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[bookmark: _Toc369336509]Executive Summary
In 2012, SADC began the implementation of its Transfrontier Conservation Areas Programme (SADC, 1992, 2001a, 2012b)in response to the objectives of the Regional Indicative Strategic Development Programme 2005-2020 (SADC, 2001c), and then reviewed in 2014 (SADC, 2015a). The SADC TFCA Programme is divided in seven (7) components (SADC, 2012b), each responding to a regional priority in order to ensure that TBC adds value to the SADC vision, mission and objectives as far as regional integration, natural resource management (environmental conservation) and socio-economic development are concerned. Component 4 on Data and Knowledge Management Systems is a cross-cutting element, which includes in its outputs the creation of a SADC TFCA Monitoring and Evaluation Framework to assess progress on the SADC TFCA Programme (Ibid). 
This report was commissioned by the Southern African Development Community – Transfrontier Conservation Area Unit as part of the consultancy to develop a Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2015b). The objective of this report is primarily to provide a legal framework for the establishment of Transboundary Conservation (TBC) initiatives, which would help identify the vision of such initiatives, beyond the IUCN Guidelines (Vasilijević, 2015), and establish the validity of the conservation-development nexus, as found in the SADC TFCA Guidelines (Zunckel, 2014), and prioritised by the SADC Revised Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (SADC, 2015a). Secondly, the report was tasked to provide an appraisal of existing M&E tools, frameworks and systems, which were directly and indirectly applicable to the establishment and management of TFCAs in the region. Finally, it was tasked to provide a set of recommendations for the development of the M&E Framework.
This report was produced after an in-depth review of available literature ranging from international and regional legislation, academic publications, institutional reports, and other relevant primary and secondary sources. It also draw from interviews conducted with key informants in the region and, more importantly, from a participatory workshop help with the SADC TFCA Network members, the members of the M&E Community of Practice and other regional stakeholder during the 2017 SADC TFCA Network meeting (SADC, 2017b).
Findings from the legal appraisal
The first important finding of this report is derived from the historical review of TBC and the appraisal of legal instruments for TBC and related matters is that, in so far as Southern Africa is concerned. Having looked at the foundations for TBC set by the IUCN best practice guidelines, as reviewed, it is clear that TBC primarily serves the purposes of conserving shared natural resources with a secondary objective of initiating or consolidating peace-building and cooperative processes at multiple scales, depending on the initiatives (Sandwith, 2001; Vasilijević, 2015). The legal appraisal confirms the role of conservation, understood as a type of sustainable use of natural resources (UN, 1992b), as a catalyst for both international cooperation and rural development, for peripheral and marginalised groups (OAU, 1968). The SADC legislation has absorbed the indications of soft international law and the commitments derived from hard international law, in its establishing Treaty (SADC, 1992, 2001a) and in all Protocols pertaining to the use and management of natural resources (SADC, 1999, 2000, 2001b, 2002). This leads to the understanding of SADC TFCAs as resting on three pillars, which need to be developed jointly in order to fulfil the mandate of TBC as understood by SADC.
Figure A indicates the three pillars as (1) Environmental Conservation, which refers to ecosystem conservation and sustainable use of natural resources; (2) Regional Integration, which refers to the process of, first, bringing together two or more states to manage shares natural resources and, secondly, progress towards legal harmonisation and active cooperation in resolving other matters related to TBC; (3) Socio-economic development, which refers to the process of using TBC to provide opportunities for socio-economic development primarily to the areas and populations affected by the establishment of TFCAs.

SADC TFCAs



Environmental Conservation
Regional Integration
Socio-economic development

Figure A: The three pillars of SADC TFCAs

Secondly, the legal appraisal also produced a set of three important findings, which should be acknowledged when establishing an M&E system for SADC TFCAs:
1. TFCAs in Southern Africa are still attached to the concept of National Sovereignty;
2. Southern African states collectively hold some of the most valuable natural resources of this planet (in terms of intrinsic, ecosystemic and aesthetic values;
3. All relevant African and Southern African legal instruments, including the Constitutions of most countries, place a specific role for environmental rights as part of the spectrum of socio-economic human rights.
The application of CPR principles to TFCAs
In order to assess the relevance of M&E systems to the SADC case, Common-Pool Resource principles were applied to the case of TFCA in order to provide a solid governance framework for their management, which would inform an M&E framework. The reason for this is a direct response to the fact that Southern African states are attached to National Sovereignty even when discussing the co-operative management of shared resources. The use of CPS principles provided an apt space for shared multi-scalar governance without exiting the sovereignty bounds. Furthermore, in a world where the environment and its resources are increasingly understood as global commons, it allows SADC and its Member States to re-assert authority over national and regional resources.
Table i shows exactly how each CPR Principles are applicable to environmental commons, as relevant to TFCAs in the current multi-scalar and multi-stakeholder system. By addressing the National and Regional Commons issues within the SADC TFCAs M&E framework, which is embedded in international and regional law, Member States can maintain full ownership of their resources by being able to show progress on international environmental commitments through the SADC TFCAs M&E. 
Table i: Application of CPR Principles to environmental commons as relevant to TFCAs
	Define clear [group] boundaries
	Geographic: Define the TFCA boundaries clearly;
Institutional: Define the boundaries of the stakeholder group clearly

	Match rules governing the use to local needs and conditions 
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Make sure that the establishing document and related planning & implementation documents respond to the need of the TFCA and its stakeholders

	Ensure that affected parties can participate in modifying rules
	LOCAL COMMON: This implies going beyond the “beneficiation” concept into negotiating participation and decision-making mechanisms with and for all stakeholders, including rural communities, towards a joint governance system;
GLOBAL COMMON: Affected parties can be associated to Range States, so they need to be able to decide and modify rules. 

	Make sure that rule-making rights of community members are respected by outside authorities 
	LOCAL COMMON: this requires true participation in decision-making;
GLOBAL COMMON: directly dependent on P3, this implies recognising that all countries have an equal stand, but specifically the core group of states where conservation occurs.

	Develop a behaviour monitoring system, carried out by members
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Advocating for internal monitoring, to foster direct accountability.

	Use graduated sanctions for rule violators
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Graduated sanctions are a means to allow for accountability to grow organically.

	Provide accessible means of dispute resolution
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Clarify what and how disputes shall be resolved before taking the step of using a formal legal system.

	Build governing responsibility from local to interconnected system
	LOCAL COMMON: ensuring that governance systems are built to ensure connectivity;
GLOBAL COMMON: applying a bottom-up approach, create global commons the management of which s based on local needs. 

	
	



Findings from the M&E tools appraisal
The selected M&E systems applicable to TBC in Southern African originate both from implementing agencies and from the hard legal instruments, which were discussed in the previous section. Each system or tool reviewed (See Table ii) provides its own relevance to a SADC TFCA framework, but also add to a consistent set of conclusions, which should inform the regional process. 
These systems and tools listed in Table ii belong to the international sphere: the TFCA Diagnostic Tool, the UNESCO tools, the Ramsar WIAM Tool, the CITES MIKE and MIKES tools, the Aichi Target and the Sustainable Development Goals. Regional tools discussed were the ICIMOD tool, the PPF Performance Assessment Tool and SMART. Finally, at SADC level, the METT, the Kavango Zambezi M&E System and the Great Limpopo TFCA Preliminary Progress Monitoring model were presented.
The selection was made after extensive review of various international and regional institution, agencies and organisation, which work with both natural resource management and development programme at country or cross-border level.
Table ii: List of M&E frameworks, systems and tools reviewed
	The IUCN TBC Specialist Group Diagnostic Tool 
	SMART tool

	The International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development M&E system
	CITES MIKE and MIKES

	Ramsar: Wetlands Inventory, Assessment and Monitoring Framework
	The METT for Protected Areas

	UNESCO: World Heritage Site and Man and Biosphere M&E tools
	The PPF Performance Assessment Tool

