investments, closing the infrastructure gap, facilitating trade and improving 
financing as well as skills and technology (Webber and Labaste 2010).  
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Natural	capital	challenges	facing	the	agricultural	sector	
 
Dependencies and impacts on natural capital varies according to the crop or livestock assessed 
(e.g., Figures 17 and 18 for the value chains of fresh pork and barley used to make beer). 
Though there is no comprehensive assessment of the dependencies and impacts (and associated 
costs/benefits) of all agricultural products to date, especially in SSA, research is being actively 
carried out worldwide to address some of the knowledge gaps (TEEB 2015).  
 

	
Figure	17:	Indicative	materiality	matrix	for	the	value	chain	of	fresh	pork	(Natural	Capital	Coalition	2016b). 

 
Would the forecasted SAA agricultural expansion and intensification scenarios or previsions 
materialise, the use of various provisioning services (soils, freshwater, genetic resources) and 
selected regulation services (pollination services) would become even more prominent for 
many African populations. This would lead to significant ecosystem changes at the scale of 
landscapes or entire regions. 
 

	
Figure	18:	 Indicative	materiality	matrix	 for	 the	value	chain	of	barley	used	 to	produce	beer	 (Natural	Capital	Coalition	
2016b). 

 



	

The	private	sector	and	renewable	natural	capital	in	the	GDSA	 42	

Indeed, depending on individual farm management practices and catchment level natural 
resource governance, agriculture could generate a lot of “ecosystem dis-services to other users, 
including loss of wildlife habitat, nutrient runoff, sedimentation of water systems, greenhouse 
gas emissions, and pesticide poisoning of humans and non-target species” (Power 2010). The 
trade-offs that may occur between provisioning services, other ecosystem services and 
associated disservices needs to be evaluated in terms of spatial scale, temporal scale and 
reversibility (Figure 19).  
 
For instance, the industrialisation of crop farming throughout South Africa makes it the 
exception to the norm in SSA in terms of productivity, output growth and value-added creation. 
Yet, at the same time, the cumulative impacts of winemaking, crop and livestock farming have 
led to large scale endemic lowland vegetation loss in the Western Cape (i.e. several highly 
endangered ecosystems and species), while sugar farming and commercial tree plantations are 
responsible for the loss of most of the biodiversity values in the Kwazulu-Natal province 
(Cadman et al., 2010). Such trends are not limited to industrial agricultural practices however. 
For example, dense small-holder, subsistence farming activities are responsible, to a large 
extent, for much of the biodiversity loss of many regions in Rwanda (e.g., Houdet et al., 2016) 
while livestock fencing for biosecurity (disease control) is progressively has caused the loss of 
most of the migration-dependent mammal populations in Southern Africa (e.g., Ferguson and 
Hanks 2010; 2012; Mbaiwa and Mbaiwa 2006).  
 

	
Figure	19:	Impacts	of	farm	management	and	landscape	management	on	the	flow	of	ecosystem	services	and	dis-services	to	
and	from	agroecosystems	(Power	2010).	

	

What	are	sustainable	agricultural	practices	for	SSA?		
 
Addressing natural capital challenges in agricultural practices should involve three primary 
areas of focus (e.g., SUSTAIN-Africa initiative)36: 

• Landscape/watershed level governance of natural capital and ecosystem services; 

																																																								
36 Accessed January 25, 2017 at URL: https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/content/documents/iucn_-_sustain_africa_-_web_2.pdf  
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• Farm-level environmental management practices; 
• International trade/cooperation between key stakeholders (e.g., investors, cooperatives, 

farmers, input suppliers, processors/packagers, retailers, transport companies, trade 
regulators). 

 
At the landscape/watershed level, the primary tool guiding the governance of natural capital is 
the impact mitigation hierarchy, which would apply mainly for farm expansion or agriculture-
driven land use change; typically as part of environmental impact assessment as per the 
country’s legislation. Yet, there is no evidence of no-net-loss approaches in agriculture in SSA 
to date (e.g., Aiama et al., 2015; Madsen et al., 2010) so that agricultural expansion will likely 
remain the primary driver of biodiversity loss in the region in the short to medium term 
(Alkemade et al., 2013; MA 2005; Perrings and Halkos 2015). 
 
At the farm level and associated trade/cooperation level, many regulations would apply to 
different commodities and countries, controlling how farming activities can take place (e.g., 
water abstraction rules, pesticide and herbicide regulations, etc.) and where food products can 
be sold. In this context, voluntary standards may be used to formalise relationships between 
local farmers and agribusiness. As argued by KPMG (2012), certification and eco-labelling can 
be used to demonstrate preferable products, services or companies based on environmental, 
social, health and safety standards, criteria or other performance metrics. Such schemes can be 
used in a national (e.g., Roobois Sustainability Standards in South Africa; Pretorius et al., 2011) 
or international context (Table 4).  KPMG (2012) further explains that such schemes can be 
classified according to their governance system: 

• Labels or frameworks that are government-sponsored;  
• Labels awarded by impartial third parties, which can be voluntary;  
• Labels showing that particular industry standards have been met, either through self-

declaration or through third party verification  
• Labels that use quantified data on a product, under pre-set criteria set by a qualified 

third party and then verified by either that or another qualified third party agricultural 
standards. 

 
While each scheme has its own environmental principles and goals so that no similar 
environmental outcomes can be expected from all schemes (e.g., major differences in 
environmental criteria between various forest certification schemes; Gulbrandsen 2010), a 
recent 2011 UNEP – WCMC study of environmental standards found that: 

• Where standards include similar biodiversity components, there are large differences in 
the depth in which issues are covered and with respect to the measures adopted to 
safeguard them; these differences being compounded by disparities in the language 
used (e.g., for definition by biodiversity value or component is covered).  

• All analysed standards mention the protection of habitats, with 94% also giving 
consideration to habitat loss and/or restoration. Yet, none of the 12 agriculture standards 
analysed explicitly seek to prevent habitat loss, rather they include lesser requirements 
to limit and mitigate loss.  

• Most of the reviewed standards (86%) recognise protected areas and a few provide 
detailed guidance on how to operate near or inside protected areas. A small number 
prohibit operating within protected areas, but most rely on legislation or in situ 
management processes to define appropriate responses 

• Protection measures for species are included in 94% of standards sampled. Measures to 
protect or manage threatened species are included in 86% of standards. There are 
references to both sustainable use (of species) and to invasive species in the majority 
of standards, with the exception of (most) agriculture standards.  
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• Despite several well established definitions and prioritisations of important biodiversity 
outside protected areas, the concept of priority conservation areas is incorporated in 
fewer than half of the standards.  

 
In other words, most agricultural standards include measures that partially address direct and 
indirect impacts on biodiversity and ecosystem services (e.g., pollution management, water 
efficiency, protection of remaining natural habitats on farms; e.g., Green Choice Partnership37 
initiatives in South Africa). Though none fully implements the impact mitigation hierarchy yet, 
Aiama et al., (2015) argue that there is much potential to integrate no-net-loss (and net positive 
impact) approaches in agricultural/forestry standards, notably by building on: 

• The High Conservation Value (HCV) approach which is integrated in some agriculture 
and most forestry standards (Table 5);  

• Consumer Goods Forum38 (CGF)’s pledge to achieve ‘zero net deforestation’ in their 
commodity supply chains by 2020, including for palm oil, soy, beef, paper and pulp. 

 
 
Table	4:	Indicative	list	of	agriculture	environmental	standards	(UNEP	–	WCMC,	2011).	

Organization Year of Reviewed 
Standard 

Standard/Scheme 

Sustainable Agriculture Network (SAN) 2010 Sustainable Agriculture 
Standard 

International Federation for the Organic Agricultural 
Movement (IFOAM) 

2005 The IFOAM Norms 

Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) 2007 RSPO Principles and Criteria for 
Sustainable Palm Oil Production 

Roundtable on Sustainable Biofuels (RSB) 2009 RSB Principles and Criteria for 
Sustainable Biofuel Production 

Bonsucro 2010 Better Sugar Cane Initiative 
Production Standard 

The Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) 
Association 

2010 RTRS Standard for Responsible 
Soy Production 

4C Association 2009 The 4C Code of Conduct 
Fairtrade Labelling Organizations International 2009 Generic Fairtrade Standards 
UTZ CERTIFIED 2009/2010 UTZ CERTIFIED Code of 

Conduct 
The Better Cotton Initiative (BCI) 2009 BCI Production Principles and 

Criteria 
Smithsonian Migratory Bird Center (SMBC) 2002 SMBC Bird Friendly Criteria 
GLOBAL Good Agricultural Practices 
(GLOBALG.A.P.) 

2007 GLOBALG.A.P. Control Points 
and Compliance Criteria 

 
 
	 	

																																																								
37 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  http://biodiversityadvisor.sanbi.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/GreenChoice_brochure-
2011_low-res.pdf  
38 The Consumer Goods Forum is a global industry network that is driven by its members: some 400 retailers, manufacturers, service 
providers, and other stakeholders across 70 countries. Its member companies have combined sales of EUR 3.5 trillion. Its retailer and 
manufacturer members directly employ nearly 10 million people with a further 90 million related jobs estimated along the value chain. 
Accessed on January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.theconsumergoodsforum.com/     
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Table	5:	High Conservation Value (HCV)	approach	in	selected	commodity	certification	standards.39	

Certification Standard Explicit use of “HCV” Supporting Principles 
Forest Stewardship Council 
(FSC) 

• Principle 9 High 
Conservation Values 

• Principle 3 Indigenous 
Peoples’ Rights 

• Principle 4 Community 
Relations 

• Principle 6 
Environmental values and 
impacts 

Roundtable for Responsible Palm 
Oil (RSPO) 

• Principle 5 
Environmental 
responsibility and 
conservation of natural 
resources and 
biodiversity 

• Principle 7 Responsible 
development of new 
plantings (respecting 
local people’s land and 
conserving primary forest 
and peat lands) 

• Principle 1 Commitment 
to transparency 

• Principle 2 Just land 
acquisition 

• Principle 6 Responsible 
consideration of 
employees and of 
individuals and 
communities affected by 
growers and mills 

Bonsucro (sugar) • Principle 4 Actively 
manage biodiversity and 
ecosystem services 

• Principle 5 Continuously 
improve key areas of 
biodiversity 

• Principle 1 Obey the law 
• Principle 3 Manage 

input, production and 
processing efficiencies to 
enhance sustainability 

Roundtable for Responsible Soy 
(RTRS) 

• Principle 4 
Environmental 
responsibility 

• Principle 3 Responsible 
community relations 

• Principle 5 Good 
agricultural practices 

 

																																																								
39 Adapted from Aiama et al. (2015) and High Conservation Value Resource Network (HCVRN): https://www.hcvnetwork.org/ 
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Fisheries	in	SSA 
 

Socio-economic	importance	and	development	potential		
 
According to the FAO (2012), total fish supply in Africa in 2011 was 9 million tonnes made 
up of 84 percent capture fisheries and 16 percent aquaculture. Seven countries account for 59 
percent of Sub-Saharan Africa’s production food fish: in order of importance, South Africa, 
Nigeria, Senegal, Namibia, Ghana, Tanzania, and Uganda. 
 
After Asia, Africa is the second largest producer of fish from inland waters (2.6 million tonnes 
per year), with fishing activities in Lake Victoria alone producing 1 million tonnes per year 
(Kolding et al., 2014). Yet, the production of inland capture fisheries is thought to be 
considerably underestimated (Kolding et al., 2016). Based on the total area of freshwater 
resources (lakes, rivers, reservoirs, floodplains and swamps) on the continent of around 1.3 
million km2 and an average annual production of fish of around 150 kg/ha, Kolding et al., 
(2016) argue that inland capture fisheries should be around 20 million tonnes per year. Table 
6 summarises 2009 marine, inland and aquaculture production data for selected African 
countries while Figure 20 shows the relative small share (less than 50%) of aquaculture 
production of SSA in Africa’s total aquaculture production. 
 
Table	6:	Marine,	inland	and	aquaculture	production	(2009)	in	selected	countries	in	Africa	(tonnes)	(Kolding	et	al.,	2016;	
based	on	FAO	2010).	

Country Marine production Inland production Aquaculture 
production 

Total production 

Egypt 121,362 263,847 919,585 1,304,794 
Nigeria 323,599 293,382 200,535 817,516 
South Africa 623,020 900 3,133 627,053 
Uganda 0 413,805 95,000 508,805 
Senegal 375,414 34,164 78 409,656 
Namibia 367,200 2,800 545 370,545 
Ghana 261,205 90,000 10,200 361,405 
Tanzania 49,438 293,043 454 342,935 
Mauritania 261,238 15,000 Not Applicable 276,238 
Kenya 8,264 134,847 12,154 155,265 
Mali 0 100,000 2,083 102,083 
Malawi 0 98,299 3,163 101,462 
Sudan 5,700 66,000 2,200 73,900 
Chad 0 40,000 Not Applicable 40,000 
Somalia 29,800 200 Not Applicable 30,000 
Niger 0 29,884 70 29,954 
Ethiopia 0 18,058 25 18,083 
Burkina Faso 0 14,520 300 14,820 
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Figure	20:	Aquaculture	production	in	Africa	(tonnes)	by	year	(Gordon	et	al.,	2013).	

	
The overall contribution of the fisheries sector to GDP in Africa has been estimated at 1.26 
percent (de Graaf and Garibaldi 2014), with large regional differences. While Ghana’s fisheries 
contribute around 8 percent of GDP, the GDP contribution of Namibia’s fisheries stands at 3 
percent (World Bank 2012). There are around 6.1 million fishers and 0.9 million aquaculture 
workers in Africa (de Graaf and Garibaldi 2014). In addition, about 5.2 million people work in 
the post-harvest sector, meaning total employment in the fisheries sector is some 12.3 million 
people. When dependents are also considered, some 50 million people depend upon fisheries 
for their livelihood. However, most small-scale fishers in Africa, and particularly in dryland 
areas, usually combine fishing with other activities such as farming or animal husbandry 
(Kolding et al., 2016). Africa showed the highest annual increase (5.9 percent) in the number 
of people engaged in fish farming in the period 2000 to 2010 (FAO 2012), although the actual 
success in increased production remains uncertain.  
 
Inland fisheries in SSA have some specificities: 

• There are very productive fisheries all targeting small fish species, weighing between 
one and a few grams. For instance, the “Kapenta” (Limnothrissa miodon and 
Stolothrissa tanganicae) fishery in lakes Tanganyika, Kariba, Cahora Bassa and Kivu 
is the most important one in these lakes (Kolding et al., 2016). 

• Small water bodies often play an important role in fish production. In Southern Africa, 
about 20,000 small water bodies have been identified, covering a total area of 25 million 
hectares. With a conservative estimate of an average annual fish production of 50 kg/ha, 
this area alone would produce around 1.25 million tonnes of fish (though their use by 
livestock can impact water quality and hence fish productivity). 

• Inter-annual lake level changes occur throughout most of inland freshwater systems 
(especially in drier areas). This directly affects the variation and resilience of fish stocks 
(Jul-Larsen et al., 2003). On a shorter time scale, the intra-annual lake level fluctuations 
represent seasonality in productivity. Long-term trends and fluctuations (including 
complete resetting of systems) act on the composition and structure of whole fish 
communities. 

 
Table 7 shows the amounts of fish exports and imports in selected African countries in 2013, 
with Namibia as the only GDSA country acting as a major net fish exporter. Intra-regional 
trade represents an important component of imports (ranging from 23 to 38 percent of import 
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value, between 1998 and 2008; Kolding et al., 2016). For example, from 2008 to 2010, 45 
percent of the fish (by value) imported into the Central African region came from the West 
African region (FAO 2010). Yet, this trade is likely even more important than the official data 
indicate, since much of it is informal, taking place despite poor infrastructure and services and 
often escaping public scrutiny and records.  
 
Relative to the predicted world average of 1.5 percent during 1997–2020, predictions  of annual 
SSA production supply growth rates from both capture fisheries (2 percent) and aquaculture 
(5.8 percent) are more positive (Gordon et al., 2013). Nevertheless, in the future, SSA is likely 
to be increasingly reliant on imports and on aquaculture for its fish supplies, as there is only 
limited scope for increasing fish supply from its inland or marine capture fisheries. According 
to FAO (2009), 80 percent of the 523 world fish stocks for which assessment data are available 
are reported as fully exploited or overexploited, including important southern African marine 
fisheries such as hake, pilchard, and horse mackerel. 
 
Table	7:	The	amount	(tonnes)	and	value	(US$	1,000)	of	fish	exports	and	imports	from	selected	African	countries	(Kolding	
et	al.,	2016).	