	The Aichi Targets
	The Kavango Zambezi TFCA M&E System

	The Sustainable Development Goals
	The Great Limpopo TFCA Preliminary Progress



In terms of understanding what are the essential elements, which an M&E framework should include, all tools and systems agree on the following:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Cooperation: evidence of cooperative instruments and mechanisms being established to begin and develop TBC initiatives (Diagnostic Tool, Ramsar WIAM, UNESCO tools, and PPF PAT);
· Good governance: evidence of inclusive and participatory systems support the multi-scalar nature of TBC and help conflict resolution on land uses (ITTO tool, UNESCO tools, Ramsar WIAM);
· Environmental protection: importance of showing progress in achieving strict species and ecosystem conservation targets (Ramsar WIAM, CITES tools, METT);
· Sustainable development: evidence of a vision for TBC to support sustainable development processes to ensure that rural populations in TBC have opportunities to improve their livelihoods (Aichi Targets, SDGs, GLTFCA model);
· Sustainable financing: ensure that the TBC project has a model to sustain its activities and projects (Diagnostic Tool, PPF PAT, SDGs).
Overall, most systems use a mixed qualitative and quantitative approach, with only the specific tools created for TFCAs (the PPF-PAT, the KAZA M&E and the GLTFCA model) relying solely on quantitative methods, with supporting evidence in the form of documentation. This is because, in consideration of the objectives of TBC and the state of implementation in the region, a quantitative system is easier to implement and more useful in showing both progress and added value. One should not exclude, however, the move towards a mixed system in future iteration of a regional M&E cycle. 
The pathway for a SACD TFCA M&E Framework
The investigation conducted on the status quo of M&E in and for TFCAs shows that any M&E system for the SADC TFCA Programme should respond primarily to the objectives of the three pillars of SADC TFCAs: harmonisation and cooperation for regional integration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, and (rural) socio-economic development. 
In so doing, the two groups identified as holding primary responsibility for the implementation of the M&E framework as (1) the SADC TFCA Unit as the project manager and the content provider for relevant indicators; (2) the TFCA International Coordinator, Secretariat or any other applicable coordinating agency as project implementer and content provider. 
Once these requirements have been fulfilled with dedicated sets of indicators, the other requirements based on the SADC TFCA programme may also take shape. This second set of requirements will progressively involve other SADC TFCA Unit and TFCA stakeholders as content and data providers, due to the nature of their outputs and key activities, with the only exception of the Data and Knowledge Management System requirements, which rests on the SADC TFCA Unit and TFCA only.
Finally, the first M&E Cycle should be implemented over 5 years, with a internal mid-term rapid assessment, in order to verify progress on system feasibility.
Recommendations
The review conducted for this report proved useful both for the creation of an M&E Framework for the SADC TFCA Programme, and for a possible review of the TFCA Programme.
In matters concerning both, it is important to highlight that from the stakeholders’ consultation the key question which the SADC TFCA Programme and M&E Framework should seek to answer for both SADC and its Member States is:
How do TFCAs add value to the regional processes of policy harmonisation and regional integration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, and socio-economic development in rural areas through the joint management of shared cultural environments and natural resources?
Currently, this question should guide the M&E Framework, but it should also guide a review of the SADC TFCA Programme, which should be conducted considering the lessons learnt and changes occurred in the first decade of implementation. In this respect, and considering the suggestion of a 5-year M&E Cycle, both the Framework and the Programme should be reviewed in 2022.
Recommendations for the M&E Framework
· The M&E framework, responding to Component 4 of the SADC TFCA Programme, should speak directly to the programme, using its Outputs and Objectives to define indicators.
· The Framework should take into account that SADC TFCAs are at different implementation stages and cater for individuality, whilst maintaining a regional standardised process. 
· The Framework should take into account that at TFCA level information is also collected through other M&E-type of processes, so it should seek to use the information without duplication of efforts in data collection.
· The selection of indicators should consider that they will be inserted in the SADC M&E system and, as such, need to cater for the infrastructure being built in terms of definition, disaggregation and other forms of data collection.
· The selection of indicators should also take into consideration that the data collection process cannot be overwhelming for both the SADC TFCA Unit and the TFCA coordinating agency, considering their human resources capacity.
· The M&E Framework and the indicators should use a mixed results-based and impact-assessment approach.
· The first M&E framework cycle should be of 5 years, using the rest of 2017 and 2018 to create the baseline data collection against which to show progress, thus completing the cycle in 2022.
· In the first cycle, the indicators for the priority will strongly borrow from a Rapid Assessment approach, mainly seeking to assess progress against the three pillars.
· The other requirements should have mixed indicators of a quantitative nature, to provide a baseline upon which standardisation of data can be built.
· From the mid-term internal assessment, a process of data integration with the other regional applicable M&E Systems should be thought and a process of engagement with the people responsible for those systems should begin.
Recommendations for the SADC TFCA Programme
· Review of the contextualisation of the Programme, using the Legal Framework and the application of CPR Principles found in this report.
· Use the key question to guide the re-formulation of the programme, as well as lessons learnt from the first decade of implementation.
· Re-formulate components, and their elements, in order to harmonise the Programme with other relevant SADC strategic plans and in line with the international legal framework, as well as the M&E framework.
· Update the elements of the Programme, which have changed in the first decade, such as the SADC TFCA Network and the Working Group to ensure that future programme reflects the actual work being achieved.
· Update the components and their elements in order to show what has been achieved in the first decade and define the new pathway based on such foundations.
Define a way forward for the SADC TFCA Programme that includes its role within SADC, regionally and internationally as the strategic cross-cutting element, which the Revised Regional Indicative Strategic Programme assigns to it.
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[bookmark: _Toc369336510]Introduction
This report was commissioned by the Southern African Development Community – Transfrontier Conservation Area Unit as part of the consultancy to develop a Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2015b). The objective of this report is primarily to provide a legal framework for the establishment of Transboundary Conservation (TBC) initiatives, which would help identify the vision of such initiatives, beyond the IUCN Guidelines (Vasilijević, 2015), and establish the validity of the conservation-development nexus, as found in the SADC TFCA Guidelines (Zunckel, 2014), and prioritised by the SADC Revised Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (SADC, 2015a). Secondly, the report was tasked to provide an appraisal of existing M&E tools, frameworks and systems, which were directly and indirectly applicable to the establishment and management of TFCAs in the region. Finally, it was tasked to provide a set of recommendations for the development of the M&E Framework.
The information contained in this report derives from a variety of primary and secondary literature, including grey literature such as reports and frameworks, a basic survey with the TFCA programme Focal Points in the region, and the results of a workshop to develop the elements of the M&E Framework (hereafter the Elements Workshop) held with the SADC TFCA Unit, the representatives of the Troika, the SADC TFCA Steering Committee, and selected members of the SADC TFCA network, including the members of the M&E Community of Practice, who have provided inputs in the revision and finalisation of this document.
The innovation of this report is the application of the Common-Pool Resource principles the appraisal of the M&E tools identified. Stemming from the analysis of the findings from the legal framework, in particular reference to the management of the environment, and its natural resources, is the concept that the environment and its resources are both global and local Common-Pool resource. TBC initiatives, as understood in legal instruments, play an important role in resolving the tension between global agendas and regional needs. This approach has borrowed from the evaluation offered by McPherson and Boyer of a proposed TBC initiative in Guyana, the Guyana Shield Ecoregion Reserve (McPherson & Boyer, 2015). The same principles are also used in the analysis of the requirements for TBC set by the TFCA Programme and prioritised according to the lessons learnt in the M&E appraisal section.
The concluding remarks, and the related recommendations serve as a guideline for the creation of the SADC TFCA M&E framework, and establish clearly that the creation of the framework and its indicators will form the first step in an adaptive management cycle to M&E, which use a results-based approach in order to provide for change and support decision-making for the sustainable establishment and management of TFCAs in the SADC region. A special section is also dedicate to recommendations for a potential revision of the SADC TFCA Programme.
[bookmark: _Toc484170478][bookmark: _Toc484525353][bookmark: _Toc369336511]Overview
Transboundary Conservation (TBC)[footnoteRef:2] has changed the natural resource management practice in Southern Africa since the later part of the 1990s, as a means to promote conflict resolution after the conflicts for colonial independence and universal suffrage, to foster a bioregional approach to conservation and provide development opportunities to the rural communities in the border areas. In a few decades, a number of areas were established that ranged from Transfrontier Parks (TFPs), such as the Kgalagadi TFP between South Africa and Botswana, to the extensive Kavango Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA – TFCA) spanning Angola, Botswana, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe. Currently a total of 7 TBC initiatives exist in the region as Category A, with a signed Treaty as a TFCA or a TFP; 5 exists as Category B with a signed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU); and 1 with a Protocol signed, that is the Lubombo TFCA[footnoteRef:3]. There exist, in addition, 6 Category C, or Conceptual TFCAs, with the most ambitious being the Western Indian Ocean Transfrontier Marine Park (WIO-TFMP) involving Comoros, France (Reunion Islands), Madagascar, Mauritius, Mozambique, Seychelles and Tanzania, including coastal and oceanic multiple resource use areas (See Figure 2).  [2:  Due to the interchangeable use of the terms “transboundary” and “transfrontier” in relation to regional conservation projects, this report shall use the term “transboundary” when addressing the general concept of conservation, and “transfrontier” in the specific cases, unless otherwise need by the name of the project referred to.]  [3:  Interview with Seth Maphalala, Swaziland National Trust, TFCA unit, on 14 March 2017.] 