 Exports Imports 
Country Tonnes US$ 1,000 Tonnes US$ 1,000 
Nigeria 86,119* 283,390 885,043* 1,213,562 
Ghana 21,846 53,752* 356,097 373,034 
Cameroon 2,605* 1,758* 170,521* 220,415* 
South Africa 135,079 517,873 138,975 364,991 
Angola 3,220* 17,304* 100,553* 290,092 
Benin 481 376 85,932 39,189 
Burkina Faso 2,160 650 63,705 10,702 
Morocco 529,409 1,817,852 53,427 161,979 
Mozambique 9,463 43,431 45,671 94,393 
Zambia 1,078 860 35,740 55,167 
Namibia 404,498 784,565 24,341 46,184 
Mali 389* 155* 21,942 13,210* 
Gabon 538* 2,017* 18,749 40,715* 
Zimbabwe 3,258 8,790 18,689 30,658 
Kenya 11,710 39,044 15,850 15,535 
Equatorial Guinea 24* 46* 12,092* 29,384* 
Tanzania 36,113 80,967 9,287 5,894 
Senegal 149,917 288,730 8,913 19,283 
Liberia 98* 541* 6,828* 7,414* 
Central African Republic 0 0 4,954 2,609 
Niger 1,282 1,123 4,856 2,277 
Botswana 254 523 4,450 11,709 
Mauritania 261,949 353,003 3,142 958 
Sudan 202* 422* 3,043* 7,572* 
Burundi 158 320 3,015 2,478 
Somalia 1,256* 1,083* 2,004* 11,489* 
Malawi 23 254 1,925 2,241 
Guinea 9,645 8,036 1,916 2,515 
Sierra Leone 5,420* 10,812* 1,371* 3,390* 
Ethiopia 798 406 1,237 3,836 
Uganda 20,835 125,590 1,036 2,408 
Chad 66* 53* 729* 1,173* 
Guinea-Bissau 4,579* 3,102* 562* 1,266* 
Eritrea 4* 115* 28* 137* 
Total 1,704,476 4,446,943 2,106,623 3,087,859 

*FAO estimate, updated 2016. Available at: http://www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/software/fishstatj/en  
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According to Gordon et al., (2013), aquaculture is likely to expand in Africa, though it is 
uncertain, so far, that this expansion would meet substantial supply shortfalls. Expanding 
aquaculture output to 2.5 million metric tons by 2030, contributing 50 percent of the expected 
supply gap to meet population needs, would require an annual average growth rate of around 
14 percent across the region. There are a number of widely recognized bottlenecks (lack of 
market infrastructure, investments in feed and seed supply, technical capacity) which 
undermine the development of aquaculture and the marketing of its products, particularly for 
the small-scale/informal sector (Gordon et al., 2013). Nonetheless, the provision of middle- or 
higher-market products could become a critical role played by aquaculture. 
 

Natural	capital	challenges	facing	SSA	fisheries	
 

Marine	ecosystems		
 
Impacts from fisheries (including aquaculture) on marine ecosystems have been extensively 
described and reviewed (Garcia et al., 2003): 

• Capture fisheries impact target resources, reducing their abundance, spawning potential 
and, possibly, population parameters (growth, maturation, etc.). They modify age and 
size structure, sex ratio, genetics and species composition of the target resources, as 
well as of their associated and dependent species.  

• When poorly controlled, fisheries develop excessive fishing capacity, leading to 
overfishing which often transforms originally stable, mature and efficient ecosystems 
into immature and stressed ones. For instance, by targeting and reducing the abundance 
of high-value predators, fisheries deeply modify the trophic chain and the flows of 
biomass (and energy) across the ecosystem (e.g., Pauly, 1979).  

• Fishing can also alter habitats, most notably by destroying and disturbing bottom 
topography and the associated habitats (e.g., seagrass and algal beds, coral reefs) and 
benthic communities (e.g., Sink et al., 2012).  

• Fishing may also affect ecological processes at very large scale. The overall impact has 
been described as comparable, in aquatic systems, to that of agriculture on land in terms 
of the proportion of the system's primary productivity harvested by humans (Pauly and 
Christensen 1995).  

• The alteration of the habitat by can have significant and long-lasting effects, e.g., 
destructive fishing techniques using dynamite or cyanides or inadequate fishing 
practices (e.g., trawling in the wrong habitat) (Garcia et al., 2003). 

• Fishing generates bycatch and discards because most fishing activities are not selective 
enough to remove from the ocean only the desired targets. This leads to accidentally 
catching other species (bycatch), part of which has little or no use and will be dumped 
overboard (as discards) together with the offal from fish processing at sea. The effect 
is to increase availability of food to scavenger species (including sea birds) and, when 
concentrated over time, may cause local anoxia of the seabed environment.  

• Other fishing-related impacts include: pollution from fish processing plants; use of 
ozone-depleting refrigerants; dumping at sea of plastic debris that can entangle marine 
animals or be swallowed by turtles; loss of fishing gear, possibly leading to ghost 
fishing; lack of selectivity, affecting associated and dependent species, resulting in 
wasteful discarding practices, juvenile mortality, added threat to endangered species, 
etc.  
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• Last but not least, poorly-managed large-scale marine aquaculture can damage coastal 
wetlands and nearshore ecosystems, often used as nurseries by key capture fishery 
resources, and contribute to ecosystem contamination with food residues, waste, 
antibiotics, hormones, diseases and alien species (Garcia et al., 2003). 

 
Most of these types of impacts occur throughout much of the marine ecosystems of SSA, 
affecting fish stocks and their associated ecosystems as illustrated by the level of depletion of 
commercial linefish resources in South Africa (Figure 21). 
 

	
Figure	21:	The	status	of	commercial	linefish	in	
South	Africa	(McCord	and	Zweig	2011). 

 
In addition to the depletion of 
marine resources, a major concern 
in SSA is the ever-presence of 
illegal, unreported and unregulated 
(IUU) fishing, which, among 
various externalities, generates 
conflicts with artisanal coastal 
fishers. It was estimated to be 
valued at 16 percent of current total 
SSA catch value in 2005, 
amounting to about US$0.9 billion 
(MRAG 2005). In 2016, Western 
Africa was considered to be at the 
epicentre of IUU activity (Daniels 
et al., 2016), with IUU fishing 
accounting for between one third 
and half of the total regional catch 
in 2014. For instance, Senegal lost 
around US$300 million in 2012 due 
to IUU fishing, which is equivalent 
to 2% of gross domestic product 
(GDP). 

 

Inland	water	ecosystem	systems	
 
Impacts on ecosystems from unsustainable fishing practices in freshwater lakes and other water 
bodies are similar to a large extent to those from unsustainable marine fishing practices (e.g., 
overfishing, destruction of habitats, pollution, etc.; Garcia et al., 2003). However, besides being 
particularly vulnerable to human activities in catchment areas (e.g., soil erosion, wastewater, 
eutrophication, etc.), freshwater systems are subject to two specific types of impact linked (at 
least partially) to inland fishing and aquaculture: 

• The voluntary or unintentional introduction of exotic invasive species, such as exotic 
commercial fish species, and their impacts on the biodiversity of receiving ecosystems 
(e.g., local extinction of smaller fish species in South Africa river systems; Ellender 
and Weyl 2014) ; 

• The modification of freshwater habitats for various human purposes (e.g., large and 
small dams, bridges), including for fishing purposes, which can transform entire 
freshwater ecosystems (e.g., Berkamp et al., 2000).  
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What	are	sustainable	fisheries	practices	for	SSA?		
 
According to Garcia et al., (2003), relevant fishery management objectives or strategies may 
include: 

• The reduction of fishing pressure to lower and biologically compatible levels, which 
may have significant costs in the short term and requires specific approaches well 
described in the conventional management literature, including rights-based 
approaches to fisheries management. 

• The rebuilding of depleted populations, which assumes reduction of overcapacity, 
rehabilitation of critical habitats and the setting up of well-designed network of no-take 
protected areas (e.g., Bohnsack et al., 2004; Hilborn et al., 2004; Murawski et al., 2000; 
Sanchirico et al., 2006). 

• The reduction of bycatch (and improvement of its survival) through gear and other 
regulations; 

• The protection of endangered species; 
• The maintenance of the connection with and quality of river flows, where relevant; 
• The introduction of artificial habitats, restocking and other enhancements; 
• The integration of fisheries in coastal area management plans.  

 
The above should apply both to target and non-target species and requires partnerships with 
fishers, fish traders, the gear development industry, the tourism industry (in relation to coastal 
development), the land-based chemical industry (for land-based pollution), the urban 
development managers (for sewage treatment and control), etc., possibly within some sort of 
integrated basin/coastal area management framework. Focusing on the fishing industry itself, 
beyond regulations on total allowable catch limits, size limits, prohibitions, input controls (e.g., 
gear restrictions, licenses, area and time closures) or other trade-related tools (e.g., bilateral 
agreements on access, IUU fishing control)40 (USAID 2013), there are several incentive-based, 
voluntary mechanisms promoting sustainable fisheries and aquaculture (Table 8), with very 
few examples in SSA countries (e.g., only the South African hake trawl fishery appears to be 
certified by the Marine Stewardship Council in SSA41). Besides, no fishery/aquaculture has 
fully implemented the impact mitigation hierarchy (Aiama et al., 2015; UNEP-WCMC 2011), 
with most measures and efforts focusing currently on impact avoidance, impact minimisation 
and/or restoration. 
 
 
	 	

																																																								
40 All of which are applied to varying extent in SSA countries, mostly for marine resources. 
41 Accessed on January 24, 2017 at URL: http://www.sadstia.co.za/sustainability/the-msc-certification/ ; 
https://www.msc.org/newsroom/news/sustainable-hake-fishery-brings-long-term-economic-and-environmental-benefits-to-south-africa  
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Table	8:	Sustainability	standards	in	fisheries	and	aquaculture	(UNEP	–	WCMC,	2011).	

Organization Year of Reviewed 
Standard 

Standard/Scheme 

Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) 2010 MSC Fishery Standard 
Principles and Criteria for 
Sustainable Fishing and MSC 
Fisheries Assessment 
Methodology and Guidance to 
Certification bodies 

Marine Aquarium Council (MAC) 2001 (i, ii, & iii) 
2008 (iv) 

International Performance 
Standards for the Marine 
Aquarium Trade on i) Core 
Collection, Fishing and Holding; 
ii) Core Ecosystem and Fishery 
Management; iii) Core 
Handling, Husbandry and 
Transport and; iv) Mariculture 
and Aquaculture Management 

Global Aquaculture Alliance 2009 (i, ii, iii, iv) 
2008 (v)  

Best Aquaculture Practices 
Standards on: i) Shrimp farms; 
ii) Shrimp hatcheries; iii) 
Tilapia; iv) Channel catfish and 
v) Seafood processing plants 

Aquaculture Dialogue 2010 (i, ii) 
2009 (iii, iv) 

Aquaculture Dialogue Standards 
on i) Bivalve; ii) Pangasius; iii) 
Trout and iv) Tilapia 

GLOBAL Good Aquaculture Practices 
(GLOBALG.A.P) 

2009 GLOBALG.A.P. Control Points 
and Compliance Criteria 
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Extractive	industries	in	Sub-Saharan	Africa 
 
Extractive industries42 in SSA can be divided into two main distinct sectors: large-scale, 
industrial mining operations and artisanal, small-scale mining.  
 

Socio-economic	importance	and	development	potential		
 

Large-scale,	industrial	mining	
 
The mining industry worldwide is undergoing unprecedented changes, including high volatility 
of commodity prices and rising exploration costs. The African continent produces more than 
60 metal and mineral products and hosts about 30% of the world’s total mineral reserves; and 
even a higher share of deposits of diamonds, vanadium, manganese, platinum, cobalt and gold 
(McKinsey 201043). Despite the significant amounts of mineral resources held by the continent 
(Figure 22), Africa’s production represents only about 8% of the global mineral production.  
 
According to Deloitte and Touche (2015), exploration activity is down across Africa, consistent 
with the general global trend. Non-ferrous exploration spending for 2014 is estimated to be 
approximately US$ 1.7 billion across the continent (Figure 23). This is down approximately 
28% from 2013 and down 50% from the peak spending year of 2012. New mining projects 
coming into full production by the end of 2018 across various commodities include (Deloitte 
and Touche, 2015): Nine copper mines, four gold mines, four diamond mines, three coal mines, 
three platinum mines, two uranium mines, one iron ore mine, one nickel mine, one zinc mine 
and one potash mine. These new mines make up a total of US$ 18 billion in investment across 
the continent. The total forward spending on these projects from 2015 to 2018 is expected to 
be approximately US$ 10.5 billion, with South Africa accounting for 29%, Democratic 
Republic of the Congo 23%, Mauritania 8%, Namibia 8%, Zimbabwe 8% and Zambia 7%. 
 
The relative low costs of extraction compared to other mining nations has led to an increased 
presence of multinational mining companies in Africa, including the world’s biggest 
companies (e.g., BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto, Anglo American and Xtrata) as well as the 
emergence of major Asian investors in mining. In particular, China and India have recently 
boosted their investments in the continent’s metals and minerals sector.  
 
However, most African mining products are exported as raw materials, which reflects the low 
level of industrialization of the continent’s mining sector (AfDB 2012 44 ). Accelerated 
structural transformation could benefit from mineral processing and value-added 
manufacturing linked to the mining sector. However, this would require improved 
infrastructure (e.g., transport routes) and attracting technology and skills from mature markets 
in order to improve the quality of mineral products.  

																																																								
42 The oil and gas sector is excluded from this analysis. 
43 Accessed on January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.mckinsey.com/global-themes/middle-east-and-africa/africas-path-to-growth-sector-by-
sector 
44 Accessed on January 25, 2017 at URL: https://www.afdb.org/en/blogs/afdb-championing-inclusive-growth-across-africa/post/mining-
industry-prospects-in-africa-10177/  
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Figure	22: Eleven African countries are among the top 10 global resource countries in at least one major mineral (McKinsey 
2010)45 

 
 

	
Figure	23:	Exploration	spend	‘market	share’	among	the	top	14	countries	/	14%	of	total	spend	(Deloitte	and	Touche,	2015). 

 
 

																																																								
45 Accessed on January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.mckinsey.com/global-themes/middle-east-and-africa/africas-path-to-growth-sector-by-
sector  
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Artisanal	and	Small-scale	Mining	(ASM)	
 
ASM (Hentschel et al., 2002) refers to informal mining activities carried out by individuals, 
groups or communities using low technology or with minimal machinery. ASM can also be 
defined as low-tech, labour-intensive mineral extraction and processing (Hilson and Hilson 
2015). ASM is practiced in close to 80 developing countries in Africa, Asia, Oceania, and 
Central and South America, often in remote, unregulated and environmentally sensitive areas. 
Estimates of ASM’s contribution to socio-economic development remains highly speculative 
due to a combination of factors: its informal nature, lack of official statistics, use of seasonal 
or occasional workers and a relative lack of systematic and comprehensive studies. According 
to the World Bank46, there are approximately 100 million artisanal miners globally. ASM 
accounts for 80% of global sapphire, 20% of gold mining and up to 20% of diamond mining.  
 
Thamani Trust (2015) estimates that ASM accounts for about 18% of Africa’s gold and over 
80% of Africa’s gemstones (excluding diamonds). Nearly 4 million Africans are directly 
engaged in the sector, while 30 million people indirectly depend on ASM for their livelihoods. 
ASM in Africa has a huge female workforce, estimated at between 40-50%. By one estimate, 
ASM is involved in the extraction of up to 40 different minerals in Africa (D’Sourza 2005). In 
Kenya, Uganda and Rwanda, these include but are not limited to: Tsavorite, Ruby, Tourmaline, 
Saphire,  rare earth metals, soda ash, gemstones, manganese ore, fluorspar, diatomite, titanium, 
zircon, chromite, niobium, silica sand Bismuth, Columbite–Tantalite, Copper, Clay, Glass 
sands, Gold, Limestone Marble, Mica, Phosphates, Uranium, Iron Ore, Tin, Salt and 
Vermiculite.  
 
Globally, there is a general agreement that ASM is driven by ‘push’ (e.g., high incidents of 
poverty, civil conflicts, natural disasters and economic crises) and ‘pull’ factors (e.g., potential 
for high earnings in the sector or the ‘gold-rush’ mentality).  According to Dore et al., (2006), 
Hinton et al., (2011) and Villegas et al., (2012) economic motivation is a key factor in ASM: 

• Access to immediate cash, which is often difficult to acquire in rural or subsistence 
farming areas; 

• Source of potential relief during difficult circumstances in fragile societies which have 
undergone or are undergoing deepening poverty, natural disasters, economic transition 
or collapse, or civil conflict or post-conflict reconstruction (e.g., Liberia and Rwanda); 

• Relatively high income opportunities to unskilled or illiterate individuals; 
• Food or other basic provisions in exchange for mining products; and,  
• Emancipation from traditional hierarchies and social structures. 