Following from the initiatives of individual countries with the technical and financial support of intergovernmental, and non-governmental entities, such as the African Wildlife Foundation, the GIZ Transboundary Use and Protection of Natural Resources Programme, and the Peace Parks Foundation, in 2012, the Southern Africa Development Community (SADC), through its Food Agriculture and Natural Resources Directorate (FANR) has established a TFCA Programme to support the establishment of a fully “functional and integrated network of Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) where shared natural resources are sustainably co-managed and conserved to foster economic and social development, tourism, and regional integration for the benefit of those living within and around TFCAs and mankind at large” (SADC, 2012b, p. 4). This is mandated by the 1999 SADC Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement under article 3(c) establishing that all Member States are to cooperate in the management of “shared wildlife resources as well as any transfrontier effects of activities within their jurisdiction or control”, and article 4(2)(f) establishing as an objective of the Protocol the promotion of “the conservation of shared wildlife resources through the establishment of transfrontier conservation areas” (SADC, 1999). The SADC TFCAs Programme also responds to the Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (RISDP) 2005-2020, which identifies “conservation, management and use of natural resources” as a major component of the key priority intervention area, Environment and sustainable development (SADC, 2001c). The Revised RISDP 2015-2020 acknowledges the transboundary conservation of natural resources as a Priority D programme of regional dimension fostering the overarching goal of regional integration (SADC, 2015a). In the RRISDP, TBC is linked to tourism and infrastructure development, as well as human, animal and ecosystem health, and cross-border mobility of people, goods and services (Ibid).
Within the SADC TFCA programme, Component 4 on the ‘Establishment of Data and Knowledge Management Systems’ identifies the need for an integrated monitoring and evaluation system that is specifically designed for transfrontier conservation areas(SADC, 2012b). Furthermore, the SADC TFCA Network has periodically recognised the need to create an ad hoc system that would enable the periodic measurement and assessment of the performance of any SADC TFCA according to several indicators and factors stemming from the SADC objectives for shared natural resources management. Subsequently, the Community of Practice for Monitoring and Evaluation was created to support the establishment of an apt framework.
Against this background, the SADC TFCA Programme wishes to establish a Framework for the Monitoring and Evaluation of the impacts of SADC TFCAs, which is able to respond to (1) the objectives established in the 1999 Protocol and in the SADC TFCA Programme, (2) the programmatic lines of the RRISDP 2015-2020, and (3) the objectives and framework of the SADC Policy on Strategy Development, Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation. 


[bookmark: _Toc484170479][bookmark: _Toc484525354][bookmark: _Toc369336512]The Objective and Goals of the Situation Analysis
This Situation Analysis Report (SAR) was commissioned as the first of two outputs of the Monitoring and Evaluation component of the SADC TFCAs Programme and is tasked with presenting how Monitoring and Evaluation for TFCAs is undertaken globally, and what lessons have been learnt, before addressing the regional status quo and providing recommendations.
In responding to the objective of the SAR, the following are considered goals to this report:
· Establish the nexus between TFCAs, regional integration and sustainable development, through the historical analysis of TBC;
· Present an exhaustive global and regional legal framework for TFCAs, which includes both soft and hard law;
· Assess the existing M&E frameworks and tools used in, or applicable to, TBC initiatives;
· Identify objectives and indicators for an M&E framework for SADC TFCAs based on regional law, as well as international environmental and development reporting obligations;
· Develop the SADC recommendations to the SADC TFCA Unit for its M&E framework.
[bookmark: _Toc484170480][bookmark: _Toc484525355][bookmark: _Toc369336513]Contextualisation of the SAR
This report is required to inform the M&E Framework for the SADC TFCA Programme, which will take into account the objectives of the programme, while establishing a broader regional and international relevance. In order to do so, this report seeks to provide the necessary context by using a legal framework and use a cross-sectoral approach to inform its structure and context.
[bookmark: _Toc484170481][bookmark: _Toc484525356][bookmark: _Toc369336514]The legal framework
It is only through the existing legal instruments that (1) the role of TFCAs can be fully understood in terms of national and regional obligations; (2) the critical strategic objectives can be identified, which respond to the legal implications of TFCAs establishment, and (3) an M&E framework can be created that is relevant to the vision, policy and strategy of a country and region. 
[image: ]The diagram for the legal framework in Figure 1 acknowledges that international hard law provides obligations for its parties, with the strongest degree of enforceability. African law, is considered as a separate entity and in a secondary position to international law, because it is applicable only to the African continent. The third tier is composed of the SADC Treaty, establishing the community, its vision, agenda and obligations, and its regional protocols, which legislate on specific matters pertaining to the implementation of the SADC treaty.
Stemming from the first tier are those legal instruments, which are known as soft law at both international and regional levels: these are the Agendas, the Conventions, the Strategic Documents, the Implementation Plans, and so forth. While non-enforceable, these documents set the direction, which the States are prepared to take in matters of 
[bookmark: _Ref369258755][bookmark: _Ref369258667][bookmark: _Toc370736574]Figure 1: Conceptualisation of legal framework for SADC TFCAs
environment, development, and human rights. They are often stronger in content than hard instruments and, as such, provide more guidance to monitoring and evaluation than hard legal instruments. In some cases, they provide the only monitoring tools, as the Aichi Targets do to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD, 2010b).
The SADC Policy and Strategic Documents also fall into this category and complement the Protocols in setting the direction and pace for regional integration.
[bookmark: _Toc484170482][bookmark: _Toc484525357][bookmark: _Toc369336515]Common-Pool resources and the conservation-development nexus
The nature of TBC initiatives in Southern Africa is that of (1) responding to conservation needs while (2) generating sustainable income from conservation to relieve government financial onus for conservation and socio-economic development. This second clause implies that conservation efforts need to support and/or provide economic opportunities, particularly for the people living outside Protected Areas (PAs) but within TFCAs. A third objective is that of (3) fostering regional cooperation and integration, to be pursued first in establishing the diplomatic relations necessary to implement a TBC initiative, and then by harmonising the legal framework between the countries. This harmonisation, due to the very cross-sectoral nature of TBC initiatives, would not be limited to harmonising environmental legislation, but – progressively – extend to a variety of other legal fields from immigration to law enforcement, from natural resources use to land ownership, and eventually link with other regional obligations such as trade agreements, disease control and human health and so forth, all of which have a direct bearing on the achievement of transboundary conservation objectives. 
The conservation-development nexus will be established first in reviewing the history of TBC initiatives, and presenting the legal framework. Introduced in Section 2, this nexus will be further developed by applying the Common-Pool Design Principles, established by Prof. E. Ostrom (Ostrom, 1990), to an analysis of the M&E tools. This approach is chosen because it will, by nature of the Principles, highlight why TBC is the only feasible space to develop the conservation-development nexus desired by SADC and its TFCA Programme, and help to focus on the critical issues that the M&E system will need to address in seeking to bring back authority over environmental decision-making at the regional and country level, thus responding to the SADC TFCA vision for the region. The SAR shall, in this way, provide both a strong legal and theoretical case for the Monitoring and Evaluation framework to acknowledge the mutual and equal relationship between the two elements, particularly when dealing with TFCAs, and establishing the implications for adjoining Protected Areas. This process will also establish a foundation for the identification of areas of indicators, linked to the SADC TFCAs Programme
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The outline chosen for this report allows the reader to find logical flow and relevance to the objective and goals of the SAR, within the structure provided.
The first section is a foundational chapter, which has three objectives. Firstly, it provides a historical overview of TBC both at global and regional levels, and seeks to highlight the nexus between conservation, regional integration and development as SADC priorities. Secondly, it establishes a legal framework for TBC, which shall (1) present the international, African and SADC legal foundations for the establishment and implementation of TFCAs and (2) introduce TBC in the region through the lens of the Common-Pool Resource (CPR) Principles in order to find a pathway for absorbing international obligations at the regional level, while re-asserting the role of regional and national management institutions for TBC decision-making.
The second section is dedicated to an appraisal of monitoring and evaluation for TBC. It will identify and discuss the existing global and African frameworks and tools, which directly relate to Transfrontier Parks (TFPs) and TFCAs, including instruments provided by international agencies for conservation and stemming from international law. This is the core of the Situation Analysis Report because it presents all relevant existing systems globally and regionally, and discusses them in the frame of the CPR principles in order to address the implications of multi scalar natural resources management for conservation in a transboundary context.
The third section separates the elements stemming from the three primary objectives of TBC in SADC, from the corollary objectives as set in the SADC TFCA Programme. Having done so, based on the discussions in the two previous sections, it provides a brief analysis of how they can and should be addressed as elements of an M&E framework.
The fourth and concluding section will provide a set of recommendations to inform the M&E Framework for the SADC TFCAs Programme, and the review of the SADC TFCA Programme.
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The SAR is predominantly the result of a desktop analysis of primary and secondary literature. Primary literature refers to (1) legal documents such as Conventions, Treaties, Decisions of a Conference of the Parties to a Convention, government Strategies and Plans; (2) agency and government reports, based on data collection and review, including Monitoring and Evaluation Reports and (3) any academic paper reporting on data collection and field investigation. Secondary literature includes all other documents that are a commentary on the themes of this report and on the documents mentioned in the Primary Literature. 
In addition to the literature review, a series of email communications and direct interviews were used to gather primary data to be included in this report. These include but are not limited to interactions with the SADC TFCA Focal Points, the members of the SADC TFCA Community of Practice for M&E, and the IUCN Transboundary Conservation Specialist Group. 
[bookmark: _Toc369336518]The M&E Framework Elements workshop
The SAR takes strongly into account the outcome of the Workshop on the Elements of the SADC TFCA M&E framework, held on 23 March 2017, with the members of the SADC TFCA network, including its Steering Committee and the members of the M&E Community of Practice. During this workshop, the SAR was presented and discussed, paving the way for two critical interventions:
· A member of staff of the SADC Secretariat M&E unit presented the current M&E systems for reporting on progress on the Regional Indicative Strategic Programme (RISDP), as well as all SADC Protocols and documents of reference for each Directorate;
· A member of staff of the Peace Parks Foundation (PPF) presented the KAZA M&E system being developed.
The second part of the workshop was used to brainstorm on possible indicators based on the seven (7) components of the SADC TFCA Programme, which will inform the framework and its indicators (SADC, 2017b).
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[bookmark: _Toc369336521]Historical overview of Transboundary Conservation
The history of Transboundary Conservation is intrinsically linked both to conservation paradigms and to the impact humans have had on the environment and social systems. On the one hand, it is fairly simple to see how the argument for conservation across political boundaries was an evolution of nature conservation, as the scientific and political understanding of human impacts on environmental systems benefited from the seminal Brundtland Report (WCED, 1987), which stated very clearly that a new economic system needed to be implemented to avoid total environmental degradation and social decline, then proceeded to suggest the concept of Sustainable Development as the only possible political and economic construct able to prevent a total system implosion. Since then, the overall understanding of nature and natural resources began to gradually shift away from the historical “Fortress Conservation” system, which had characterised the elitist systems of Europe and the colonial systems in the rest of the world, towards a more inclusive approach, which recognised conservation as part of a broader natural resources management agenda, able to combine the protection of natural resources and the fostering of rural/indigenous people development.
On the other hand, it must be acknowledged that several efforts to promote cross-border cooperation for conservation had already been in place by the second half of the 20th Century, stemming from regional needs. We are reminded by Vasilijevic et al. (2015) that as early as in the 18th Century some European countries felt the need to come together to better manage shared natural resources, such as watercourses for hunting and fishing. “The Krakow Protocol has particular importance for transboundary conservation as its Annex, signed on 5 September 1925, outlined the designation of a joint bilateral nature park in the Pieniny Mountains” (Ibid, p.4), although it was not implemented until 1932.
The first recognised transboundary conservation experience was, nonetheless, the Waterton/Glacier International Peace Park, established on 18th June 1932 and spanning Canada and the United States of America, connecting 23 Protected Areas in the USA with the Akamina-Kishinena Provincial Park in Canada (Zbicz, 2000). Since the 1930s, therefore, it took the international community over half a century to recognise the multiple benefits of transfrontier conservation, which are essentially (Sandwith, 2001): 
· Ecological: TBCAs aim at managing the ecological systems, and even connect more than one system, thus ensuring a truly integrated planning for environment and development;
· Socio-economic: by providing healthy ecological systems, TBCAs should reduce conflicts arising from traditional conservation methods and allow local natural resources users to improve their livelihoods;
· Cultural: when the borders are truly open, they connect people within the same cultural groups and allow them to re-connect (or to continue to liaise in a formal legal environment). This element is particularly important when traditional practices and religious sites existing within a borderless environment have been fragmented by political boundaries;
· Political and security: TBCAs have been identified as peace-building instruments, using the environment as a catalyst to boost multilateral cooperation in other political sectors, including security.
· Conservation management: Protected Areas management benefits from cooperation across borders particularly through joint planning and implementation;
· Legal policy and framework: TBCAs thrive on transboundary legal harmonisation, which influences not just conservation management but other areas of law-making directly and indirectly relevant to their implementation.
In Southern Africa, the interest towards the establishment of TBCAs is said to have begun in colonial times (Zunckel, 2014). However, it is not until the second half of the 1990s, with peace agreements starting to change the political scenario for the Frontline States[footnoteRef:4], that the idea of transboundary conservation to prepare the foundation for regional cooperation took shape. And it is in this respect that the expression “Peace Parks” became synonymous with TFCAs in the region, with the help of the Peace Parks Foundation. The first example of conservation for the region was a back-to-back cooperative agreement between South Africa and Botswana for the Kgalagadi Transfrontier Park, thus formalising a tradition of cooperation at National Park level and setting the scene for more collaborative initiatives to begin (Zunckel, 2014). South Africa continued to lead the way in establishing TBCAs and, in so doing, was able to absorb internal negotiation processes for land uses, within the Land Restitution Process initiated by the Mandela government. While preparing for the Kaza-Kruger-Gonarezhou Transfrontier Park (now Great Limpopo), in fact, the government was also formalising the Makuleke Contractual Park in the Kruger National Park. A similar situation was encountered in the creation of the |Ai |Ais Richtersveld Transfrontier Conservation Area. Unlike in the case of the Makuleke area, the South African component already included a sustainable use area owned by the Nama people of the Richtersveld, under a contractual agreement with South African National Parks.  [4:  The Frontline States was an expression used to identify those Southern African states actively engaged in the struggle against the segregationists regimes of Southern Rhodesia and the Republic of South Africa. These States, with the addition of Zimbabwe, South Africa and Malawi formed the core of what is now the Southern African Development Community.] 