 
Proponents of ASM argue that it provides or has the potential to provide jobs in remote and 
marginalized areas, contribute to livelihood diversification by assisting rural households in 
building more dynamic and resilient livelihood strategies and portfolios, reduce rural-urban 
migration, and ultimately help to fight poverty. They also argue  that with formalization, 
legalization, technical assistance to increase productivity together with social protection and 
fair labour standards and efforts to model clean supply chains or fair trade minerals, ASM can 
be a form of sustainable socio-economic development and livelihoods resilience and 
diversification strategy47. 
 
However, even proponents of ASM readily concede that the benefits of ASM are typically 
overshadowed by questions around low productivity, environmental degradation (river 
																																																								
46 Accessed January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/extractiveindustries/brief/artisanal-and-small-scale-mining 
 
47 For example, the work of the World Bank on ASM: Accessed January 25, 2017 at URL: 
http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/extractiveindustries/brief/artisanal-and-small-scale-mining  
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siltation, localized soil degradation and destruction of vegetation, wildcat pitting) and public 
health safety, civil, resource and land conflicts, child labour, gender inequality, the spread of 
HIV/AIDS, lack of capital and fair markets and diminished post mining agricultural land use 
(D’Sourza 2005). Combined with the informality of small-scale mining from ASM, including 
the absence of appropriate legal frameworks, conflict over land-use and access, these are often 
seen as barriers to prevent ASM communities from achieving sustainable livelihoods (Villegas 
et al., 2012). 
 

Natural	capital	challenges	facing	the	mining	sector	
 
The impacts on biodiversity typically associated with mining vary significantly depending on 
the type of mining, the scale and extent of mining, the environmental management approach 
adopted, and the area and type of biodiversity being affected (DEA et al., 2013). Different 
types of mining include opencast, underground, and alluvial mining, each of which has very 
different levels of impact on biodiversity and ecosystem services. Additionally, each stage of 
the mining project can have adverse effects on the environment and biodiversity, from 
exploration, exploitation to closure. Indeed, there may be long-term or latent impacts after mine 
closure (e.g., decanting of acid mine water decades after closure in Gauteng, South Africa; 
McCarthy 2010).  
 
As for any development activity, mining activities have direct, indirect 48 , induced49  and 
cumulative50 impacts, which typically lead to:  

• The loss and/or degradation or conversion of land, marine (e.g., seabed diamond mining 
in Namibia) and other aquatic habitats, with the resulting loss of species, in the short to 
medium term or permanently;  

• Significant alteration of ecological processes, sometimes irreversibly (e.g., the 
breaching of aquitards14, changes in the water table, disruption of species movement 
patterns, disruption of the local hydrological cycle and permanent alteration of flow);  

• Pollution (including noise and light pollution) and migration of pollutants in air, soils, 
surface water, groundwater or the ocean; 

• Introduction of invasive alien species; 
• Changes in demand for, or consumption of, natural resources (either directly or through 

indirect or induced changes as a consequence of mining activities). 
 
The mining industry does not have an impressive environmental record in SSA countries (e.g., 
McCarthy 2010; Mapani and Kribek 2012). For instance, there are thousands of derelict mines 
in South Africa with no closure certificate (Van Zyl et al., 2012). In Zambia, there is increasing 
metals and arsenic contamination in the Copperbelt (Mapani and Kribek 2012) while, in Ghana, 
the negative water, air and biodiversity impacts of industrial and artisanal gold mining in Ghana 
are receiving increasing stakeholder attention (Mensah et al., 2015; Opoku-Ware 2010). 
 
	 	

																																																								
48 Impacts which may occur beyond or downstream of the boundaries of the project site and/or after the project activity has ceased. 
49 Impacts that are not directly attributable to the project, but are anticipated to occur because of the presence of project (e.g., impacts of 
associated industries, establishment of residential settlements with increased pressure on biodiversity).  
50 Cumulative impacts are those impacts from the project combined with the impacts from past, existing and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects that would affect the same biodiversity or natural resources (e.g., a number of mines in the same catchment or ecosystem type 
collectively affected water quality or flow, or impacting the same local endemic species). 
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What	are	some	sustainable	mining	practices	for	SSA?		
 
There are several biodiversity-related voluntary guidelines in mining and associated industries 
(e.g., ICMM 2006). For instance, the Guidelines for Mainstreaming Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services in Extractive Industry were recently published for the Southern African 
Development Community (Bennun et al., 2015). Most of these guidelines are based on the 
impact mitigation hierarchy and all known biodiversity offset projects in SSA involve mining 
companies (BBOP 2009).  
 
For example, the South African Mining and Biodiversity Guidelines, published in 2013, were 
designed as “a practical, user-friendly manual for integrating biodiversity considerations into 
the planning processes and managing biodiversity during the operational phases of a mine, 
from exploration through to closure” (DEA et al., 2013). These guidelines are based on six 
complementary principles:  

• Applying the law (as a minimum);  
• Using the best available biodiversity information;  
• Engaging stakeholders thoroughly; 
• Using best practice environmental impact assessment to identify, assess and evaluate 

impacts on biodiversity; 
• Applying the mitigation hierarchy in planning any mining-related activities (from 

impact avoidance to offset measures) and developing robust environmental 
management programmes (EMP); and 

• Ensuring effective implementation of the EMP, including adaptive management. 
 
There are only a few voluntary standards with biodiversity components in mining. Among the 
two mining standards (i.e. the Responsible Jewellery Council and the Alliance for Responsible 
Mining, the second one dealing with ASM) reviewed by UNEP – WCMC (2011), none 
appropriately applies the impact mitigation hierarchy. Furthermore, Shene-Verdoorn and 
Ncube (2014) report significant levels of non-adherence to the principles of the South Africa 
Mining and Biodiversity Guidelines by environmental assessment practitioners, especially in 
grassland regions with conflicts between conservation NGOs and coal mining companies. In 
other words, while the mining sector (large scale, industrial mining only) is probably the most 
mature industry for biodiversity mainstreaming, there is significant room for improvement 
throughout SSA.  
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Consumer	goods	in	SSA	
 
Consumer or final goods can be classified into the three main categories:  

• Durable goods: Minimum of 1 or 2 year based on guarantee or warranty period (e.g., 
computers, fridges); 

• Non-durable goods: Purchased either for the immediate use or to keep for a relatively 
short span of time (e.g., foods, beverages, clothing); and  

• Services, which are intangible in nature (e.g., haircuts, insurance, landscaping).  
 
Consumer goods can be further classified according to the consumer's buying habits: 

• Convenience goods: This includes staple (basic necessities such as milk and sugar) and 
impulse (e.g., candies, ice creams, cold drinks; which are usually purchased without 
any prior planning) convenience consumer goods; 

• Shopping goods: Goods which take lot of time and proper planning before making 
purchase decision (e.g., televisions, home furnishing); 

• Specialty goods: Expensive in nature, these goods are purchased on the basis personal 
preference or desire (e.g., jewellery) and are often imported (e.g., cars); 

• Unsought goods: Always available in the market, these are purchased by very few 
consumers, often for very specific reasons (e.g., flood insurance, skis).  

 
The fast-moving consumer goods (FMCG) sector, also known as the consumer packaged goods 
(CPG) sector, is mainly characterised by companies that supply low-cost, in constant high-
demand products: i.e. food, beverages, personal hygiene and household cleaning utensils.  
 
 

Socio-economic	importance	and	development	potential		
 
When people begin earning money at the basic-needs level, they start buying and consuming 
goods and services. This means significant opportunities for FMCG manufacturers and 
retailers, as well as banks and telecommunications companies. Over the past couple of decades, 
many SSA consumers have moved from the destitute level of income (less than $1,000 a year) 
to the basic-needs ($1,000 to $5,000) or middle-income (up to $25,000) levels. According to 
KPMG (2016b), total household expenditure on FMCG goods reached almost US$ 240 billion 
in 2010 for a sample of 39 African countries. Household FMCG expenditure was highest in 
Nigeria (US$ 41.7 billion), followed by Egypt (US$ 27.6 billion), South Africa (US$ 23 
billion), Morocco (US$ 20.1 billion) and Ethiopia (US$ 19.2 billion). Other countries with 
fairly large FMCG markets in an African context include Kenya, DRC, Ghana, Ivory Coast 
and Tanzania. The enormous expansion of mobile telephony in Africa provides clear evidence 
of this phenomenon (GSMA 2016).  
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Figure	24:	Household	spend	by	category	in	Africa	in	2010	($bn)	(KPMG	2016b) 

As shown in Figure 24, household expenditures ($bn) are mostly on housing, foods, vehicles 
and transport. In terms of household FMCG spend, cereals, grains and wheat represented the 
largest share of household spending on FMCG products (Figure 25). Household expenditure 
on cereals, grains and wheat reached US$ 64.5 billion in 2010. This category was closely 
followed by vegetables & fruit (US$ 59.4 billion) and meat & fish (US$ 47.9 billion). Together, 
edibles accounted for roughly 86.1% of total household expenditure on FMCG goods in 2010 
(KPMG 2016b). 
 

	
Figure	25:	Percent	of	household	FMCG	spend	in	Africa	in	2010	(%	of	total)	(KPMG	2016b). 
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Figure	26:	Breakdown	of	Africa’s	population	by	income	bracket	(%)	(Source:	Global	Insight;	McKinsey	analysis).	Figures	
do	not	sum	to	100%	because	of	rounding	(KPMG	2016b). 

 
Consumers have low affordability levels in Africa. Figure 26 shows expected trends of the 
different population income brackets, highlighting the rise of the $1,000-5,000 income 
category. This evolution is significant for companies involved in selling consumer goods. As 
can be expected, household expenditure varies greatly according to the income group (Figure 
27), with the lowest income group relying overwhelmingly on FMCG and the higher income 
group showing much more diversified spending patterns (greater importance of transport and 
housing). A similar pattern can be found for household FMCG expenditure (Figure 27). For 
poorer households, the main food items represent larger shares of total expenditure (KPMG 
2016b). Cereals, grains and wheat accounted for 31% of total household spending in 2010 for 
the lower income group. Adding meat & fish and vegetables & fruit, this figure rises to 76%. 
However, as one moves higher up on the income ladder, it becomes evident that more was 
spent on dairy, alcoholic beverages, tobacco and personal care product categories (Figure 28). 
Interestingly, this trend does not seem to apply to the meat & fish product group, seeing as 
higher income households spend proportionately more on this product than lower income 
households (KPMG 2016b).  
 

	
Figure	27:	Household	spending	by	income	group	(%	of	total)	in	Africa	in	2010	(KPMG	2016b). 
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Figure	28:	Household	FMCG	spending	by	income	group	in	Africa	in	2010	(KPMG	2016b). 

 
A key growth driver of the 
FMCG market is population 
density. There are 53 urban 
agglomerations in Africa 
with a human population of 
more than one million. This 
number is expected to grow 
to 85 by 2025. Of these 
agglomerations, seven 
house more than five 
million people. These 
agglomerations, in 
decreasing order of 
population size, are Cairo, 
Lagos, Kinshasa, 
Johannesburg, Luanda, 
Khartoum, and Dar es 
Salaam. Figure 29 shows 
the growth trends of 
selected African cities, 
showing the massive 
expansion of Dar es Salaam, 

Kumasi and Nairobi (PWC 2016).  
 
Figure 30 shows the FMCG market size (3rd biggest is in South Africa) and growth rates (Ghana 
and Kenya are well placed) in selected Africa countries while Figure 31 shows the number of 
international FMCG firms in five major African economies. Yet, companies operating in this 
sector face a number of challenges, including weak infrastructure, low downstream industry 
effectiveness, lack of skills, unsupportive economic policy and business legislation (e.g., trade 
barriers, tariffs) (KPMG 2016b).  
 
For instance, poor roads and infrastructure can make delivering products to consumers a 
daunting task. This is especially the case for the FMCG products which have very short shelf 
lives, such as certain foods and dairy products. The firms selling them depend on local 
downstream domestic industries such as manufacturing, agro-processing and agriculture to 

Figure	29:	Growth	of	selected	African	cities	(millions)	(PWC	2016). 
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ultimately deliver quality products in high volume to the consumer. This is why 85 percent of 
the trade volumes in Africa are still made by the traditional mom-and-pop shops, open markets 
and umbrella vendors. But this is changing fast. Modern retail markets are common in South 
Africa and are booming in the main cities in the rest of the continent. For example, Ghana’s 
first world-class shopping centre, which opened in 2008, is located close to the Kotoka 
International Airport and near the Tema Motorway, which makes the mall accessible to 
neighbouring countries as well. Several other shopping centres have been launched in recent 
years and many new projects are at a relatively advanced stage in this country.  
 
 

	
Figure	30:	FMCG	market	opportunities	in	Africa	(KPMG	2016b). 

 

	
Figure	31:	Top	50	global	FMCG	firm	presence	in	2012	in	selected	African	countries	(KPMG	2016b). 
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Understanding, measuring and valuing the natural capital impacts and dependencies of 
consumer goods is complex. As argued by UNEP (2010), investigating the pressures on natural 
capital by different economic activities can be undertaken from three main perspectives:  

• An industrial production perspective: Which production processes contribute most to 
pressures and impacts? This perspective is relevant for informing producers and 
sustainability policies focusing on production. This approach is the one used for other 
sectors in section 3 of this report. 

• A material use perspective: Which materials have the greatest impacts across their life 
cycle? This perspective is relevant for material choices and sustainability policies 
focusing on materials and resources; 
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• A final consumption perspective: Which products and consumption categories have the 
greatest impacts across their life cycle? This perspective is relevant for informing 
consumers and sustainability policies focusing on products and consumption.  

 
This last approach is the one used here. It involves assessing the natural capital impacts and 
dependencies of consumer goods in Africa throughout their whole life-cycle, from extraction, 
production/transformation, transport, sale, use and end-of-life (e.g., see Figure 32 for foods). 
This can be a particularly complex exercise. Sometimes final goods are made of many different 
components and/or put together in different places throughout the worlds (e.g., cars). This 
means that a single product can be linked to the impacts and dependencies on natural capital 
of different sectors. For instance, peanut butter products can be linked to the impacts and 
dependencies on natural capital of various companies, including those involved in: 

• The production of various food commodities (e.g., palm oil),  
• The extraction and transformation/refining of various packaging materials (e.g., 

plastics, glass, papers, dyes);  
• The transport of goods (e.g., raw materials, final products); 
• The manufacturing of peanut butter itself; 
• The sale of peanut butter itself.  

 

	
Figure	32: The supply chain of foods according to General Mills51 

 
Figure 33 shows the impacts of Kering’s luxury products (e.g., clothing, jewellery, eyewear), 
many of which are sold to upper class Africans, which highlights that most of its impacts on 
natural capital are often at the level of raw material processing and production. This is the case 
for many products, including foods and mobile phones (e.g., impacts of mining various metals, 
such as coltan in the Democratic Republic of the Congo; Hayes and Burge, 2003).  
 
Given the current structure and trends in consumer goods in Africa, one can extrapolate that 
the majority of their natural capital impacts and dependencies are currently linked to the 
agribusiness sector. 

																																																								
51 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: http://blog.generalmills.com/2015/05/how-general-mills-is-advancing-a-sustainable-supply-
chain/ 
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Figure	33: Kering’s supply chain impacts52 

 

What	are	sustainability	opportunities	for	consumer	goods	in	Sub-Saharan	Africa?	
 
As previously discussed, consumers goods are very diverse and involve many different 
industrial, agricultural and/or service sectors. This means that multiple, complementary 
sustainability approaches are available, from production-based and commodity-based 
approaches (e.g., voluntary standards discussed for other sectors in other areas of this report) 
to consumer-based approaches. With respect to the latter, one needs to mention the 
Environmental Standard Reference (2014) developed by the Environmental Sustainability 
Compliance Programme (ESCP) of the Consumer Goods Council of South Africa (CGCSA). 
The ESCP Environmental Standard Reference can be either:  

• Voluntarily integrated by users into their environmental management or auditing 
systems; or  

• Used as a reference against which a business can compare their existing auditing 
frameworks through the GSCP Equivalence Process. 

 
The ESCP standard reference provides a model for continual improvement in environmental 
performance from basic compliance to leading-edge performance. This model is based on three 
levels:  

• Level 1 – Awareness and compliance management;  
• Level 2 – Proactive management and performance improvement; and  
• Level 3 – Leading practice. 

 
The environmental aspects covered by the ESCP standard reference are quite comprehensive 
and often follow the two first steps of the impact mitigation hierarchy (impact avoidance and 
minimisation). These include: Environmental Management System, energy use, transport and 
greenhouse gases, water use, wastewater effluent, emissions to air, waste management, Ozone 
Depleting Substances (ODS), pollution prevention, hazardous and potentially hazardous 
																																																								
52 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: http://www.kering.com/en/sustainability/results  
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substances, major incident prevention and management, contaminated land, soil and 
groundwater pollution prevention, land use and biodiversity, nuisances.  
 