In other countries, such as Mozambique, new Protected Areas had to be established to fulfil the dream of TBFAs, and such is the case of the Limpopo National Park within the Great Limpopo TFCA. This process, while relatively simple on paper, is still far from completed in real life, thus highlighting the important characteristic of complexity in TBC (Milgroom, 2012). 
Overall, the history of TBC in the world and the region indicates that only in a few cases the process of TBC is straightforward and able to focus on environmental conservation only. Generally, and especially in developing countries, decision-makers must make allowances for a variety of stakeholders in transboundary natural resource management.
Transboundary Conservation Areas (TBCAs) have, thus, stemmed from a variety of initiatives and justifications, as the various definitions used to identify them bear witness. The 2001 and 2015 IUCN TBC guidelines, as well as other technical or academic documentation, have identified expressions, which simply use as synonyms the terms “Transfrontier” and “Transboundary[footnoteRef:5], but then differ in other elements, such as Conservation Areas vs. Reserve, Park, Protected Areas, etc (Sandwith, 2001) (Vasilijević, 2015). Additionally, there are other variations of the same contents: from Transboundary Natural Resources Management, to Transboundary Collaboration, Transboundary Migration Areas, and Peace Parks, to name but a few. It has been difficult, therefore, to arrive at an agreed definition of such regional conservation areas that could incorporate all the different elements, which comprise them, by finding common denominators. The current agreed definition aims at providing an overall framework for Transboundary Conservation, which is understood as “a process of cooperation to achieve conservation goals across one or more international boundaries” (Vasilijević, 2015, p. 6) and Table 1 shows the agreed typologies of TBC initiatives established by the 2015 guidelines (Ibid). This is because the authors, supported by the members of the IUCN Transboundary Conservation Specialist Group, have fully acknowledged that biodiversity and ecosystems are to be considered as global Commons (as inferred by international law, see next section), which require regional and inter-regional cooperation in order to be sustainably managed. In 2015 IUCN guidelines, however, and of interest to the objectives of this report, the nexus between transfrontier conservation and sustainable development is entirely absent, with the exception of type 2 TBCA, which recognises the existence of “multiple resource use areas”. [5:  Considering that in Southern Africa all TBC initiatives are called “transfrontier”, the term “transboundary” will be used in the general expression “transboundary conservation” and in reference to initiatives outside of Southern Africa.] 

[bookmark: _Ref369258803][bookmark: _Toc370736584]Table 1: Typologies and definitions for Transboundary Conservation (Vasilijević, 2015)
	Type 1
	Type 2
	Type 3

	Transboundary Protected Areas
	Transboundary Conservation Landscape/Seascape
	Transboundary Migration Conservation Area

	a clearly defined geographical space that includes protected areas that are ecologically connected across one or more international boundaries and involves some form of cooperation.
	an ecologically connected area that includes both protected areas and multiple resource use areas across one or more international boundaries and involves some form of cooperation.
	Wildlife habitats in two or more countries that are necessary to sustain populations of migratory species and involve some form of cooperation.

	Park for Peace
	a special designation that may be applied to any of the three types of Transboundary Conservation Areas, and is dedicated to the promotion, celebration and/or commemoration of peace and cooperation.

	
	



This is in contrast with the 2014 Southern Africa Guidelines for TFCAs, where the principle of Sustainable Development, and the related Goals, is very prominent (Zunckel, 2014), and this is in line with the objectives set for TBC in the SADC region by the Wildlife and Law Enforcement Protocol (SADC, 1999), as well as the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2012b), and confirmed by the Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan (RISDP) (SADC, 2003). These legal and planning documents seek a triangulation of objectives for TBC (See Figure 3) that responds to shared priorities, of which conservation is but one, albeit foundational, element.