In this context, life-cycle assessments (e.g., for cotton; PE International AG 2014), the primary 
tool for measuring the environmental impacts of products, are gaining momentum in SSA, as 
showcased by the 1st Southern African Life Cycle Assessment Colloquium which took place 
in Cape Town on the 7th – 8th of November 201653. This means more information is becoming 
available on the environmental impacts of various commodities produced in SSA.  
 
 
	 	

																																																								
53 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: 
http://ncpc.co.za/files/Presentations/Souther%20Africa%20Life%20Cycle/0_Abstracts_1st_SA_Colloquium_2016.pdf  
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The	financial	sector	in	SSA	
 
The financial sector is diverse in SSA. It encompasses a broad range of companies including 
banks, credit unions, credit card companies, insurance companies, accountancy companies, 
consumer-finance companies and investment funds. Here, we focus on banking and insurance. 
 

Socio-economic	importance	and	development	potential		
 

Banking		
 
Africa’s banking sector has grown rapidly in the last decade. SSA has become a substantial 
player in emerging-market banking, with total 2008 assets of US$669 billion. These compare 
favourably with those in other emerging markets, such as Russia with US$995 billion54. 
Financial reforms have largely enabled this growth, allowing swift consolidation that unlocked 
the sector’s potential. Indeed, bigger banks with better capabilities could drive down their costs, 
which allow them to penetrate a larger portion of the unbanked population and to ride on the 
back of rapid economic growth (Table 9). Banks from South Africa are especially active in 
gaining footholds outside their home market while new entrants are also gaining share in 
countries where governments are allowing private banks to enter 
 
Furthermore, the region has made improvements in banking technology and innovation (Table 
10), and in some cases, has leap-frogged ahead of other regions particularly in mobile banking 
(Nyantakyi and Sy 2015). Due to a relatively safe banking environment that has emerged from 
stronger financial regulations and improved overall governance, there has been tremendous 
progress in curbing systemic bank crises in the region. Since the mid-1990s, only a single 
systemic bank crisis (43 prior to that) has been registered on the continent relative to 47 for the 
rest of the world.  
 
Table	9:	Access	to	financial	institutions	(Nyantakyi	and	Sy	2015).	

Region/Sub-Region Share of the population with bank 
account 

Bank accounts per 1000 
adults 

Africa 24.7 450 
Sub-Saharan Africa 20.9 334.5 

North Africa 28.5 565.1 
East Africa 21.1 242.2 

West Africa 13.7 337.2 
West Africa without Nigeria 11.7 252.2 

Southern Africa 36.7 380.7 
Southern Africa without South Africa 34.9 380.7 

Latin America & Caribbean 33.7 635.2 
High Income: OECD 90.1 1456.2 
Low income group including Africa 19.2 546.8 
Low income group excluding Africa 21.1 584.8 

 
 
	 	

																																																								
54 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: http://africaiq.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/Africas-path-to-growth-Sector-by-sector.pdf  
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Table	10:	Innovation	in	the	banking	sector	(Nyantakyi	and	Sy	2015).	

Region/Sub-Region ATM per 100,000 
adults 

% of adults using 
mobile money 

% of adults using 
electronic 
payments 

Africa 15.4 7.7 3.4 
Sub-Saharan Africa 13.9 8.8 3.7 

North Africa 16.8 6.6 3.1 
East Africa 3.4 21.8 2.4 

West Africa 7.8 1.6 0.9 
West Africa without Nigeria 6.5 0.6 0.7 

Southern Africa 26.7 5.6 8.0 
Southern Africa without South Africa 22.5 5.7 7.4 

Latin America & Caribbean 43.2 1.4 5.8 
High Income: OECD 97.0 2.3 57.9 
Low income group including Africa 14.7 8.5 2.6 
Low income group excluding Africa 14.1 4.4 2.8 

 
 
Although lower growth is expected in the African banking sector in the next few years, 
Nyantakyi and Sy (2015) argue that attractive opportunities remain. Banks are employing 
several strategies to capture this growth, notably by expanding their current product offerings, 
increasing their product penetration, bringing the unbanked into the financial system, and 
capitalizing on the rise of a new consumer class by developing innovative service and channel 
offerings.  
 

Insurance	
 
Historically, insurance companies focused primarily on South Africa, the continent’s most 
mature financial market (Figure 334). Life insurance premiums in South Africa accounted for 
some 88% of total life premiums across the continent in 2013 (EY 2016). Currently, insurance 
has low levels of penetration across all of the surveyed markets. In terms of insurance premiums 
paid per capita, Sub-Saharan Africa significantly lags Thailand, India and Vietnam. Across the 
seven Sub-Saharan markets, only Kenya offers insurance densities that are ahead of Vietnam, 
a relatively underdeveloped Asian economy still adapting to capitalism (Figure 34).  
 

	
Figure	34:	Insurance	premium	paid	per	capita	in	US	Dollars	(2014)	(EY	2016). 
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However, there is much room for growth. For instance, premium growth is projected to reach 
11% in Zambia and 10% in Nigeria through 2018 (Figure 35). The potential to increase life 
insurance sales is particularly noteworthy (EY 2016). While the insurance outlook for Sub-
Saharan Africa is relatively bright, insurers need to recognise the importance of face-to-face 
sales, through skilful agents and knowledgeable brokers, in the short to medium term (EY 
2016).  
 

	
Figure	35:	Projected	growth	in	insurance	markets	in	Africa	(EY	2016). 

 

Natural	capital	challenges	of	the	financial	sector	
 
Apart from the impacts of their buildings and the food consumption of their employees, 
financial institutions have very limited (if any) direct impacts and dependencies on natural 
capital. It is through the activities of their clients that they influence changes in natural capital 
stocks and flows (Figure 36). For instance, banks can finance any company or project, from 
any sector. This means that they have an indirect responsibility in the impacts and dependencies 
of that company (e.g., a beverage producing company) or project (e.g., a mine, road or factory).  
 
Furthermore, insurance companies provide insurance to various sectors which are dependent 
on natural capital (e.g., insurance against crop failure) or at risk due to ecosystem changes (e.g., 
insurance against natural disasters). For instance, the insurance sector is facing unprecedented 
claims due to recent increases in extreme events (Pringle et al., 2016). In September 2016, City 
Press reported that South Africa’s current drought caused Santam to suffer insurance claims of 
ZAR 231 million in the first half of the year. Furthermore, in a single month (November 2013), 
the insurance industry experienced losses to the value of ZAR 400 million due to floods in the 
Western Cape. 
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Figure	36:	 Indirect	and	direct	 environmental	 impacts	of	 financial	 institutions	 (FIs)	 (Adopted	 from	Porter	and	Kramer	
2006). 

 

What	are	sustainability	opportunities	for	the	financial	sector	in	SSA?	
 
Only a limited number of methods for integrating sustainability in financial institutions have 
been implemented to date: 

• Banking: The most common approach involves integrating sustainability criteria 
(typically called Environmental Social and Governance, or ESG, criteria) in project 
finance (which excludes business and personal banking, among other banking 
operations), such as: 

o Adopting the Equator Principles, which is a risk management framework for 
determining, assessing and managing environmental and social risk in projects. 
Many banks in Africa are signatories to these principles (e.g., FirstRand, 
Nedbank, Standard Bank). 

o Adopting the IFC 2012 Performance Standards on Environmental and Social 
Sustainability which are based on the impact mitigation hierarchy and no-net-
loss of significant biodiversity and ecosystem services values (UNEP – WCMC 
2011). 

• Insurance: Much work needs to be undertaken in this sector, with the potential to better 
integrate natural capital risks in various insurance products and advising clients on best 
practices for risk avoidance (i.e. to reduce claims but also gain access to new business 
opportunities) (Pringle et al., 2016). 

• Stock Exchanges may set up listing requirements based on various ESG criteria. To 
the best of our knowledge, only the Johannesburg Stock Exchange has ESG listing 
requirements in SSA to date (i.e. for the FTSE/JSE Responsible Investment index since 
201555).  

																																																								
55 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: https://www.jse.co.za/services/market-data/indices/ftse-jse-africa-index-series/responsible-
investment-index 
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• Responsible investing: Various tools are becoming available to better measure and 
value natural capital risks and impacts in stocks, bonds and/or other financial 
commodities (e.g., Bloomberg water risk valuation tool, for integrating water stress in 
equity valuations in the mining sector56; corporate bonds water credit risk tool, for 
integrating water stress factor in credit assessments of bond issuers in the beverages, 
mining and power utilities sector57; soft commodity forest-risk assessment tool, which 
helps address exposure to deforestation risk in soft commodity value chains, such as 
palm oil, cattle and soy58). 

 
 
 
 
  

																																																								
56 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: https://www.bloomberg.com/bcause/new-tool-integrates-water-risk-considerations-in-equity-
valuation-process 
57 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: 
http://naturalcapitaldeclaration.org/documents/wgi/INTEGRATING%20WATER%20STRESS%20REPORT_FINAL.pdf  
58 Accessed on February 13, 2017 at URL: http://www.naturalcapitalfinancealliance.org/documents/wgi/NCD%20-
%20SOFT%20COMMODITIES%20RISK%20(FULL).pdf 
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Comparing	GDSA	countries		
 
This section aims to identify trends and potential priorities in GDSA countries. It is composed 
of four sections: 

• Comparison of GDSA countries according to the importance of their renewable natural 
capital; 

• Comparison of GDSA countries according to their pressures on their renewable natural 
capital; 

• Comparison of GDSA countries according to the level of economic maturity; 
• Overall analysis and recommendations. 

 

Natural	capital	importance	of	GDSA	countries	
 

Presentation	of	the	natural	capital	importance	index	and	its	indicators		
 
Several well-known indicators were selected to compare the natural capital importance of 
GDSA countries. These are based on publically available data sets produced and/or compiled 
by various international organisations and NGOs (Table 11). These indicators were used to 
make up an index which helps to rank GDSA countries according to the importance of their 
natural capital. This natural capital importance index is indicative. It only reflects the trends 
captured by the individual indicators it is made of (each indicator has its own caveats, including 
potential data gaps and inaccuracies).  
 
In other words, the natural capital importance index does not cover all natural capital assets in 
GDSA countries, but aims to provide a good reflection of: 

• Key natural capital stocks: e.g., tree cover (M Ha) and renewable internal freshwater 
resources (billion cubic meters); 

• The presence of threatened species (based on IUCN Red Lists59): e.g., number of 
threatened vascular plant species, number of threatened mammal species, number of 
threatened bird species and number of threatened fish species; 

• The number and surface areas of internationally recognised natural capital assets: e.g., 
number of biodiversity hotpots60, number and surface area of Important Bird Areas61 
(Ha) and Surface area of Ramsar62 sites (Ha). 

 
The natural capital importance index overall scores per country are equal to the sum of each 
country’s score for each indicator. Individual scores are based on each country’s ranking 
(relative to one another) for each indicator (Table 12). 
																																																								
59 The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species™ is widely recognized as the most comprehensive, objective global approach for evaluating 
the conservation status of plant and animal species. Accessed on January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.iucnredlist.org/about/overview  
60 To qualify as a biodiversity hotspot, a region must meet two strict criteria:  
(a) It must have at least 1,500 vascular plants as endemics — which is to say, it must have a high percentage of plant life found nowhere else 
on the planet. A hotspot, in other words, is irreplaceable. 
(b) It must have 30% or less of its original natural vegetation. In other words, it must be threatened.  
Around the world, 35 areas qualify as biodiversity hotspots. They represent just 2.3% of Earth’s land surface, but they support more than 
half of the world’s plant species as endemics — i.e. species found no place else — and nearly 43% of bird, mammal, reptile and amphibian 
species as endemics.  
Accessed on January 26, 2017 at URL: http://www.conservation.org/How/Pages/Hotspots.aspx  
61 Since the late 1970s, the BirdLife Partnership has been working collectively to identify, document and protect all places on earth of 
greatest significance for the conservation of the world’s birds.  As a result, over 12,000 Important Bird and Biodiversity Areas (IBAs) have 
been identified. Accessed on January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.birdlife.org/worldwide/programmes/sites-habitats-ibas    
62 The Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, called the Ramsar Convention, is the intergovernmental treaty that provides the 
framework for the conservation and wise use of wetlands and their resources. A key commitment of Ramsar Contracting Parties is to 
identify and place suitable wetlands onto the List of Wetlands of International Importance, also known as the Ramsar List. Accessed on 
January 25, 2017 at URL: http://www.ramsar.org/sites-countries   
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Table	11:	List	of	criteria	used	to	compare	the	importance	of	natural	capital	of	GDSA	countries.	

 Indicator Year Data source 
1. Number of Important Bird Areas 2017 BirdLife International, Data Zone63 
2. Surface area of Important Bird Areas (Ha) 2017 BirdLife International, Data Zone 
3. Number of threatened vascular plant species 2015 UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, Red List of 

threatened species64 
4. Number of threatened mammal species 2015 UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, Red List of 

threatened species65 
5. Number of threatened bird species 2015 UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, Red List of 

threatened species66 
6. Number of threatened fish species 2015 UNEP-WCMC, IUCN, Red List of 

threatened species67 
7. Renewable internal freshwater resources 

(billion cubic meters)  
2014 Food and Agriculture Organization, 

AQUASTAT data68 
8. Surface area of Ramsar sites (Ha) 2017 List of Ramsar Sites & Countries69 
9. Tree cover (M Ha) 2000 Global Forest Watch70 

 
Table	12:	Rank	and	corresponding	score	used	for	the	overall	country	scores	of	the	natural	capital	importance	index.	

Rank Score 
1 10 
2 9 
3 8 
4 7 
5 6 
6 5 
7 4 
8 3 
10 1 

 

Comparative	analysis	of	the	natural	capital	importance	GDSA	countries	
 
The individual indicator values (raw data) for each country is presented in Table 13. Based on 
these values, the ensuing country ranking is presented in Table 14 and overall index scores in 
Table 15 and Figure 37. 
 
Individual indicator results are as follows: 

• Figure 38 shows the tree cover of GDSA countries, highlighting that Mozambique, 
Tanzania and Gabon have the most forests. Botswana and Namibia are too dry for trees 
to form forests, while Rwanda is a relatively small country and has lost most of its forest 
cover due to deforestation.  

• Liberia, Gabon and Mozambique have the most internal renewable freshwater 
resources while Botswana and Namibia have the least (Figure 39). 

• Figure 40 shows the number of Important Bird Areas and Biodiversity Hotpots in the 
GDSA countries. South Africa, Tanzania and Kenya have the highest numbers. 

• However, Tanzania, Botswana and Namibia have the highest surface areas for 
Important Bird Areas (Figure 41). 

																																																								
63 Available online: http://datazone.birdlife.org/  
64 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/EN.HPT.THRD.NO/rankings  
65 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/EN.MAM.THRD.NO/rankings  
66 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/EN.BIR.THRD.NO/rankings  
67 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/EN.FSH.THRD.NO/rankings  
68 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.H2O.INTR.PC/rankings  
69 Available online: http://www.ramsar.org/sites-countries  
70 Available online: http://www.globalforestwatch.org/countries/overview  
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• Tanzania, Mozambique and Botswana have the highest surface areas for Ramsar sites 
(Figure 42). 

• Finally, Tanzania, South Africa and Kenya overall have the highest numbers of 
threatened species across the different corresponding indicators (Figure 43).	

	
	
Table	13:	Raw	indicator	data	for	each	GDSA	country	(Importance	of	natural	capital	index).	

Indicators Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
Number of 
Important 
Bird Areas 

12 7 40 66 9 16 19 7 103 77 

Surface area 
of Important 
Bird Areas 
(km2) 

134,196 23,875 16,075 66,370 6,302 17,088 108,396 2,664 104,325 166,404 

Number of 
threatened 
vascular plant 
species 

2 154 119 222 50 84 28 8 116 602 

Number of 
threatened 
mammal 
species 

8 19 20 30 24 13 13 23 25 38 

Number of 
threatened 
bird species 

13 6 20 39 13 29 28 16 46 47 

Number of 
threatened 
fish species 

2 71 56 70 62 63 33 9 103 175 

Renewable 
internal 
freshwater 
resources 
(billion cubic 
meters)  

2.4 164 30.3 20.7 200 100.3 6.16 9.5 44.8 84 

Surface area 
of Ramsar 
sites (km2) 

55,374 24,800 1,761 2,654 958 45,348 6,765 67 5,556 48,684 

Tree cover 
(M Ha) 

0.020388 24.699 6.956 3.318 9.385 28.907 0.0000039 0.496633 5.986 26.423 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
 
 
 
 
Table	14:	Relative	ranking	of	GDSA	country	(compared	to	themselves)	based	indicator	value	(raw	data)	(importance	of	
natural	capital	index).	

Indicators Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
Number of Important Bird Areas 7 9 4 3 8 6 5 9 1 2 
Surface area of Important Bird Areas (km2) 2 6 8 5 9 7 3 10 4 1 
Number of threatened vascular plant species 10 3 4 2 7 6 8 9 5 1 
Number of threatened mammal species 9 7 6 2 4 8 8 5 3 1 
Number of threatened bird species 8 9 6 3 8 4 5 7 2 1 
Number of threatened fish species 10 3 7 4 6 5 8 9 2 1 
Renewable internal freshwater resources (billion 
cubic meters)  

10 2 6 7 1 3 9 8 5 4 

Surface area of Ramsar sites (km2) 1 4 8 7 9 3 5 10 6 2 
Tree cover (M Ha) 9 3 5 7 4 1 10 8 6 2 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
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Table	15:	GDSA	country	scores	(0	to	10)	based	on	individual	indicator	ranking	(Table	14)	and	overall	natural	capital	
importance	index.	The	higher	the	ranking,	the	higher	the	score;	the	higher	the	overall	score,	the	higher	the	country’s	
natural	capital	importance.	

Indicators Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
Number of Important Bird Areas 4 2 7 8 5 5 6 6 10 9 
Surface area of Important Bird Areas (km2) 9 5 3 6 2 4 8 1 7 10 
Number of threatened vascular plant species 1 8 7 9 4 5 3 2 6 10 
Number of threatened mammal species 2 4 5 9 7 3 3 6 8 10 
Number of threatened bird species 3 2 5 8 3 7 6 4 9 10 
Number of threatened fish species 1 8 4 7 5 6 3 2 9 10 
Renewable internal freshwater resources (billion 
cubic meters)  

1 9 5 4 10 8 2 3 6 7 

Surface area of Ramsar sites (km2) 10 7 3 4 2 8 6 1 5 9 
Tree cover (M Ha) 2 8 6 4 7 10 1 3 5 9 
Overall country scores 33 53 45 59 45 56 38 28 65 84 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
 
 

	
Figure	37:	Overall	scores	of	the	natural	capital	importance	for	GDSA	countries. 

 

	
Figure	38:	Three	cover	(M	Ha)	in	the	GDSA	countries.	

33 53

45

59

45

56

38

28

65

84

0

25

50

75

100

125
Botswana

Gabon

Ghana

Kenya

Liberia

Mozambique

Namibia

Rwanda

South	Africa	

Tanzania

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Botswana

Gabon

Ghana

Kenya

Liberia

Mozambique

Namibia

Rwanda

South	Africa	

Tanzania

Tree	cover	(M	Ha)

Co
un
tr
y



	

The	private	sector	and	renewable	natural	capital	in	the	GDSA	 75	

 

	
Figure	39:	Renewable	internal	freshwater	resources	(billion	cubic	meters)	for	each	GDSA	country.  

	
Figure	40:	Number	of	Biodiversity	Hotspots	and	Important	Bird	Areas	in	the	GDSA	countries. 
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Figure	41:	Surface	area	of	Important	Bird	Areas	in	the	GDSA	countries. 

	
Figure	42:	Surface	area	of	Ramsar	sites	in	the	GDSA	countries. 

 

	
Figure	43:	The	number	of	threatened	species	in	the	GDSA	countries. 	
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Pressures	on	natural	capital	in	GDSA	countries	
 

Presentation	of	the	index	of	pressures	on	natural	capital	and	its	indicators		
 
As for the previous index, several well-known indicators were selected to compare the natural 
capital pressures of GDSA countries. These are based on publically available data sets 
produced and/or compiled by various international organisations and NGOs (Table 16). These 
indicators were used to make up an index which helps to rank GDSA countries according to 
the pressures exerted on their natural capital. This index of pressures on natural capital is 
indicative. It only reflects the trends captured by the individual indicators it is made of (each 
indicator has its own caveats, including potential data gaps and inaccuracies).  
 
In other words, the index of pressures on natural capital does not cover all impacts on natural 
capital in GDSA countries, but aims to provide a good reflection of: 

• Pressures on freshwater resources: e.g., renewable internal freshwater resources per 
capita  (cubic meters), annual freshwater withdrawals by agriculture (% of total 
freshwater withdrawal), annual freshwater withdrawals by industries (% of total 
freshwater withdrawal), annual freshwater withdrawals by domestic (% of total 
freshwater withdrawal) and annual freshwater withdrawals (% of total freshwater 
withdrawal); 

• Pressures linked to agricultural activities: agricultural land (% of land area), arable land 
(% of land area), agricultural irrigated land (% of total agricultural land) and livestock 
production index71. 

• Pressures linked to fisheries: Capture fisheries production (metric tons). 
• The overall reliance of the country’s economy on natural capital exploitation: Total 

natural resources rents (% of GDP) 72 and tree cover loss (2001-2014) (M Ha); 
• The country’s greenhouse gas emissions: CO2 emissions per capita (metric tons) and 

GHG net emissions/removals by LUCF (Mt of CO2 equivalent); 
• Pollution levels linked to human activities: PM2.5 exposure (% pop. exceeding WHO 

guideline level)73 
 
The index of pressures on natural capital’s overall scores per country are equal to the sum of 
each country’s score for each indicator. Individual scores are based on each country’s ranking 
(relative to one another) for each indicator.  
  

																																																								
71 The FAO indices of agricultural production show the relative level of the aggregate volume of agricultural production for each year in 
comparison with the base period 1999-2001. They are based on the sum of price-weighted quantities of different agricultural commodities 
produced after deductions of quantities used as seed and feed weighted in a similar manner. The resulting aggregate represents, therefore, 
disposable production for any use except as seed and feed. Accessed on January 27, 2017 at URL: 
http://www.fao.org/waicent/faostat/agricult/indices-e.htm  
72 Total natural resources rents are the sum of oil rents, natural gas rents, coal rents (hard and soft), mineral rents, and forest rents. Estimates 
based on sources and methods described in "The Changing Wealth of Nations: Measuring Sustainable Development in the New 
Millennium" (World Bank 2011). 
73 PM2.5 exposure (% pop. exceeding WHO guideline level) is the portion of a country’s population living in places where mean annual 
concentrations of PM2.5 are greater than 10 micrograms per cubic meter, the guideline value recommended by the World Health 
Organization as the lower end of the range of concentrations over which adverse health effects due to PM2.5 exposure have been observed. 
Data are provided by the Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation at the University of Washington, with underlying data estimated by 
Brauer et al., (2016); data are for 2013. 
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Table	16:	List	of	criteria	used	to	compare	the	pressures	on	natural	capital	in	GDSA	countries.	

 Indicator Date Data source 
1 Renewable internal freshwater resources per capita (m3)  2014 FAO & Aquastat74 
2 Tree cover loss (2001-2014) (M Ha) 2001 - 2014 Global Forest Watch75 
3 Agricultural land (% land area) 2016 FAO76 
4 Arable land (% of land area) 2013 FAO77 
5 Agricultural irrigated land (% of total agricultural land) Variable; from 

2002 
FAO78 

6 CO2 emissions per capita (metric tons) 2016 Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis 
Center, Environmental Sciences Division, 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory,  
Tennessee, United States.79 

7 GHG net emissions/removals by LUCF (Mt of CO2 
equivalent) 

Variable; from 
1994 

United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change80 

8 Annual freshwater withdrawals, agriculture (% of total 
freshwater withdrawal) 

2014 FAO & Aquastat81 

9 Annual freshwater withdrawals, domestic (% of total 
freshwater withdrawal) 

2014 FAO & Aquastat82 

10 Annual freshwater withdrawals, industry (% of total 
freshwater withdrawal) 

2014 FAO & Aquastat83 

11 Annual freshwater withdrawals, total (% of internal 
resources) 

2014 FAO & Aquastat84 

12 Total natural resources rents (% of GDP) 2014 Estimates based on sources and methods 
described in  
"The Changing Wealth of Nations: 
Measuring Sustainable Development in 
the New Millennium" (World Bank, 
2011).85 

13 PM2.5 exposure (% pop. exceeding WHO guideline level) 2016 World Bank - Little Green Data Book 
(2016) 

14 Capture fisheries production (metric tons) 2014 FAO86 
15 Livestock production index 2014 FAO87 

 
 

Comparative	analysis	of	the	pressures	on	natural	capital	in	GDSA	countries	
 
The individual indicator values (raw data) for each country is presented in Table 17. Based on 
these values, the ensuing country ranking is presented in Table 18 and overall index scores in 
Table 19 and Figure 44. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

																																																								
74 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.H2O.INTR.PC/rankings  
75 Available online: http://www.globalforestwatch.org/countries/overview  
76 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.FSH.CAPT.MT/rankings  
77 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/AG.LND.ARBL.ZS  
78 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/topics/environment#Biodiversity%20&%20protected%20areas  
79 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/EN.ATM.CO2E.PC/rankings  
80 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/EN.CLC.GHGR.MT.CE/rankings  
81 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.H2O.FWAG.ZS  
82 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.H2O.FWDM.ZS  
83 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.H2O.FWIN.ZS  
84 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.H2O.FWTL.K3  
85 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/NY.GDP.TOTL.RT.ZS  
86 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/ER.FSH.CAPT.MT/rankings  
87 Available online: http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/indicators/AG.PRD.LVSK.XD/rankings  
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Table	17:	Raw	indicator	data	for	each	GDSA	country	(index	of	pressures	on	natural	capital).	

Indicator Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
Renewable internal 
freshwater 
resources per 
capita (m3)  

1,081 97,175 1,131 461 45,49
0 

3,685 2,563 837 829 1,620 

Tree cover loss 
(2001-2014) (M 
Ha) 

0.000501 0.27741 0.61648 0.25031 0.711
48 

2.05 0.00121 0.01936 1.03 1.7 

Agricultural land 
(% land area) 

46 20 69 49 28 64 47 75 80 45 

Arable land (% of 
land area) 

1 1 21 10 5 7 1 48 10 15 

Agricultural 
irrigated land (% of 
total agricultural 
land) 

0 - 0.19 0.04 0 0.08 - 0.45 1.66 - 

CO2 emissions per 
capita (metric tons) 

2.3 1.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 1.2 0.1 9.3 0.2 

GHG net 
emissions/removals 
by LUCF (Mt of 
CO2 equivalent) 

-38.73 -500.88 - -28 - 7.75 -5.71 -7.01 -18.62 913.56 

Annual freshwater 
withdrawals, 
agriculture (% of 
total freshwater 
withdrawal) 

41 29 66 59 9 78 70 68 63 89 

Annual freshwater 
withdrawals, 
domestic (% of 
total freshwater 
withdrawal) 

41 61 24 37 54 19 25 24 31 10 

Annual freshwater 
withdrawals, 
industry (% of total 
freshwater 
withdrawal) 

18 10 10 4 36 3 5 8 6 0 

Annual freshwater 
withdrawals, total 
(% of internal 
resources) 

8 0.1 3 16 0.1 0.1 5 2 28 6 

Total natural 
resources rents (% 
of GDP) 

2.69 37.38 21.13 2.86 28.13 13.56 2.43 6.13 7.55 6 

PM2.5 exposure 
(% pop. exceeding 
WHO guideline 
level) 

45 64 100 60 95 13 15 98 69 29 

Capture fisheries 
production (metric 
tons) 

1,168 36,855 292,989 168,385 9,500 258,760 443,958 25,159 609,513 343,133 

Livestock 
production index 

137 120 136 118 140 129 84 138 131 143 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
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Table	18:	Relative	ranking	of	GDSA	country	(compared	to	themselves)	based	indicator	value	(raw	data)	(pressures	on	
natural	capital	index).	

Indicator Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
Renewable internal freshwater resources per 
capita (m3)  

4 10 5 1 9 8 7 3 2 6 

Tree cover loss (2001-2014) (M Ha) 10 6 5 7 4 1 9 8 1 2 
Agricultural land (% land area) 7 10 3 5 9 4 6 2 1 8 
Arable land (% of land area) 10 8 2 5 7 6 9 1 4 3 
Agricultural irrigated land (% of total 
agricultural land) 

  3 6 7 5  2 1  

CO2 emissions per capita (metric tons) 2 3 5 6 7 8 4 8 1 7 
GHG net emissions/removals by LUCF (Mt of 
CO2 equivalent) 

7 8  6  2 3 4 5 1 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, agriculture (% 
of total freshwater withdrawal) 

8 9 5 7 10 2 3 4 6 1 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, domestic (% of 
total freshwater withdrawal) 

3 1 8 4 2 9 6 7 5 10 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, industry (% of 
total freshwater withdrawal) 

2 3 4 8 1 9 7 5 6 10 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, total (% of 
internal resources) 

3 9 6 2 10 8 5 7 1 4 

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP) 8 1 3 7 2 4 9 6 5 6 
PM2.5 exposure (% pop. exceeding WHO 
guideline level) 

7 5 1 6 3 10 9 2 4 8 

Capture fisheries production (metric tons) 10 7 4 6 9 5 2 8 1 3 
Livestock production index 4 8 5 9 2 7 10 3 6 1 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
 
Table	19:	GDSA	country	scores	(0	to	10)	based	on	individual	indicator	ranking	and	overall	index	of	pressures	on	natural	
capital.	The higher the ranking, the higher the score; the higher the overall score, the higher the country’s pressures on 
natural capital.	

Indicator Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
Renewable internal freshwater resources per 
capita (m3)  

7 1 6 10 2 3 4 8 9 5 

Tree cover loss (2001-2014) (M Ha) 1 5 6 4 7 10 2 3 10 9 
Agricultural land (% land area) 4 1 8 6 2 7 5 9 10 3 
Arable land (% of land area) 1 3 9 6 4 5 2 10 7 8 
Agricultural irrigated land (% of total 
agricultural land) 

  8 5 4 6  9 10  

CO2 emissions per capita (metric tons) 9 8 6 5 4 3 7 3 10 4 
GHG net emissions/removals by LUCF (Mt of 
CO2 equivalent) 

4 3  5  9 8 7 6 10 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, agriculture (% 
of total freshwater withdrawal) 

3 2 6 4 1 9 8 7 5 10 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, domestic (% of 
total freshwater withdrawal) 

8 10 3 7 9 2 5 4 6 1 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, industry (% of 
total freshwater withdrawal) 

9 8 7 3 10 2 4 6 5 1 

Annual freshwater withdrawals, total (% of 
internal resources) 

8 2 5 9 1 3 6 4 10 7 

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP) 3 10 8 4 9 7 2 5 6 5 
PM2.5 exposure (% pop. exceeding WHO 
guideline level) 

4 6 10 5 8 1 2 9 7 3 

Capture fisheries production (metric tons) 1 4 7 5 2 6 9 3 10 8 
Livestock production index 7 3 6 2 9 4 1 8 5 10 
Overall country scores 69 66 95 80 72 77 65 95 116 84 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
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Figure	44:	Overall	scores	for	the	pressures	on	natural	capital	in	GDSA	countries. 

 
Individual indicator results are as follows: 

• South Africa, Rwanda , Ghana and Mozambique have than 50% of their land surface 
area devoted to agriculture (crop and livestock farming), but only Rwanda and Ghana 
have more than 20% of the land area which is arable land (Figure 45). The proportion 
of agricultural which is irrigated is never more than 2%, with South Africa having the 
highest proportion.  

• Figure 46 shows several indicators. First, South Africa, Kenya and Botswana are the 
countries have the highest withdrawal percentage of their total available internal 
freshwater resources while Gabon, Mozambique and Liberia have the lowest. Annual 
freshwater withdrawal by agriculture (% of total internal available resources) is 
between 50 and 70% for most countries, with Tanzania at a high of 89% and Botswana 
at a low of 41%. Surprisingly, annual freshwater withdrawal by industries (% of total 
internal available resources) is at 36% for Liberia and 18% for Botswana while being 
relatively low for all the other countries (around or less than 10%).  However, this 
information does not cover water efficiency and productivity, which would vary across 
sectors and countries.  

• Interestingly, only Gabon and Liberia have significant renewable internal freshwater 
resources per capita (Figure 47). Renewable internal freshwater resources per capita are 
very low for most of the other countries, suggesting significant pressures on these 
resources. 

• Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, Ghana and Mozambique have capture fisheries 
production volumes higher than 250,000 metric tons (Figure 48). 

• Figure 49 shows the livestock production indexes for GDSA countries. In 2013, the 
average value for all countries was 119.91 index points. Because no GDSA country is 
above 140, one can expect further efforts to increase the productivity of their livestock 
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industries in the years to come, and potentially increasing consumption of natural 
resources unless sustainability pathways are actively adopted.  

• South Africa, Tanzania and Mozambique have all three lost more than 1 M Ha of tree 
cover between 2001 and 2014 (Figure 50). But this does not mean that deforestation is 
not issue in other countries like Kenya, Ghana and Liberia.  