[bookmark: _Ref369258851][bookmark: _Toc370736576]Figure 3: Triangulation of SADC TFCAs objectives
[image: ]The socio-economic development requirement for TBC in SADC is, furthermore, responding to the growing pressure placed by international legal instruments presented in the next section, to ensure that:
1. Conservation responds, with an environmental scope, to humanitarian and development needs;
2. Conservation does not happen in isolation from other multi-scale initiatives and needs;
3. Conservation does not exclude access and use of natural resources by rural people living in and around Protected Areas.
The objective of such requirements is to foster a balance between the protection and the use of natural resources for the 
benefit of humanity: the priority which has been driving the international legal discourse since the Brundtland Report, and has created the mandate for TBC. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170487][bookmark: _Toc484525362][bookmark: _Ref368643282][bookmark: _Toc369336522]A legal framework for TBC and M&E
In order to establish a useful legal framework for TBC in SADC and its M&E system, it is opportune to state that, in an international context, not all legislation is equally enforceable on signatory parties. Nonetheless, it is often in the soft law (or the respective guideline documents) that the principles for TBC in its various mandates and objectives are to be found. 
Conversely, when addressing African and SADC environmental law, it is important to note that all ratified African Union Conventions are directly enforceable, as are all SADC Protocols. The soft law, in this geographic context, is presented by policies, strategies and programmatic documents.
[bookmark: _Toc484170488][bookmark: _Toc484525363][bookmark: _Ref368643323][bookmark: _Ref368644042][bookmark: _Toc369336523]The international framework
The 1972 Stockholm Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, establishing the UN Environment Programme (UNEP), set the scene for soft international law to address the conservation and development nexus, by placing environment on the international agenda for the first time and defining common principles linking environmental conservation to socio-economic development (UN, 1972).
In 1982, the World Charter for Nature identified warfare and human conflicts as the main threats to environmental conservation, unwillingly providing a foundation for the Parks for Peace, and the mandate assigned to the IUCN over a decade later (UN, 1982b). In the same year, the Nairobi Declaration on the State of the Worldwide Environment, not only established what became known as the Precautionary Principle in environmental management, but identified a direct link between socio-economic and political insecurity, and environmental degradation. It also introduced the concept of transboundary ecological systems requiring multi-lateral cooperation for their protection (UN, 1982a).
In the same decade, the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) provided for the first time a space where the Transboundary question in conservation could become the catalyst of the sustainable development ideology (UN, 1992c), which had been set in the Brundtland Report (WCED, 1987), by providing the missing link between environmental conservation and inclusive socio-economic development. The Agenda 21 became the first guideline document for inclusive conservation processes that aimed at bridging the gap between people, particularly indigenous communities, and conservation, seeking to create new pathways of cross-scale collaboration for conservation and development (UN, 1992a). Furthermore, the three legal instruments, mentioned in the textbox, stemming from this Conference also known as the Earth Summit, address primarily the transboundary nature of environmental protection. The Convention on Biological Diversity, the Framework Convention on Climate Change, and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification were opened for signature at UNCED.

The Stockholm Declaration, the World Charter and the UNCED Rio Declaration read together also set the basis for a new set of human rights that pertain to the need to conserve nature in order to ensure human socio-economic health and wellbeing, including addressing social injustice and political conflict.
It was only out of Rio, however, that a pivotal hard legal instrument was issued and still strives to establish binding requirements for conservation in its several spaces and faces: the CBD, or Convention on Biological Diversity (UN, 1992b).
Already in its Preamble the Convention makes a clear case for the interdependence of (1) nature conservation; (2) socio-economic development, with a special case for indigenous/rural communities, and women; and (3) transfrontier conservation. Whilst it acknowledges national sovereignty over natural resources towards the implementation of the Convention (see Artt. 3 and 4), it calls specifically for international cooperation in Article 5:
Each Contracting Party shall […] cooperate with other Contracting Parties […] in respect of areas beyond national jurisdiction and on matters of mutual interest for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity.
The real strength of the CBD, as it is for many international conventions, lies in the decisions taken during the Conferences of the Parties (CoP), which are equally enforceable for signatory parties. More recently, Decision X/31 on Protected Areas of the 10th CoP specifically calls for establishment of transboundary protected areas and work towards creating regional guidelines and tools for their establishment (CBD, 2010a). At the same CoP, the approval of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, in decision X/2, implied the adoption of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets as a reporting mechanism for progress in conservation (CBD, 2010b), which some countries like Swaziland use as the only national M&E and reporting mechanism on conservation[footnoteRef:6]. [6:  Interview with Seth Maphalala, Swaziland National Trust, TFCA unit, on 14 March 2017.] 

In the same decade, several other hard international legal instruments began to raise the importance of international cooperation for the conservation of natural environment and species alike, as well as the link between environmental quality and human survival. 
Admittedly, it was the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) which, recognising the existence of people-nature relationships in difference contexts, advocated in its 1972 Convention for the protection and preservation of places of extraordinary natural or cultural significance, and for international cooperation in their protection (UNESCO, 1972). Already in 1971, The Man and Biosphere (MAB) programme pioneered the establishment of the ecosystem approach to conservation and in the early 1990s established a specific section on Transboundary Biosphere Reserves. Its more recent strategic document assigns specific values and objectives to TBC for the programme, which inform the MAB roadmap logframe (UNESCO, 2017a). Similarly, the UNESCO World Heritage Programme has developed several Transboundary sites since 1979 (UNESCO, 2017b), and has updated their requirements on Monitoring and Evaluation to address the transboundary nature of some of their sites, in recognition of the unique traits brought about by cross-border collaboration for nature conservation (Hockings, 2008). The UNESCO WHS Programmes has developed a monitoring and evaluation system consisting of two components: (1) Reactive Monitoring and (2) Periodic Reporting. Similarly, the MaB programme has a Periodic Review Form, which is completed on a yearly basis. Both shall be discussed in the Section 2 of this Report.

The 1975 Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, in its Article 5, encourages transfrontier cooperation in the planning and management of Ramsar sites to ensure continuity of processes and policy frameworks (UN, 1971). In 2010, the Convention published Handbook 13 on Inventory, Assessment and Monitoring of wetland sites (this handbook replaces the 2007 edition), which include the Transboundary Ramsar Sites established in the 21st Century (Ramsar Convention R. C. Secretariat, 2010).
In the same year, the Convention on the International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna (CITES) placed an obligation in its Article 8 for parties to ensure intra- and inter-national cooperation to enforce the provisions of the treaty, including monitoring the trade and sanctioning trade in listed flora and fauna (UN, 1973). Although CITES does not consider itself a conservation treaty, and in fact it is not, its provisions clearly affect conservation and sustainable use management in supply countries, and as such it is only natural that it recognises the role of international cooperation for conservation (Ibid).
In 1983, the Convention on Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn Convention) states in its Article 2 that it seeks to promote conservation of habitats and species, within the scope of the Convention, through co-operation agreements between two or more countries. Such multi-lateral environmental agreements are further prescribed in Article 5, which provides the guidelines thereof (UN, 1983). Article 4, furthermore, specifically calls for international co-operation for those species with an unfavourable conservation status (Beyerlin, 2014).
It took over a decade for the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), created in 1948, to recognise the role of TBC in fostering environmental protection, socio-economic security and conflict resolution. It was only in 1997 that the Union established its Parks for Peace initiative to promote regional cooperation for biodiversity conservation, conflict prevention, resolution and reconciliation, and sustainable regional development (Sandwith, 2001, p. 1), yet with uneven grounds for this new typology of conservation area. The original IUCN Protected Areas guidelines (IUCN, 1994) raised the issue of transfrontier conservation between the lines in identifying Categories V and VI, both leaving an open question on the relation between the protection of land/seascapes and ecosystems with a sustainable use component, and the presence of political boundaries. Even in 2001, when the Best Practice Guideline n.7  included the first definition of Transboundary Protected Areas and Parks for Peace, the Categories had not yet been amended to address the complexities brought about by the "transfrontier" component (Sandwith, 2001). In fact, Sandwith et al. state clearly that "Since both TBPAs and Parks for Peace are subsets of protected areas, they should always conform not only to the IUCN definition of a protected area […] but also to one or more of the IUCN protected areas management categories" (Sandwith, 2001, p. 4). The authors, however, make at least a case for "novelty" for the Parks for Peace, which should be founded on the "recognition that human security, good governance, equitable development and respect for human rights are interdependent and indivisible" (Ibid). In the most recent Best Practice Protected Areas Guidelines n. 23, the authors independently treat Transfrontier Conservation as the unique form of natural resources management and proceed to identify the Typology of Transboundary Conservation Areas, their key characteristics and the Models of Cooperation (Vasilijević, 2015). 
The “Big Five” of hard international environmental law[footnoteRef:7] (Fleurke & Trouwborst, 2014, p. 129) have provided over the decades “the impetus [and have sought to maintain the momentum] for global biodiversity governance” (Louis J Kotzé & Marauhn, 2014, p. 21). What stands out clearly from this progression of legal instruments, and the resulting programmes of international agencies, is that transboundary conservation best responds to the new economic model of sustainable development by addressing environmental, social, economic, and political (including humanitarian) issues, using a multi-scale approach to natural resources management that enables critical changes at local, regional and international level. What the States had probably not envisaged in this pathway is that such a global dimension of biodiversity governance cannot be driven and implemented by States alone, but requires new models and principles (Ibid), able to resolve the tensions between globalisation, conservation and economic development. These new principles, pinned on the idea of Transnationality through Connectivity (Ibid, p.25), are identified as: [7:  These are RAMSAR, CITES, The Bonn Convention, the CBD and the World Heritage Convention.] 