• Figure 51 shows that South Africa has the highest CO2 emissions per capita (9 metric 
tons), much higher than the next country, Botswana (with just a bit more than 2 metric 
tons per capita). This is expected to increase significantly for all GDSA countries as 
they develop further, unless low carbon development pathways are adopted.  

• Figure 52 shows total natural resources rent (% of GDP) and the share of the population 
PM2.5 exposure exceeding WHO guideline level in the GDSA countries. The highest 
percentages of natural resources rent are for Ghana, Liberia and Gabon (more than 
20%) while Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Rwanda and South Africa have 60% or 
more of their populations with PM2.5 exposure exceeding WHO guideline level. 
 

	
Figure	45:	The	pressures	related	to	agriculture	in	the	GDSA	countries. 
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Figure	 46:	 Annual	 freshwater	withdrawal	 share	 of	 different	 sectors	 (domestic,	 agriculture	 and	 industry)	 and	 annual	
freshwater	withdrawal	percentage	of	total	internal	resources. 

 
 

	
Figure	47:	Renewable	internal	freshwater	resources	per	capita	(cubic	meters).	
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Figure	48:	Capture	fisheries	production	(metric	tons)	in	GDSA	countries. 

 

	
Figure	49:	Livestock	production	index	for	the	GDSA	countries.	
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Figure	50:	Tree	cover	loss	in	the	GDSA	countries	from	2001	to	2014	(M	Ha). 

	
Figure	51:	CO2	emissions	per	capita	(metric	tons)	in	the	GDSA	countries. 

	
Figure	52:	Share	of	the	population	PM2.5	exposure	exceeding	WHO	guideline	levels	in	the	GDSA	countries	as	well	as	total	
natural	resources	rent	(%	of	GDP).	
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Maturity	of	the	economy	in	GDSA	countries	
 

Presentation	of	the	maturity	of	the	economy	index	and	its	indicators		
 
To compare the maturity of the economy of the GDSA countries, the Global Competiveness 
Index ranking, the Human Development Index score and various Gross Domestic Product-
related indicators (GDP, GDP per capita, sectoral value added of agriculture, industry and 
services) were selected (Table 20).  These are compiled by the World Economic Forum – World 
Bank – OECD and United Nations Development Programme. These indicators were combined 
to form a new index which helps to rank GDSA countries according to the maturity of their 
economy, as an indication of the level of sophistication of the private sector. It only reflects the 
trends captured by the individual indicators it is made of (each indicator has its own caveats, 
including potential data gaps and inaccuracies).  
 
Table	20:	List	of	criteria	used	to	compare	the	maturity	of	the	economy	of	the	GDSA	countries.	

 Indicator Date Data source 
1. GCI Global Competiveness Index ranking  2014-2015* World Economic Forum, World Bank, 

OECD; The Africa Competitiveness 
Report 2015 

2. GDP (US$ billion) 
3. GDP per capita (US$) 
4. Sectoral value-added (US$ billion),  

2012 - Agriculture 
5. Sectoral value-added US$ billion),  

2012 - Industry 
6. Sectoral value-added US$ billion),  

2012 - Services 
7. Human Development Index [HDI] score  

(0 - 1)  
2014 United Nations Development Programme; 

2015 Human Development Report 
*2013 – 2014 for Liberia 
 

Comparative	analysis	of	the	maturity	of	the	economy	in	GDSA	countries	

	
The individual indicator values (raw data) for each country is presented in Table 21. Based on 
these values, the ensuing country ranking is presented in Table 22 and overall index scores in 
Table 23 and Figure 53. 
 
Table	21:	Raw	indicator	data	for	each	GDSA	country	(maturity	of	economy	index).	

Indicator Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
GCI Global 
Competiveness 
Index ranking  

74 106 111 90 128 133 88 62 56 121 

GDP (US$ billion) 14.8 19.3 47.8 55 2 15.3 12.3 7.6 350.8 33.3 
GDP per capita 
(US$) 

7,120 12,326 1,871 1,316 479 593 5,636 704 6,621 719 

Sectoral value-
added (US$ billion),  
2012 - Agriculture 

0.37 0.77 10.52 16.45 0.78 4.48 0.87 2.53 8.42 8.99 

Sectoral value-
added US$ billion),  
2012 - Industry 

5.46 12.35 13.67 9.57 0.33 3.63 3.64 1.12 96.82 8.39 

Sectoral value-
added US$ billion),  
2012 - Services 

8.97 6.18 23.66 28.99 0.89 7.21 7.79 3.95 245.56 15.92 

HDI score (0 - 1)  0.68 0.67 0.57 0.54 0.41 0.39 0.62 0.51 0.66 0.49 
Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
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Table	22:	Relative	ranking	of	GDSA	country	(compared	to	themselves)	based	indicator	value	(raw	data)	(maturity	of	
economy	index).	

Indicator Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
GCI Global 
Competiveness Index 
ranking  

3 6 7 5 9 10 4 2 1 8 

GDP (US$ billion) 7 5 3 2 10 6 8 9 1 4 
GDP per capita (US$) 2 1 5 6 10 9 4 8 3 7 
Sectoral value-added 
(US$ billion),  
2012 - Agriculture 

10 9 2 1 8 5 7 6 4 3 

Sectoral value-added US$ 
billion),  
2012 - Industry 

6 3 2 4 10 8 7 9 1 5 

Sectoral value-added US$ 
billion),  
2012 - Services 

5 8 3 2 10 7 6 9 1 4 

HDI score (0 - 1)  1 2 5 6 9 10 4 7 3 8 
Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania. 
 
Table	23:	GDSA	country	scores	(0	to	10)	based	on	individual	indicator	ranking	and	overall	index	of	maturity	of	economy.	
The higher the ranking, the higher the score; the higher the overall score, the higher the maturity of the economy of the 
country.	

Indicator Bots Gab Gha Ken Lib Moz Nam Rwa RSA Tan 
GCI Global Competiveness 
Index ranking  8 5 4 6 2 1 7 9 10 3 
GDP (US$ billion) 4 6 8 9 1 5 3 2 10 7 
GDP per capita (US$) 9 10 6 5 1 2 7 3 8 4 
Sectoral value-added (US$ 
billion),  
2012 - Agriculture 1 2 9 10 3 6 4 5 7 8 
Sectoral value-added US$ 
billion),  
2012 - Industry 5 8 9 7 1 3 4 2 10 6 
Sectoral value-added US$ 
billion),  
2012 - Services 6 3 8 9 1 4 5 2 10 7 
HDI score (0 - 1)  10 9 6 5 2 1 7 4 8 3 
Overall country score 43 43 50 51 11 22 37 27 63 38 

Bots: Botswana; Gab: Gabon; Gha: Ghana; Ken: Kenya; Lib: Liberia; Moz: Mozambique; Nam: Namibia; Rwa: Rwanda; RSA: South Africa; 
and Tan: Tanzania.  
 

	
Figure	53:	Overall	scores	for	the	maturity	of	the	economy	of	GDSA	countries. 
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Individual indicator results are as follows: 
• While South Africa is way ahead of other GDSA countries in terms of GDP (US$ 350 

billion) (Figure 54), underlining a diverse economy with a significant private sector, it 
is overtaken by Gabon and Botswana in terms of GDP per capita (Figure 55).This 
highlights major challenges related to income inequality.  

• While agriculture remains very important for Rwanda and Liberia (more than 30% of 
GDP), the services sector plays an important role in most countries (more than 40% of 
GDP), apart from Gabon where the industrial sector contributes to more than 60% of 
GDP (oil revenues). Figure 56 further shows that Kenya and Ghana have the biggest 
agricultural sectors, while South Africa has much bigger services and industrial sectors 
than the other countries.  

• Figure 57 presents the Human Development Index scores of the GDSA countries, with 
only South Africa, Namibia, Gabon and Botswana scoring more than 0.6 (out of a 
maximum of 1, indicative of the ‘medium human development’ category). The rest of 
the GDSA still below to the ‘Low Human Development’ category. 

• Figure 58 shows the Global Competiveness Index ranking of the GDSA countries, 
comparing them according to their attractiveness for doing business. South Africa is 
leading the index among the GDSA countries, followed by Rwanda and Botswana.  

 

	
Figure	54:	GDP	(US$	billion)	in	the	GDSA	countries.  

	
Figure	55:	GDP	per	capita	(US$)	in	the	GDSA	countries.		
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Figure	56:	Sectoral	value-added	(US$	billion)	in	the	GDSA	countries. 

 

	
Figure	57:	Human	Development	Index	(0,	minimum	–	1,	maximum)	of	the	GDSA	countries. 

 

	
Figure	58:	Global	Competiveness	Index	ranking	of	the	GDSA	countries	(the	lower	the	score,	the	higher	the	ranking). 
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Overall	analysis	and	recommendations		
 
Table 24 and Figure 59 show the details of all scores for each index while Table 25 
presents the country rankings for each index.  
 
Table	24:	Overall	composite	index	score	per	country	(sum	of	the	3	indexes:	natural	capital	importance,	
pressures	on	natural	capital	and	maturity	of	economy)	and	average	score	per	index	category.	

 Natural capital importance Pressures on natural capital Maturity of economy Overall results 
Number of 
criteria 

10 15 7 32 

Country Total 
Score 

Average 
Score 

Total 
Score 

Average 
Score 

Total 
Score 

Average 
Score 

Total 
Score 

Average 
Score 

Botswana 33 3,3 69 4,6 43 6,1 145 4,5 
Gabon 53 5,3 66 4,4 43 6,1 162 5,1 
Ghana 45 4,5 95 6,3 50 7,1 190 5,9 
Kenya 59 5,9 80 5,3 51 7,3 190 5,9 
Liberia 45 4,5 72 4,8 11 1,6 128 4,0 
Mozambique 56 5,6 77 5,1 22 3,1 155 4,8 
Namibia 38 3,8 65 4,3 37 5,3 140 4,4 
Rwanda 28 2,8 95 6,3 27 3,9 150 4,7 
South Africa 65 6,5 116 7,7 63 9,0 244 7,6 
Tanzania 84 8,4 84 5,6 38 5,4 206 6,4 

 
 
 
Table	25:	Overall	ranking	and	scores	of	GDSA	countries	per	index	category	(natural	capital	importance,	
pressures	on	natural	capital	and	maturity	of	economy)	and	for	the	composite	index	(sum	of	the	3	other	index	
scores).	

Total scores Natural capital 
importance 

Pressures on natural 
capital 

Maturity of the economy 

South Africa 244 Tanzania 84 South Africa 116 South Africa 63 
Tanzania 206 South Africa 65 Ghana 95 Botswana 43 
Ghana 190 Kenya 59 Rwanda 95 Namibia 37 
Kenya 190 Mozambique 56 Tanzania 84 Gabon 43 
Gabon 162 Gabon 53 Kenya 80 Kenya 51 
Mozambique 155 Ghana 45 Mozambique 77 Ghana 50 
Rwanda 150 Liberia 45 Liberia 72 Rwanda 27 
Botswana 145 Namibia 38 Botswana 69 Tanzania 38 
Namibia 140 Botswana 33 Gabon 66 Mozambique 22 
Liberia 128 Rwanda 28 Namibia 65 Liberia 11 
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Figure	59:	Scores	of	GDSA	countries	for	the	3	indexes	(natural	capital	importance,	pressures	on	natural	capital	
and	maturity	of	economy);	countries	ranked	according	to	their	overall	score	(composite	index).	

As previously explained, these rankings only provide some pointers towards 
developing a roadmap for private sector engagement on natural capital in GDSA 
countries. Great care needs to be taken in analysing the results. For instance: 

• South Africa does have significant natural capital assets (ranked second) which 
are under severe pressures (ranked first). Its private sector and civil society are 
the most sophisticated ones of the analysed set of nations, with significant 
financial and human resources to tackle natural capital challenges. Yet, one 
should not prioritise it for these very same reasons. Other countries may warrant 
support first. 

• In particular, Tanzania is ranked first in terms of the importance of its natural 
capital and fourth in terms of its pressures on natural capital. However, it has 
one of the lowest score of the GDSA countries in terms of the maturity of its 
economy. This means that, though it might be more challenging to engage with 
its private sector than that of South Africa (potentially it has less capacity and 
awareness regarding natural capital), it should be prioritised.  

• Kenya and Ghana are also well positioned to be prioritised, with relative vibrant 
and diversified economies (e.g., agribusiness in Kenya and mining in Ghana), 
important natural capital assets and significant pressures on the later.  

• Mozambique and Liberia are in a similar position: significant natural resources 
and important pressures on them, but relatively uncompetitive economies due, 
to a large extent, to the relatively recent end of past armed conflicts. It may very 
challenging to engage the private sector in these countries, apart from a selection 
of major international companies (e.g., mining, oil and gas). 

• Gabon is highly reliant on oil resources, as well as on mining and forestry 
activities to a lesser extent. It would be relatively easy to identify and engage 
key players in these sectors. Due to its important natural capital assets, it would 
be warranted. 

• Rwanda presents very specific challenges: a rapidly growing economy with 
relatively depleted natural capital assets (although with key internationally 
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recognised biodiversity areas) due to agricultural expansion and high population 
densities. It should be identified as a priority for mainstreaming natural capital 
in small-scale agriculture (densely populated rural areas) and, potentially, 
tourism based on the restoration of natural capital. 

• Last but not least, Botswana and Namibia are different from other countries: 
unique natural capital assets in relatively small and competitive economies. It 
would be relatively easy to engage with key industries, notably mining, tourism, 
fisheries (Namibia only) and agri-business (livestock and game farming 
mainly).  

 
In other words, while these rankings do give us some general indications on potential 
priorities for the GDSA secretariat, more country-specific information is warranted.  
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Roadmap	for	a	private	sector	renewable	natural	capital	
strategy	and	action	plan	
 

Focus	areas	for	renewable	natural	capital	mainstreaming	in	the	private	
sector	
 
Based on the review of key concepts, approaches and tools in natural capital 
mainstreaming for the private sector (section 2), the findings of the sectoral analyses 
(section 3) and the GDSA country comparisons (section 4), it is proposed that the 
GDSA community, with the support of the GDSA Secretariat and its partners, develops 
a strategy and action plan for renewable natural capital mainstreaming in the private 
sector for implementation over the next 5 years in all GDSA countries. To that end, we 
suggest that this strategy and action plan contribute to the SDGs and Aichi Targets and 
be put together according to six overarching focus areas: 

1. Developing a cross-sectoral enabling policy environment; 
2. Promoting consumer awareness and sustainable consumption practices; 
3. Promoting the uptake of natural capital measurement, valuation and accounting 

for improved decision-making and management; 
4. Promoting cross-sectoral uptake of the impact mitigation hierarchy and no-net-

loss/no-net-impact approaches for natural capital impacts and dependencies; 
5. Promoting an environmentally responsible, socially inclusive financial sector; 
6. Promoting integrated reporting and disclosures on natural capital impacts and 

dependencies. 
These focus areas are described in more detailed below. It is further proposed that these 
suggestions be shared and discussed within the GDSA community for eventual formal 
adoption, potentially at an international two-day workshop which would formalise a 
private sector natural capital strategy and action plan.  
 

Developing	a	cross-sectoral	enabling	policy	environment	
 
This focus area aims to support the emergence and mainstreaming of enabling policy 
environments in GDSA countries, notably by: 

• Promoting the integration of renewable natural capital considerations into 
public procurement at all relevant levels (national government, local authorities, 
state enterprises), and more specifically: 

o Water stewardship requirements, recognising water footprint neutrality 
as best practice (contribution to SDG 6); 

o Energy efficiency and carbon footprint minimisation, recognising 
carbon footprint neutrality as best practice (contribution to SDG 13); 

o Biodiversity stewardship, recognising no-net-loss/net-gains of 
biodiversity values as best practice(contribution to SDGs 14 and 15); 

o Making the explicit link to the Aichi Targets and SDGs. 
• Identifying and measuring subsidies that are harmful to renewable natural 

capital, and identifying practical, financially viable pathways for eliminating 
them, phasing them out or reforming them within 5 years (as per the CBD Aichi 
Target 3); 
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• Developing supportive incentives for businesses which invest in renewable 
natural capital stewardship (as per the CBD Aichi Target 3); 

• Helping the setting up and day-to-day running of national business and 
biodiversity initiatives, as per the CBD business decisions, in all GDSA 
countries. 

 

Promoting	consumer	awareness	and	sustainable	consumption	practices	
 
This focus area would aim to raise consumer awareness about natural capital impacts 
and dependencies and support more sustainable consumption practices in GDSA 
countries (contribution to Aichi Target 7 and SDGs 2 and 12), notably by: 

• Promoting full product transparency (e.g., via product labels, including in terms 
of carbon, water and biodiversity, land use intensity, as well as the associated 
use of polluting substances), especially for foods, personal care and other 
FMCG; 

• Developing and/or promoting, as appropriate, environmental 
performance/compliance standards for consumer goods throughout GDSA 
countries, which recognise and reward carbon and water neutrality as well no-
net-loss of biodiversity as best practice; 

• Promoting the use of comprehensive life-cycle analysis as the standard tool for 
policy-making regarding the approval of new products.  

 

Promoting	the	uptake	of	natural	capital	measurement,	valuation	and	accounting	
for	improved	decision-making	and	management	
 
This focus area would aim to support the pilot-testing and mainstreaming of natural 
capital measurement, valuation and accounting for improved decision and management 
in business. More specifically, it is proposed that: 

• Natural Capital Protocol training workshops are organised in each GDSA 
country, targeting all potential practitioners (e.g., companies, consultants, 
researchers); 

• Private sector members of the GDSA pilot-test the Natural Capital Protocol for 
various business applications relevant to any of their GDSA operations; 

• Private sector focused, sector-wide and/or region-based natural capital 
assessments are undertaken in and/or across GDSA countries (e.g., agricultural 
commodity-specific assessment, such as palm oil or coffee; tourism sector; 
fisheries, etc.);  

• Guidelines on how to use natural capital measurement and valuation to assess 
the contributions of the private sector to the Aichi Targets and Sustainable 
Development Goals; 

• Focal points are set up and fully capacitated, in each GDSA country, for helping 
mainstream natural capital measurement and valuation in the private sector. 

 

Promoting	cross-sectoral	uptake	of	the	impact	mitigation	hierarchy	and	no-net-
loss/no-net-impact	approaches	for	natural	capital	impacts	and	dependencies	
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This focus area would aim to mainstream the impact mitigation hierarchy and no-net-
loss/no-net-impact approaches for renewable natural capital impacts and dependencies 
in GDSA countries (Table 26) (contribution to Aichi Targets 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
and SDGs 13, 14 and 15). More specifically, it is proposed that GDSA countries, in 
partnership with the private sector: 

• Mainstream such principles in policies and regulations for key formalised 
sectors, such as infrastructure development (e.g., road construction), energy, 
agribusiness (e.g., intensive palm oil, coffee and livestock production), tourism 
and extractive industries88; 

• Explore how to implement these principles in informal sectors, such as small-
scale and artisanal mining and small-scale farming; 

• Pilot-test innovative mechanisms for achieving no-net-loss/net gains in a cost-
effective and socially inclusive manner, including but not limited to market-
based 

• Undertake training workshops targeting all potential practitioners (e.g., 
companies, environment impact practitioners). 

 
Table	26:	The	impact	mitigation	hierarchy	applied	to	biodiversity,	carbon	and	water	(adapted	from	Houdet	et	
al.,	2016).	

 Examples of activities/measures 
 Avoidance Minimisation Restoration/rehabilitation Offset 

Biodiversity 

Avoiding 
wetlands 
for the  
construction 
of a railway 

Minimisation 
of 
construction  
footprint for 
the railway 

Reintroducing  plant 
species extirpated from the 
lands adjacent to the 
railway 

Securing, in perpetuity, 
grasslands similar to 
the ones destroyed by 
the railway construction 

Carbon 

Purchasing 
electricity 
produced 
by a 
renewable 
energy 
source 

Energy 
efficiency 
measures 
in the factory 

Restoration of in-situ 
carbon stocks, such as 
forests 

Purchasing voluntary 
carbon offset credits 

Water 

Using an 
alternative  
technology 
which is 
water-less 
(e.g., for 
cleaning 
cars) 

Reducing 
water use in 
the 
production 
process 

Treating wastewater up to 
relevant quality standards 

Investing in the 
sustainable 
management/restoration 
of water producing 
habitats so to secure 
additional quality water 
flows 

 
	 	

																																																								
88 Building on the new Guidelines for Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in Extractive Industry of the Southern 
African Development Community (Bennun et al., 2015). 
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Promoting	an	environmentally	responsible,	socially	inclusive	financial	sector	
 
Here, the focus would be on promoting the development of an environmentally 
responsible, socially inclusive financial sector (contribution to Aichi Targets 4 and 20 
specifically and SDG 17), notably by: 

• Promoting the mainstreaming of IFC Performance Standards in project finance 
banking throughout the GDSA countries; 

• Promoting the adoption of ESG performance criteria at stock exchanges of 
GDSA countries, learning from the work done at the Johannesburg Stock 
Exchange and ensuring that best practices are rewarded (e.g., carbon and water 
neutrality, biodiversity non-net-loss);  

• Supporting private sector investments in ecological infrastructure (e.g., 
wetlands) for improved resilience and adaptation to climate change, through 
innovative financing mechanisms (e.g., Water Funds, payments for ecosystem 
services and aggregate offset mechanisms). 

 

Promoting	integrated	reporting	and	disclosures	on	natural	capital	impacts	and	
dependencies	
 
Here, the focus would be on promoting the development of relevant, verifiable 
integrated reporting and disclosures on natural capital impacts and dependencies, 
notably by: 

• Supporting the building of a community of practice in each GDSA country; 
• Promoting the use of relevant sustainability measurement (e.g., GHG Protocol, 

life-cycle assessment methodologies, Water Footprint Standard) and reporting 
standards (e.g., Global Reporting Initiative 4, CDP carbon and water) 
tools/standards through training events and various communication media;  

• Explaining how to account for the contributions of the private sector to the Aichi 
Targets and the Sustainable Development Goals through the development, pilot-
testing and/or mainstreaming of an appropriate business-relevant reporting 
framework. 

 
 
	 	



	

The	private	sector	and	renewable	natural	capital	in	the	GDSA	 97	

GDSA	countries:	Potential	target	industries/stakeholders	and	selected	
innovative	projects	
 
In addition to the broad focus areas above, here, we provide additional country-specific 
insights to inform the development of a roadmap for a GDSA private sector renewable 
natural capital strategy and action plan. This information is far from exhaustive, as it 
has been put together exclusively through desktop research. 
 
Before doing so however, one can mention multi-country projects involving the private 
sector, such as the International Water Stewardship Programme (IWaSP), 
commissioned by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (BMZ). IWaSP aims to: 

• Improve and institutionalise cooperation between the state, the private sector 
and civil society; 

• Identify, develop and implement partnerships aimed at reducing water risks; 
• Involve the private sector in the financing and implementation of appropriate 

measures; 
• Integrate lessons learned from specific measures into national strategies and 

policies; and 
• Promote advocacy and dissemination at both regional and international level of 

lessons learned from the measures. 
 

Botswana	
 
Sustainability and environmental mainstreaming in the private sector have been 
relatively limited in Botswana. Potential industries and organisations for GDSA support 
in natural capital mainstreaming could include: 

• Banking (e.g., Barclays, First National Bank) and insurance; 
• Diamond and gold mining (e.g., Anglo American, Debswana/De Beers, Galane 

Gold); 
• Livestock farming, notably in terms of avoiding and/or minimising the impacts 

of fencing on migratory wildlife; 
• Retailers (e.g., Choppies - foods, Funmart – furniture and electrical appliances); 
• The Botswana Power Corporation (mainly coal-fired power); 
• The Botswana Stock Exchange89; 
• Tourism (e.g., Cresta Hotels, Wilderness Holdings). 

 
Various business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• Business Botswana, which represents the economic interests of the business 
community;  

• The Botswana Chamber of Mines; 
• The Hospitality and Tourism Association of Botswana;  

 
Among noteworthy projects or initiatives involving the private sector, one can mention: 

																																																								
89 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.bse.co.bw/  
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- Debswana’s mines, which have ISO 14 001 certified environmental 
management systems as well as surrounding private game reserves set up for 
biodiversity conservation90; 

- Efforts to mainstream eco-tourism: i.e. 2002 Botswana National Ecotourism 
Strategy and the associated ecotourism best practice manual91 and Botswana 
Ecotourism Certification System92; 

- The water accounts for 2010/11 and 2011/12 that show what is happening with 
water stocks and flows in the country, including in terms of water productivity 
per sector (WAVES 2014). 

 

Gabon	
 
In Gabon, environmental mainstreaming in the private sector has historically been 
focused on the forestry, agricultural and oil & gas industries. For instance, one can 
mention Total, a French Oil and Gas has a comprehensive environmental management 
system, addressing waste, GHG emission and biodiversity management across its 
terrestrial and sea-based facilities93. 
 
Potential industries and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital 
mainstreaming could include: 

• Agriculture, especially palm oil (e.g., Olam) and coffee production; 
• Banking (e.g., Banque Internationale pour le Commerce et l'Industrie du Gabon, 

Citibank, Union Gabonaise de Banque) and insurance; 
• Oil and gas (e.g., Total); 
• Mining (e.g., Compagnie Minière de l’Ogooué); 
• Forestry94 (e.g., CBG, CEB, Rougier, Sunly), notably for the conservation of 

High Conservation Value and High Carbon Stock forests (limited number and 
surface area of FSC certified forests in Gabon95); 

• Retailers (e.g., Cecagadis, Sodigab - Casino). 
 
Several business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• The Gabon Chamber of Commerce; 
• The Confédération Patronale Gabonaise;  
• American Business Association of Gabon; 
• The Chamber of Commerce, Agriculture, Industry, Mining and Artisans. 

 

Ghana	
 
Sustainability initiatives is emerging in many Ghanaian businesses. Potential industries 
and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital mainstreaming could include: 

																																																								
90 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  http://www.debswana.com/Sustainability/Pages/Our-Environment.aspx  
91 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  
http://www.botswanatourism.co.bw/sites/default/files/publications/BTO%20EcoTourism%20Best%20Practices%20Manual.pdf  
92 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:   http://www.ecotourismconference.org/news/2015/ecotourism-botswana  
93 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  http://www.total.ga/activites/environnement-societe-0  
94 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.wri.org/resources/maps/gabon-principales-compagnies-
foresti%C3%A8res-titulaires-de-cfad-et-de-cpaet  
95 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  https://africa.fsc.org/fr-cd/notre-impact/quelques-chiffres  
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• Foods (e.g., coffee) and beverages (e.g., Kasapreko), including Cacao farming 
and trading (e.g., Produce Buying Company Limited (PBC); 

• Banking (e.g., Ecobank Ghana, GCB Bank, Stanbik bank) and insurance; 
• Gold mining (e.g., AngolGold Ashanti, Gold Fields, Newmont); 
• Oil and gas (e.g., Ghana Oil Company, Ghana National Petroleum Corporation);  
• Retailers (e.g., Max Mart); 
• The Ghana Stock Exchange96. 

 
Various business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• The Association of Ghana Industries; 
• The Ghana Chamber of Commerce; 
• The Ghana Chamber of Mines; 
• The  Ghana Union of Traders Association; 
• The Ghana Association of Bankers;  
• The Ghana Microfinance Institutions Network. 

 
Among noteworthy projects or initiatives involving the private sector, one can mention: 

• Integration of cocoa certification and sustainable forest management in the 
Juabeso-Bia landscape initiative, which involves Olam, Rainforest Alliance, 
local government and community-based organizations; 

• Biodiversity offset project for Newmont’s gold mine 97  and associated 
developments98; 

• Quarry rehabilitation along with biodiversity protection and management 
measures  at Ghacem, Heidelberg Cement’s subsidiary in Ghana99  

• PwC Ghana Sustainable Business Forum100, organised by the PWC Business 
School; 

• The organisation of the 2015 Pan-African Business and Biodiversity Forum in 
Akosombo, which focused on extractive industries (mining, oil and gas), 
sustainable agriculture, energy and natural capital accounting. 

 

Kenya	
 
A recent paper by Tarus (2015), using a sample of 352 firm-years during the period 
2005–2012, shows that a positive and significant relationship between firm 
performance, employee CSR, product/service CSR and community CSR. The 
relationship between firm performance and environmental CSR, on the other hand, was 
not significant. In other words, while Kenya’s level of maturity regarding sustainability 
mainstreaming in business is one of the highest in GDSA countries, much works still 
needs to be done on renewable natural capital issues. 
 
In Kenya, IWaSP is supporting: 

																																																								
96 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: https://www.gse.com.gh/  
97 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.forest-trends.org/documents/files/doc_3122.pdf 
98 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.ghananewsagency.org/science/epa-holds-validation-meeting-on-
biodiversity-offset-and-business-scheme-111617 
99 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.graphic.com.gh/news/general-news/ghacem-wildlife-society-partner-to-
conserve-biodiversity.html 
100 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.africa-newsroom.com/press/sustainable-business-forum-series-
40?lang=en    
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• The restoration and conservation of Lake Naivasha through a partnership 
between government, private sector and civil society. This work is bringing 
benefits to water resources management, water quality, and water supply, as 
well as decreasing the potential for conflict.  

• The Nairobi Water Roundtable, which allows the largest private water users in 
and around the capital city to explore options for improving water conservation 
and managing water risks more efficiently (e.g., development of a Upper Tana-
Nairobi Water Fund which finances targeted ecosystem restoration measures); 
with partners such as Diageo, BASF, Coca-Cola, IUCN, Tetra Pak and WWF. 

 
Among other noteworthy projects or initiatives involving the private sector, one can 
mention: 

• Various biodiversity management plans for cement companies (e.g., Bamburi 
Cement101, Lafarge102); 

• Various sustainable tourism/eco-tourism initiatives: e.g., Ecotourism Kenya’s 
work103; 

• Safaricom’s 2016 sustainability report 104 , which highlights the company’s 
efforts to reduce its GHG emissions, and to undertake environmental impact 
assessments/audits for its growing infrastructure; though acknowledging its 
limited progress on water and waste; 

• The Center for Cooperation with the Private Sector (CCPS)105, commissioned 
by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(BMZ), which supported the Kenya Association of Manufacturers in developing 
a voluntary energy agreement, the Energy Efficiency Accord.  

 
Potential industries and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital 
mainstreaming could include: 

• Banking (e.g., Barclays, CFC Stanbik, I&M Holdings, Diamond trust Bank, 
National Bank of Kenya, Standard Chartered) and insurance (e.g., Pan Africa 
Insurance, Liberty Kenya); 

• Foods (e.g., VegPro, Farmers Choice, BIDCO) and beverages (e.g., East 
African Breweries), including flower and tea (e.g., Limuru Tea, Kapchorua Tea, 
producers; 

• Construction (e.g., Bamburi Cement, E.A. Portland Cement); 
• Retailers (e.g., Massmart Holding’s Game, Carrefour, Choppies); 
• The Nairobi Securities Exchange106. 

 
Various business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• The Kenya Private Sector Alliance; 
• The Kenya Bankers' Association; 
• The Kenya Association of Manufacturers; 
• The Retail Trade Association of Kenya; 
• The Fresh Produce Exporters Association of Kenya; 

																																																								
101 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.ecoprofiles.org/ad_details.php?co=275 
102 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.lafarge.com/en/kenya-a-quarry-rehabilitation-program-protect-local-
biodiversity 
103 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.ecotourismkenya.org/  
104 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/system/attachments/cop_2016/335211/original/sustainabilityreport_2016.pdf?1478260433 
105 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  https://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/15955.html 
106 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: https://www.nse.co.ke/  
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• The Kenya Coffee Trader Association; 
• The Horticultural Growers Association; 
• The Association of Kenya Insurers. 

 

Liberia		
 
In Liberia, environmental mainstreaming in the private sector has made limited 
progress, notably due to recent historical armed conflicts and recent medical crises (e.g., 
Ebola outbreaks).  
 
Potential industries and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital 
mainstreaming could include: 

• Agriculture, especially palm oil (e.g., Sime Darby), rubber (e.g., Firestone 
Natural Rubber Company, Sime Darby) and coffee production; 

• Mining and metals (e.g., Arcelor-Mittal, Birimian, Cavalla Resources); 
• Forestry (e.g., Oriental Timber Corporation), notably for the conservation of 

High Conservation Value and High Carbon Stock forests (limited number and 
surface area of FSC certified forests in Liberia107). 

 
Several business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• The Liberian Business Association; 
• The Liberia Chamber of Commerce; 
• The Liberia Bankers Association; 
• The Liberia Timber Association. 

 
Among noteworthy projects or initiatives involving the private sector, one can mention: 

• The Center for Cooperation with the Private Sector (CCPS)108, commissioned 
by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(BMZ), which helped ArcelorMittal, other companies and the government to 
set up the Corporate Responsibility Forum Liberia (CRFL). Today, the Forum 
has 37 members and helps to build companies’ CSR competence through 
training workshops and other measures. 

• The Sustainable Partnership Initiative (SPI)109  which involves Sime Darby 
Plantation Liberia, Project Affected Community (PAC), Green Advocates, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Internal Affairs, Land Commission, 
National Investment Commission (NIC), Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), World Bank, IFC and UNMIL. Notably, Sime Darby Plantation Liberia 
committed to High Conservation Value (HCV) assessments before any 
plantation begins110. 