· Connectivity conservation, replacing “fortress conservation”;
· Network governance, replacing government governance; and
· Nature-based development, replacing sustainable development at a local/regional level.
And it is this role of carrying these novel principles into practice that was assigned to transfrontier conservation and absorbed into the African and Southern African legislation, when tasked to provide a democratic framework for nature conservation.
[bookmark: _Toc484170489][bookmark: _Toc484525364][bookmark: _Ref368643334][bookmark: _Toc369336524]The African and regional framework
The more progressive international outlook on conservation and development issues during the latter half of the 20th century provided useful input into many post-colonial legislative revisions. That said, one should take note that the first legal instrument at continental scale which addressed the nexus between nature conservation and human security was the 1968 Algiers Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. Its Fundamental Principle (Art. 2) defines the vision of the signatory countries (OAU, 1968):
The contracting States shall undertake to adopt the measures necessary to ensure conservation, utilization and development of soil, water, flora and faunal resources in accordance with scientific principles and with due regard to the best interests of the people.
This article clearly establishes the principle of sustainable use, half a decade prior to the Brundtland Report, by recognising (1) that conservation, utilization and development are not antonyms if implemented within a scientific framework; and (2) that the best interest of the people should be taken into consideration in the management of natural resources. 
Water was recognised to be a critical resource, the management of which may not rest within a single State. Thus, Art. 5(2) places an obligation for cross-border cooperation, and sets the founding principle for transfrontier conservation:
Where surface or underground water resources are shared by two or more of the contracting States, the latter shall act in consultation, and if the need arises, set up inter-State Commissions to study and resolve problems arising from the joint use of these resources, and for the joint development and conservation thereof.
The Convention also addresses law enforcement issues in the matter of transit of specimens and trophies, understood primarily in a transfrontier context, and stipulates in Art. 9(2)(c) that the Contracting Parties shall:
make the import and transit of such specimens and trophies subject to the presentation of the authorization required under section (b) above, with due provision for the confiscation of specimens and trophies exported illegally, without prejudice to the application of other penalties.
Article 10, addressing the establishment of Conservation Areas, introduces the principle of Ecosystem Conservation, which implies the need for cross-border cooperation:
1.-The Contracting States shall maintain and extend where appropriate, within their territory and where applicable in their territorial waters, the Conservation areas existing at the time of entry into force of the present convention and, preferably within the framework of land use planning programmes, assess the necessity of establishing additional conservation areas in order to:
(a)-protect those ecosystems which are most representative of and particularly those which are in any respect peculiar to their territories;
Most importantly, and pioneering for the time, the Convention dedicates an article to inter-state cooperation, again planting a solid foundation for transfrontier conservation programmes, and giving the role to the African Union (then Organization of African Unity) to monitor how the Parties are implementing all the provisions of the Convention through reception into national law and other instruments. Art. XVI provides that 
The Contracting States shall co-operate:
(a) whenever such co-operation is necessary to give effect to the provisions of this convention, and
(b) whenever any national measure is likely to affect the natural resources of any other State.
This principle was only improved by the revised Convention, signed in Maputo in 2003, which has not yet entered into force. The more recent document is much more sophisticated in the way it builds on the original principles and provision of the 1968 Convention, while absorbing international achievements, as clearly shown by Art. 2:
The objectives of this Convention are:
1. to enhance environmental protection; 
2. to foster the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources; and 
3. to harmonize and coordinate policies in these fields with a view to achieving ecologically rational, economically sound and socially acceptable development policies and programmes.
It further places a fundamental obligation on the states to follow not only scientific advances in the management of natural resources, but to take into consideration traditional and ethical values (Art.4). Finally, Art. XXII on Co-operation expands on the original provision by mandating the Parties to the Convention to undertake to cooperate in the conservation, development and management of such resource or ecosystem and if the need arises, set up interstate commissions for their conservation and sustainable use [,] whenever a natural resource or an ecosystem is transboundary. (African Union, 2003) The 2003 Revised African Convention on the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (Maputo Convention) entered into force on 7 March 2017, after Liberia deposited its signature of the Convention. Nonetheless, the only SADC countries to have ratified the Maputo Convention are Angola, Lesotho, Madagascar and South Africa (African Union, 2003). Furthermore, Botswana, Malawi, Mauritius, and Seychelles have not yet signed the Maputo Convention. This means that for all intents and purposes of transboundary conservation, according to Art. XXXIV of the Maputo Convention, the Algiers Convention only applies matters of cooperation between the Parties to the Maputo Convention and those who have yet not become party to it (African Union, 2017).

The 1968 Convention, albeit less programmatic than the revised version, signed in Maputo (2003), is a powerful document both in the context of the time of writing and in the present times, particularly if read with other African legal instruments such as:
· The 1981 African Charter on Human and Peoples' Rights, which stipulates, in its Art. 24, the right to a general satisfactory environment, specifically refers to the natural environment and its resources, which are meant to promote healthy living for all categories of people (OAU, 1981);
· The 1991 Treaty of the African Economic Community, which places in Art. 58 the requirement to promote healthy environments for the benefit of natural and human systems (OAU, 1991);
· The 1996 Lusaka Agreement on Cooperative Enforcement Operations Directed at Illegal Trade in Wild Fauna and Flora, which, in its Art. 1, clearly establishes conservation as a component of biodiversity and ecosystems management, which is primarily guided by sustainable use of wild natural resources, hence “Illegal trade” only refers to cross-border unauthorised trade (UN, 1996).
It is important to note that, besides the Lusaka Agreement, which is mostly unratified in the SADC region, none of the other legal instruments carry a reporting mechanism that would support or be supported by an M&E framework.
[bookmark: _Toc484170490][bookmark: _Toc484525365][bookmark: _Ref368564473][bookmark: _Ref368577297][bookmark: _Ref368643377][bookmark: _Toc369336525]The SADC framework
The legal frameworks for TBC established at the global and African levels have been directly accepted by the Southern African Development Community since its establishment in 1993. In the establishing Treaty of the Southern African Development Community, Articles 5 and 21 stand out as providing the foundational framework for Transfrontier Conservation as a tool to merge environmental and development objectives. As amended in 2001, the relevant objectives of SADC are to:
a) promote sustainable and equitable economic growth and socio-economic development […] through regional integration;
g)	achieve sustainable utilisation of natural resources and effective protection of the environment;
Art. 21(3) finally establishes that the Member States agree to cooperate in a variety of sectors to implement the stipulations of the Treaty and sub-clause (f) specifically identifies natural resources and environment as a field for multilateral cooperation (SADC, 1992).
Building on this Treaty, a number of Protocols are directly and indirectly relevant to the planning, establishment and management of transfrontier conservation areas (and the various typologies thereof). Most obviously, the 1999 Protocol on Wildlife Conservation and Law Enforcement (PWCLE) stipulates, in Art. 4(2)(f), the use of transfrontier conservation areas to fulfil the multi country co-operation objectives of the Protocol in matters of conservation, management and sustainable use of natural resources, including law enforcement (SADC, 1999). Linked to this, are a series of Protocols concerning the use and management of natural resources:
· The 2000 Revised Protocol on Shared Watercourses, in its Art. 2, places an obligation on Member States to cooperate with each other and to share best practices as the aspiration of sustainable utilisation of shared watercourse cannot be achieved without cooperation (SADC, 2000);
· The 2001 Protocol on Fisheries, in its Art. 7, places an obligation on Member States to cooperate with each other and refrain from engaging in plans that might harm other states' aquatic resources. This Protocol also stresses in several articles the need for traditional livelihoods to be protected in managing fisheries, focussing on sustainable use as a management principle (Art. 7, 12, 15, and 16). It also makes special provisions for law and policy harmonisation in Art. 8 and 9 (SADC, 2001b);
· The 2002 Protocol on Forestry places a strong emphasis on community based management and traditional livelihoods as guiding principles for enacting the Protocol (Art. 1, 3, 4, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18) and acknowledges the role of cross-border cooperation in all aspects of forestry management, including law enforcement (Art. 4, 8-11) (SADC, 2002);
· The 1998 Protocol on Tourism, recognises tourism as a sustainable development economic activity, specifically in relation to protected areas (Art. 2(3-5), 3(4-7), 11, 12(b-d), and in Article 12(e) places a special obligation to prioritise investment in sustainable development of transboundary natural and cultural resources (SADC, 1998).
Besides the legally binding instruments, SADC has produced framework documents which have been providing a direction to the region, such as the Revised Regional Integrated Strategic Development Plan (RRISDP), the Regional Biodiversity Strategy (RBS), SADC Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP), and Regional Industrial Development Policy Framework (RIDPF). All of these can (like the Protocols) provide a retrospective, and partially updated, idea of how SADC recognises the role of transfrontier conservation in the region and what objectives it sets for these.
The innovation component of the RISDP is the establishment of the need for SADC to monitor and evaluate the performance of Member States against its Policies, Strategies and Priority Intervention Areas. In this respect and for the purpose of this Report, this becomes a foundational document for the establishment of an M&E system for transfrontier conservation in the region. The RISDP is very systematic in identifying and addressing the critical priorities within the SADC Secretariat, as an institution, and its Member States, which primarily revolve around harmonization of data and information, law and policy, and programmatic interventions. The RRISDP, transfrontier conservation is recognised as a cross-cutting issue related not only to the environment and Sustainable Development, but very clearly to regional integration and socio-economic development (SADC, 2015a). This sets a clear direction to how transfrontier conservation is positioned in the SADC strategic vision once again linking integration, environment and development. This is coherent with progress made from the original RISDP strategies, in fact, which called directly for the establishment of transfrontier ecosystem management and conservation both as a way to foster regional integration and policy harmonisation, and as a way to enact international treaties on the environment and sustainable development (SADC, 2003, p. 61). Target 7 of RISDP, more specifically, called for the implementation of at least 50% of regional TBNRM projects (SADC, 2003): an indicator for the establishment of a regional Monitoring and Evaluation Framework against which positive results can already be demonstrated.
On a more sectoral level, the Regional Biodiversity Strategy specifically recognises biodiversity as an issue and value that transcends “national boundaries” (SADC, 2006a, p. 4), as such providing the introduction to a discourse on transboundary management that is never fully developed, except in Box 7 in relation to animal disease control, and in Annex II with a section on the Implementation of Trans-boundary Natural Resources Management (TBNRM) programmes, primarily calling for Member States to develop a national TBNRM strategy (Ibid).
Of further concern, and perhaps this is related to the year of writing for the Strategy, is that it identifies the low economic value of regional natural resources as a hindrance to implementing the Strategy, whereas history shows that most natural resources in the region, be they mineral, flora or fauna, are of high value and that their value continues to increase as shown by the amount of illegal harvesting and the risk taken by poverty-stricken members of society (Ibid).
Nonetheless, it correctly highlights that biodiversity inventory and monitoring systems are not adequate and, as such, hinder the ability to design integrated planning and implement strategy management objectives, such as TBNRM (Ibid, p.7). Finally, of primary interest for the scope of this exercise is the 2012 SADC Programme for Transfrontier Conservation Areas, undoubtedly the most updated relevant document in the region.
In its introductory section, the Programme notes a shift in the regional policy on TFCA: from the 2004 decision that “TFCAs be implemented bilaterally by the concerned Member States without the involvement of the Secretariat” (SADC, 2012b, p. 3), to the later realisation that having a regional programme would help funding the establishment of TFCAs, through a more channelled role of ICPs. Both the Vision and Mission place transfrontier conservation as a catalyst for the impact SADC wishes to have in the international conservation and development arenas. The latter, in particular, makes the firm connection between transfrontier conservation, regional integration and economic development in a sustainability framework:
To develop SADC into a functional and integrated network of transfrontier conservation areas where shared natural resources are sustainably co-managed and conserved to foster economic and social development, tourism, and regional integration for the benefit of those living within and around TFCAs and mankind at large.
The Programme unfolds in 7 components, as detailed in Table 2, each addressing the role of transfrontier conservation areas as cross-cutting mechanisms to achieve a variety of the regional objectives as derived from the RISDP and the RBS.
[bookmark: _Ref369258900][bookmark: _Toc370736585]Table 2: The Components of the SADC TFCAs Programme
	Component 1
	Advocacy and Harmonisation