• Arcellor-Mittal’s efforts to conserve biodiversity at the Mount Nimba (where 
past  mining activities have largely degraded habitats), close to the Mount 
Nimba World Heritage Site111 in Guinea and Ivory Coast112; 

																																																								
107 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: https://ic.fsc.org/en/stakeholders/dispute-resolution/archived-cases/dlh-liberia  
108 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: https://www.giz.de/en/worldwide/15955.html 
109 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.simedarbyplantation.com/our-businesses/upstream/liberia/sustainable-
partnership-initiative 
110 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.simedarby.com/upload/Sime_Darby_in_Liberia.pdf 
111 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://liberia.arcelormittal.com/corporate-responsibility/environment.aspx 
112 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/155/ 
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• The work towards a national biodiversity offset scheme for Liberia’s mining 
sector (Johnson 2015). 

	

Mozambique		
 
Like in Liberia, Mozambique has recently come out of an armed conflict period113 and 
environmental mainstreaming in the private sector remains emergent at best. Potential 
industries and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital mainstreaming could 
include: 
 

• Agriculture (e.g., maize, cassava, cashew nut, coconut, etc.) and fisheries, with 
most activities are still small scale; 

• Bank (e.g., Milennium bim); 
• Beverages (e.g., Cervejas de Mocambique); 
• Energy (e.g., EDM, HCB, Motraco); 
• Oil and gas (e.g., Eni, SASOL, Petromoc);   
• Mining and metals (e.g., Vale,); 
• Industry (e.g., Mozal); 
• Tourism, including game hunting and coastal-based operations. 

 
Several business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• Associacao Industrial de Mozambique; 
• Associacao de Comercio, Industria e Servicos114; 
• Chamber of Commerce Mozambique; 
• Confederation of Business Associations. 

 
Among noteworthy projects or initiatives involving the private sector, one can mention: 

• Eco-tourism initiatives focused on community-based development and the 
expansion of the protected area network (e.g., at Maputo Special Reserve115); 

• SUSTAIN-Africa’s work in the Beira Agricultural Corridor and the Zambezi 
Valley Development Corridor overlap. This IUCN project aims to use 
partnerships to ensure that investments flowing into growth corridors include 
solutions for the sustainability of water, land and ecosystems that are socially 
inclusive and build resilience to climate change; 

• The World Bank – PROFOR’s roadmap for a national biodiversity offset system 
for Mozambique (Bechtel and Nazerali, 2016).   

 

Namibia		
 
Sustainability and environmental mainstreaming in the private sector is relatively 
advanced in Namibia (probably because of a number of large, sophisticated companies 
operating in key sectors), though international best practices have yet to take hold. 

																																																								
113 Though several reports suggest new conflicts. Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: 
http://www.news24.com/Green/News/recovering-from-war-mozambican-park-again-faces-conflict-20161218 
114 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.acismoz.com/ 
115 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.transfrontierconservation.com/tfca.php?pid=19&mid=1006 
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Potential industries and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital 
mainstreaming could include: 

• Foods (e.g., Bidvest) and beverages (e.g., Namibia Breweries); 
• Fisheries (e.g., Oceana Group); 
• Banking (e.g., Nedbank, First National Bank, Standard Bank) and insurance 

(e.g., Santam); 
• Mining (e.g., Anglo American, B2Gold, Extract Resource Namibia, Kalahari 

Minerals), with some well-known challenges related to the lack of effective 
rehabilitation after mining as well as to mining exploration and exploitation near 
or within several protected areas; 

• Livestock farming, including wildlife farming; 
• Retailers (e.g, Spar, Checkers); 
• NamPower, Namibia’s national power utility; 
• Tourism (e.g., Wilderness Holdings); 
• The Namibia Stock Exchange116. 

 
Various business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 

• The Sustainable Development Advisory Council, which promotes cooperation 
and coordination on environmental issues relating to sustainable development 
in Namibia; 

• Namibia Chamber of Commerce and Industry; 
• Hospitality Association of Namibia; 
• Namibia Trade Forum;  
• Namibian Uranium Association; 
• Namibia Wholesale and Retail Association. 

 
Among noteworthy projects or initiatives involving the private sector, one can mention: 

• The NAM-Place 117  project, which aimed to lift conservation barriers and 
advocate for the establishment of a large-scale network of protected landscapes 
in order to address imminent threats to habitat and species loss at a landscape 
level. This involved supporting production practices (tourism, game products, 
revenue diversification) on community and private lands which are compatible 
with best practices in biodiversity management objectives while providing 
livelihoods to stakeholders.  

• Walvis Bay Municipality, the only municipality in Namibia and one of only five 
in Africa that are members of the International Council for Local Environmental 
Initiatives (ICLEI), which actively promotes the conservation and sustainable 
use (eco-tourism) of the biodiversity assets of the municipality. 

• The much acclaimed community-based natural resource management 118 
programme, which led to the creation of 41 joint-venture tourism enterprises 
and 48 hunting concessions (NACSO 2015). Because of it, Namibia is, 
arguably, the most successful country in the world in terms of biodiversity 
conservation on both communal and private land (i.e. biodiversity 
mainstreaming in artisanal livestock enterprises and SMMEs).  

																																																								
116 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.bse.co.bw/  
117 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.landscapesnamibia.org/namplace-project 
118 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.nacso.org.na/ 
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• The call by the Namibian Hake Association to pursue MSC certification for the 
hake fishery119.  

 

Rwanda		
 
Natural capital mainstreaming in the private sector in Rwanda should primarily target 
agriculture (mostly small scale), forestry, manufacturing, foods and beverages (e.g., 
Bralirwa), retail (e.g., Uchumi Supermarkets), tourism and infrastructure development. 
Notably, because agriculture is the primary activity for much of the Rwandan 
population, focusing on the development of eco-certified products in the agricultural 
sector for both local consumption and exports should be considered.  
 
A sector which is starting to positively contribute to renewable natural capital 
conservation is the growing nature-based tourism industry (e.g., accommodations 
in/near Akagera and Volcanoes National Parks). One should also mention The New 
Forests Company, which has embedded species conservation and High Conservation 
Value principles in its integrated management plans120. This company is kick-starting 
a forest industry based on the harvesting of old pine-eucalyptus plantations (including 
a wood processing chain linked to the government’s national electrification program) 
and on replanting with better ecologically adapted indigenous/exotic species mix. 
 
Potential business associations to engage with in Rwanda include (but not limited to): 

• The Private Sector Federation of Rwanda; 
• The Rwanda Poultry Industry Association; 
• The Rwanda Association of Manufacturers; 
• The Energy Private Developer's Association; 
• The Rwanda Bankers Association. 

 

South	Africa		
 
There are a number of high profile renewable natural capital projects or initiatives in 
South Africa. This is largely due to the fact that the South Africa economy is very 
dynamic and diversified, with thousands of large companies operating for a relative 
long time.   
 
Notably, sustainability and integrated reporting is becoming increasingly used by large 
companies operating in South Africa, as are voluntary disclosures under CDP Carbon 
and Water. The Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) mandated the disclosure of 
sustainability information starting in the 2010 financial year and subsequently 
mandated the disclosure of integrated reporting starting in 2011, making reference to 
the King III Report on Corporate Governance in 2009 which emphasized to a great 
extent the ideas of leadership, sustainability, and corporate citizenship. The National 
Business Initiative (NBI) has been the local partner to the CDP. In 2016, the South 
African sample achieved an excellent response rate of 78% with scores also improving 

																																																								
119 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.absolutely-write.com/component/content/article/4-homenews/590-
namibian-hake-fishery-to-pursue-msc-certification.html 
120 The New Forests Sustainability Report 2015; accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://static.globalreporting.org/report-
pdfs/2015/7140c141d65ca834dfd6691ccef182ee.pdf 
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dramatically, with 11 South African companies making it on to the A-List and only 1 
company scoring below a C (2015: 14)121. The A-List companies are: Anglo American 
Platinum, Gold Fields, Harmony Gold Mining Company, Kumba Iron Ore, Mediclinic 
International, Mondi, Nedbank, Pick n Pay Stores, RCL Foods, Remgro and Sibanye 
Gold. Besides, 96% of companies were found to embed climate change into strategy, 
99% have board oversight over climate change, and 81% provide monetary incentives 
for climate change performance. 
 
South Africa is also at the forefront of biodiversity offsetting in Africa. Its history stems 
from the EIA regulations promulgated by the National Environmental Management Act 
107 of 1998 (NEMA) (Madsen et al., 2010). The national environmental principles 
contained in Section 2 of this Act specify that significant negative impacts on 
biodiversity must be avoided and, if they cannot altogether be avoided, must be 
minimized and remedied. There is currently no explicit legal definition of what 
“remedy” means in the context of the Act. However, in practice it is interpreted as the 
need to compensate for any residual negative impacts on biodiversity after efforts to 
minimize these impacts have been taken into account, through the use of offsets. In 
2013, a National Framework for Biodiversity Offsets was released by the Department 
of Environmental Affairs and the South African National Biodiversity Institute 
(SANBI), providing legal context and national definitions for offsetting. It requires 
offsets to be considered as part of the mitigation hierarchy in environmental impact 
assessments under NEMA and under other major planning and land use regulations. 
SANBI and the Department of Water Affairs (DWA) in 2014 released the National 
Wetland Offset Guidelines, aimed primarily at the mining sector and endorsed by DWA 
as the national standard for developing wetland offsets. Biodiversity offset policies and 
draft guidelines also exist at the provincial level in Kwa-Zulu, the Western Cape, and 
Gauteng. Several voluntary and mandatory offset measures have been and are being 
developed in the country.  
 
One has also to mention the National Biodiversity and Business Network (NBBN)122, 
which was launched on 15 May 2013 by the Endangered Wildlife Trust (EWT), in 
collaboration with the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA), Nedbank Limited, 
Hatch Goba, De Beers, Transnet, Pam Golding Properties and Pick n Pay. The aim of 
the Network is to assist businesses from various sectors to integrate and mainstream 
biodiversity issues into their strategies and operations. It is designed to be an open and 
inclusive association of likeminded organisations that have recognised the need to raise 
awareness of, and stimulate conversation about, biodiversity issues amongst the 
business community.  
 
Furthermore, the Strategic Water Partners Network (SWPN) has been founded to act as 
a coordination platform between the private sector and the government. IWaSP 
supports SWPN in promoting measures to mitigate major water-related risks and 
prevent future water shortages. Twenty-five South African and multinational 
companies based in South Africa, government institutions and NGOs are already part 
of the network, including Coca-Cola, AngloAmerican, Nestlé, SABMiller, WWF, 
WRG and the Water Ministry. 
 

																																																								
121 CDP South Africa Climate Change 2016 executive summary; accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: 
http://www.nbi.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/CDP-Climate-Change-2016-Executive-Summary.pdf  
122 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: https://www.ewt.org.za/BUSINESSDEVELOPMENT/business.html 
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Similarly, WWF South Africa, the WWF United Kingdom, Alliance for Water 
Stewardship (AWS), Marks & Spencer and Woolworths pooled together to test the 
structure and content of the AWS standard for the agricultural sector in the Breede 
catchment (WWF 2014). Nine farms volunteered for this process and went through the 
guided process of identifying their key water risks and water stewardship opportunities, 
resulting in a long-term water stewardship plan and an identification of water 
stewardship opportunities in the greater Ceres area. 
 
The Green Building Council SA123 develops the Green Star SA rating tools to provide 
an objective measurement for green buildings in South Africa and to recognise and 
reward environmental leadership in the property industry. Each available Green Star 
SA rating tool reflects a different market sector including office, retail, multi-unit 
residential, public and education buildings, as well as others that are in development 
like interiors and existing buildings performance. The objectives of Green Star SA 
tools are to: 

• Establish a common language and standard of measurement for green buildings; 
• Promote integrated, whole-building design; 
• Raise awareness of the benefits of green building; 
• Recognise environmental leadership; 
• Reduce the environmental impact of development. 

 
In the agricultural and fisheries sectors, special mention should be made of: 

• Some of the Green Choice Partnership124 initiatives: 
o The Biodiversity and Wine Initiative125, which aims to minimise the 

further loss of threatened natural habitat (including the declaration of 
private protected areas, under the national biodiversity stewardship 
initiative126), and to contribute to sustainable wine producing practices, 
through the adoption of biodiversity guidelines by the South African 
wine industry.  

o The Biodiversity and Red Meat Initiative (BRI) comprises of over 50 
communal livestock farmers in the Kamiesberg, Northern Cape. In 
partnership with CSA, these farmers have committed to following a 
guideline detailing good practice around stocking rates, wetland and fire 
management, land stewardship, and predator-friendly livestock 
management. In exchange they are given much needed assistance with 
infrastructure and extension services. 

o The Southern African Sustainable Seafood Initiative (SASSI)127 which 
was established to raise awareness of the conservation status of marine 
species and encourage public pressure. The awareness raising campaign 
is aimed at creating informed seafood choices not just for consumers but 
also restaurateurs, wholesalers and retailers. To enable this, SASSI has 
developed a colour-coded species list. Fish are grouped into three 
categories: Green (healthy, relatively well managed species); Orange 
(legal, but there is reason for concern because of depleted populations, 

																																																								
123 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: https://www.gbcsa.org.za/ 
124 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  http://biodiversityadvisor.sanbi.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/07/GreenChoice_brochure-2011_low-res.pdf 
125 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:  http://www.wine.co.za/news/news.aspx?NEWSID=5798&Source=News 
126  Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL:   http://www.sanbi.org/sites/default/files/documents/documents/biodiversity-
stewardship-factsheet16dec2014.pdf 
127 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://wwfsassi.co.za/ 
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biological vulnerability or severe impacts of the fishery on the 
environment) and Red (illegal to sell in South Africa). 

o The Flower Valley farm128, which is over 30 000 ha, with at least 20 000 
ha of natural Fynbos vegetation, was bought in 1999 with funds from 
Fauna and Flora International. It forms the foundation of the Flower 
Valley Conservation Trust and aims to conserve valuable, threatened 
vegetation types while empowering the local communities to 
sustainably harvest wild flowers for sale. 

• Oceana Group 129 , which conforms to the requirements of two, strategic 
certification bodies: The Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) and the 
International Fishmeal and Fish Oil organisation (IFFO). Its hake operation has 
the MSC custody of chain certification, which is considered the world’s premier 
eco-labelling initiative for fishing. 

 
Key sectors for further renewable natural capital mainstreaming in the private sector 
should at least include: mining, retail, banking and insurance, agriculture and 
agribusiness, and infrastructure/construction. The goal should be to develop, promote 
and mainstream international best practices in biodiversity, carbon and water 
stewardship. 
 

Tanzania		
 
In Tanzania, IWaSP is supporting the restoration of the Mlalakua River ecosystems 
through a partnership between Coca-Cola, local private sector industry (Nabaki Africa), 
the national environmental authority as well as the local NGO Nipe Fagio. An 
agriculture green growth approach, under  the IUCN SUSTAIN-Africa project, is 
applied to the Southern Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT), in 
partnership with more than 30 governments, institutions, organizations and private 
sector partners, to facilitate the development of clusters of profitable agricultural 
business and to capitalize on new opportunities to apply sustainable production, 
processing, and supply chain practices. 
 
Potential industries and organisations for GDSA support in natural capital 
mainstreaming could include: 

• Emerging commercial agriculture (e.g., AgriSol130, Mountainside Farms131), 
Tea production (e.g., TATEPA); 

• Foods and Beverages (e.g., Tanzania Breweries, East African Breweries);  
• Small-scale and artisanal mining (about 1 million people); 
• Large-scale mining (e.g., Acacia Mining, Shanta Gold, Petra Diamonds, 

TanCoal Energy, Sky Associates/Stamico, Kibo Mining); 
• Dar es Salaam Stock Exchange132;  
• Quarry/Construction (e.g., Tanga Cement Public, Tanzania Portland Cement); 
• Banking (e.g., DCB Commercial Bank, Maendeleo Bank) and insurance (e.g., 

Jubile Holdings); 

																																																								
128 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.flowervalley.org.za/ 
129 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://oceana.co.za/sustainability/environmental-sustainability/ 
130 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.agrisoltanzania.com/our_project.html  
131 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.ifama.org/resources/Documents/v17ib/Simpson-Cheong.pdf  
132 Accessed on February 14, 2017 at URL: http://www.dse.co.tz/  
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• Tourism (both safari-based and coastal-based tourism). 
 

Various business associations could also be approached, including but not limited to: 
• Tanzanian Private Sector Foundation; 
• Confederation of Tanzanian Industries, which works energy efficiency 

already133; 
• Tanzanian Bankers Association; 
• Hotels Association of Tanzania; and 
• Tanzania Association of Tour Operators. 

Reference
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