	Component 2
	Enhancement of financing mechanisms for TFCAs

	Component 3
	Capacity building for TFCAs stakeholders

	Component 4
	Establishment of data and knowledge management systems

	Component 5
	Enhancement of local livelihoods

	Component 6
	Reducing vulnerability of ecosystems and people to the effects of climate change

	Component 7
	Development of TFCAs into marketable regional tourism products


The intersectoral nature of TFCAs, furthermore, is reflected in the institutional set-up provided within the SADC Secretariat for the implementation of the Programme, which provides for a TFCA Working Group composed of members from various strategic sections of the Community, as well as the Natural Resources Management Unit of the Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources Directorate, with the TFCA Coordinating Office.
[image: ]The Organogram in Figure 4, directly adapted from the one presented in the Programme, still needs to include organisms like the Regional Tourism Organisation of Southern Africa, Boundless Southern Africa, and the CBNRM Forum, representing specific sectors within the implementation of TFCAs. The Programme also identifies how it shall be implemented at the level of Member States, where it envisages a more complex relation between a variety of implementing and financing stakeholders, as well as the presence of a series of ad hoc Advisory Groups (See Figure 4).
[bookmark: _Ref369258925][bookmark: _Toc370736577]Figure 4: Organogram of the SADC TFCA Program at Member States level

Of relevance in this section is the foreseen role of the International Cooperating Partners (ICPs) as stipulated in the Windhoek Declaration on new partnership between the Southern African Development Community and the International Cooperating Partners (SADC, 2006b). In order to promote regional harmonisation as well as to ensure an equitable distribution of funds available for the various programmes, the SADC Secretariat has taken upon itself to coordinate and channel the contributions from Partners based on its programmatic lines and priorities.
The regional legal framework enabled by the Treaty, the Protocols and the relevant Programmes has evolved from the international legal and scientific framework, while acknowledging and maintaining the critical elements brought about by the uniqueness of the African past and present. In comparing other regional processes to what the current state of policy development at the SADC level is, some critical elements of uniqueness should be noted before focussing on relevant M&E systems. 
In relation to the SADC TFCA Programme, it shows that Southern Africa is the only region where TFCAs have become part of a regional programme for implementation as well as for monitoring, against its own components and the broader Strategic Plan. The Intergovernmental Authority for Development (IGAD) in the Horn of Africa recognises the role of international harmonisation and integration in matters of enviornment and natural resources (IGAD, 2017) and has developed TBC initiatives, but does not seem to have an overarching programme for their establishment and development (IGAD, 2007). 

In conluding this section, three important points should be made about the way in which SADC and its Member States position themselves in respect of TBC.
Firstly, while acknowledging the transboundary nature of ecological systems, the TFCAs in Southern Africa are still attached to the concept of National Sovereignty, now less central to governments in most other regions of the world (Louis J. Kotzé, 2014). This decision is very much entrenched in the political history of the region, and is also reflected in the SADC Treaty and the formation of regional law enforcement institutions. It is, in fact, primarily because of its potential to infringe on national sovereignty that treaties such as the Lusaka Agreement of Cooperative Enforcement Operations Directed at Illegal Trade in Wild Fauna and Flora have been ratified by a minority of African countries, especially in Southern Africa. It is important to acknowledge that, even in the case of Transfrontier Parks, the option of the Condominium – that is the creation of a new space by renouncing portions of state land to create an independent management area (Venter, 2014) – will not be adopted in the near future.An outlook on the EU and its comparable legal instruments
The SADC governance system is often compared to the European Union in matters of regional harmonisation and cooperation, including on issues pertaining to the environment. It is important here to note that whereas the EU has not developed a TFCA programme as such, it has created sustainable financing mechanisms to foster transfrontier cooperation between Member States, and other institutions including academia, such as the 1990 INTERREG programme. It is not until very recently, however, that various European institutions have pushed for the creation of a “juridical framework” for transfrontier conservation, which gave more prominence to the role of local authorities, thus “reforming the European governance”. This, and other drivers, led to the creation of the European Commission Regulation n. 1082/2006 for the creation of the European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) (Mitrotta, 2016). Applicable to all sectors, the EGTC is considered an “integrated juridical instrument” because it brings together the requirements of all legal frameworks, including the subnational ambitions to actively participate in cooperative governance systems (see Palermo in Mitrotta 2016). Unlike the existing Habitat and Birds directives, this instrument provides the framework for the creation of a condominium (Venter, 2014), whereby the cross-border spaces for natural resources management become independent entities from their subnational and national authorities, only responding to the local constituencies and the EU.
This instrument, applied to TBC initiatives, may enhance the positive impacts of other EU instruments such as the Habitat (Council of Europe, 1992) and Birds (Council of Europe, 2009) directives , as well as the Natura 2000 (European Commission, 2008) and INTERREG Programmes (European Union, 2004).

Secondly, it must be noted that Southern African states collectively hold some of the most valuable natural resources of this planet (in terms of intrinsic, ecosystemic and aesthetic values), from terrestrial and aquatic wildlife, to valuable ecosystems, be they forested areas or coral reefs, to mineral and precious stones. Whilst the SADC Biodiversity Strategy states that the monetary value of regional biodiversity resources is decreasing, this is far from the truth, suffice it to monitor the rate at which ivory and rhino horn, abalone and other fish species, ebony and teak – to name but a few– are creating a growing illegal export market, fetching millions of US Dollars in demand countries. In an era where biodiversity, because of soft law instruments and changes in the Western value systems, is becoming a global common, this poses a variety of stressors for SADC countries and their TFCAs. On the one hand, the spotlight is on monitoring the performance of SADC Member States in protecting their resources from unsustainable harvesting; on the other hand, support is provided with provisos that are less respectful of regional environmental and development priorities than they are of non-range State national legislation (Goverment of the U.S.A., 1956) and value systems. This precarious condition greatly affects regional TFCAs, which have been almost coerced into promoting the conservation and tourism agenda, instead of the sustainable use and development agenda which are part of the legal instruments globally, as well as at African and regional level.
Thirdly, all African and Southern African legal instruments, including the Constitutions of most countries, place a specific role for environmental rights as part of the spectrum of socio-economic human rights. Whilst one could debate over the rightfulness of this perspective, it must be acknowledged and respected that environmental conservation in Africa serves the purposes of human development. As such, the aesthetic values of species and their ecosystems are to be interpreted as by-products of conservation efforts, which are essentially geared to provide healthy ecosystems able to support a variety of goods and services, in turn supporting the socio-economic development of African countries and its people (Du Plessis & Plessis, 2014). In this view, TFCAs are understood as the catalyst for regional efforts to provide a multiplier effect on both conservation and development. Albeit timidly, this role is acknowledged in most treaties of SADC TFCAs, while being more forcefully required by the SADC TFCAs Programme (SADC, 2012b). 
This legal review, finally, has lead to the clear positioning of the SADC TFCAs programme within the international and legal framework. As outlined in Figure 5, three pillars provide the foundations and directions for the SADC TFCAs Programme, if it wants to respond to the mandate provided for TBC by SADC, and its M&E framework.
SADC TFCAs



Environmental Conservation
Regional Integration
Socio-economic development

[bookmark: _Ref369259030][bookmark: _Ref369258312][bookmark: _Toc370736578]Figure 5: The three pillars for SADC TFCAs
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[image: ]The Legal Framework for TBC M&E shows clearly that, over the years, the environment and natural resources have been interpreted as being a shared third generation human right and a shared responsibility of mankind regardless of the range state(s). This view has been confirmed by the wording and mechanisms of the CITES, which does not allow direct decision-making on trade, as species management, to be taken primarily by range states. This principle contravenes the right to sovereignty of state parties to international legal instruments, and affects their ability to manage PAs, including TBC Areas independently. For this reason, an analysis of the status of TBC and its M&E systems should be framed in principles able to re-dress the balance between the environment and natural resources as global commons and national sovereignty, which is also the goal of TBC. Ostrom’s principles to describe and design Common-Pool Resources (CPRs) are very apt to this situation because, applied at different scales as indicated in Figure 6, these principles precisely seek to redress governance imbalances and inequities in natural resources management systems (Ostrom, 1990). 
[bookmark: _Ref369259082][bookmark: _Toc370736579]Figure 6: Environmental commons at scales
Understanding the SADC TFCAs Unit and Steering Committee as the “Community” seeking to manage regional Transfrontier Conservation Areas as CPRs, allows them to regain authority over decision-making if the principles in Table 3 are applied to their governance systems, including the M&E framework. By the same token, if TFCAs are understood as CPRs, assessing their status through these principles will resolve both a strict M&E requirement, see Principle 5, and the role they play in responding to the regional mandate established both in the 1999 PWCLE and the SADC TFCAs Programme. 
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	P1
	 Define clear group boundaries

	P2
	 Match rules governing use of common goods to local needs and conditions

	P3
	 Ensure that those affected by the rules can participate in modifying the rules

	P4
	 Make sure the rule-making rights of community members are respected by outside authorities

	P5
	 Develop a system, carried out by community members, for monitoring members’ behaviour

	P6
	 Use graduated sanctions for rule violators

	P7
	 Provide accessible, low-cost means for dispute resolution

	P8
	 Build responsibility for governing the common resource in nested tiers from the lowest level up to the entire interconnected system
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The transposal of these principles to SADC TFCAs is further simplified by the regional ability to already show progress against the CPR requirements. For instance, while for Conservation Areas there may be a more of a blurred geography, Transfrontier Parks have well-established boundaries, which allow the PAs to be inserted in a surrounding patchwork of land uses. The challenge posed by TFCAs is the ability from a management and M&E perspective to manage the patchwork of land uses that they include with a multiscale approach, as it is suggested for the proposed Guiana Shield Ecoregion Reserve (GSER) in its conceptual stages (McPherson & Boyer, 2015).
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The relevance of the CPR Principles to the implementation of TBC and, therefore, to its monitoring and evaluation is very strong, particularly as it is asked of TBC not only to resolve conservation issues, but also – in Southern Africa – to support a variety of socio-economic and political challenges. 
Furthermore, as shown above, the legal framework for TBC shows a particular tension between the concept of national sovereignty and the idea, which continues to expand, that the environment and natural resources are global commons. As such, in theory, each person is a stakeholder in their management and conservation and each country should have a direct say in their management and conservation regardless of whether they are range states or not. This is precisely the ideology framing instruments like CITES, whereas other older conventions (and their subsequent CoPs) have refrained from reinforcing such tension between natural resources as global versus local commons. A CPR-based analysis of TBC and its M&E helps resolve such tension.
While the boundaries of TBC are set by the 2015 IUCN guidelines (Vasilijević, 2015), and for SADC by the 2014 regional guidelines (Zunckel, 2014), it is obvious that: different nomenclature will imply different boundaries (Principle 1) in so far as geo-political and management boundaries are concerned.
Therefore, while respecting the deriving legal framework, the rules (Principle 2) for governing TBC areas will need to be formally set at the lowest designated authority (the national government) and respond to its national and regional priorities, thus making the TBC Area a common ground for paced regional integration. The MoU, Treaties and other Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) establishing the TBCA also contain the mechanisms for changing the rules (Principle 3), and for apt conflict resolution pathways (Principle 7). They also include the management framework for the TBCA which, if responding to Principle 8, addresses its multi-scale nature. 
Since the community, in this case, is formed by the management authorities of the TBC Areas (and the responsible national agency), the application of Principle 4 on the respect for the rules by external parties, takes us back to the role international environmental law and the institutions thereof. This Principle highlights clearly the sovereignty conflict in decision-making for TBC, which will affect the reception of, inter alia, an M&E system depending on whether it responds more to international requirements or regional needs, including in addressing P6 on penalties.
The M&E System developed at TBC or regional level, as it is the case for SADC, would only be effective if, in response to Principle 5, it is created with and implemented by the community. The monitoring of behaviour is important because it allows mainstreaming of change, thus showing the added value of implementing a CPR design. This is particularly important for TBFAs in the SADC region, where their implementation has been very politicised from inception because of the potential for resolving regional political and social conflicts.
TBC and its forms of implementation, therefore, lends itself to a direct absorption of CPR Principles, which provide a relevant sustainability framework to assess the status of M&E for the variety of transboundary natural resources management programmes globally as well as regionally, as summarised in Table 4. Hence, the second section of this document provides an appraisal of existing M&E systems against the eight CPR Principles as relevant, both in the global and regional contexts.

[bookmark: _Ref369259132][bookmark: _Toc370736587] Table 4: Application of CPR Principles to environmental commons
	Define clear [group] boundaries
	Geographic: Define the TFCA boundaries clearly;
Institutional: Define the boundaries of the stakeholder group clearly

	Match rules governing the use to local needs and conditions 
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Make sure that the establishing document and related planning & implementation documents respond to the need of the TFCA and its stakeholders

	Ensure that affected parties can participate in modifying rules
	LOCAL COMMON: This implies going beyond the “beneficiation” concept into negotiating participation and decision-making mechanisms with and for all stakeholders, including rural communities, towards a joint governance system;
GLOBAL COMMON: Affected parties can be associated to Range States, so they need to be able to decide and modify rules. 

	Make sure that rule-making rights of community members are respected by outside authorities 
	LOCAL COMMON: this requires true participation in decision-making;
GLOBAL COMMON: directly dependent on P3, this implies recognising that all countries have an equal stand, but specifically the core group of states where conservation occurs.

	Develop a behaviour monitoring system, carried out by members
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Advocating for internal monitoring, to foster direct accountability.

	Use graduated sanctions for rule violators
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Graduated sanctions are a means to allow for accountability to grow organically.

	Provide accessible means of dispute resolution
	LOCAL/GLOBAL COMMON: Clarify what and how disputes shall be resolved before taking the step of using a formal legal system.

	Build governing responsibility from local to interconnected system
	LOCAL COMMON: ensuring that governance systems are built to ensure connectivity;
GLOBAL COMMON: applying a bottom-up approach, create global commons the management of which s based on local needs. 
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[bookmark: _Toc369336528]Appraisal of Monitoring & Evaluation systems for TBC
Transboundary Conservation is implemented across the globe in many forms and formats to suit the priorities and frameworks of the countries entering into multilateral environmental agreements. A thorough review of TBC globally reveals that while regional decision-making bodies exist, which include the environmental sector, there are no specific regional programmes dedicated to supporting TBC. The EuroParc Federation, for instance, is not directly linked to any institutional body of the European Union. Rather, it is an independent entity fostering cooperation for landscape conservation, including TBC[footnoteRef:8].  [8:  For more information, please visit the official website: http://www.europarc.org.] 

All existing M&E systems for TBC have thus far either been devised by the authority managing the TBCA, such as the KAZA TFCA, or by an implementing donor agency involved in aspects of TBC, such as ICIMOD (see 3.1.2). This section presents existing M&E systems applicable to TBCA, and highlights any relevant traits for the Southern African region. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170494][bookmark: _Toc484525369][bookmark: _Ref368132020][bookmark: _Toc369336529]Existing International M&E tools for TBC
This section presents all the M&E tools and systems, which have been specifically created and designed for TBC. They are presented with a scalar approach from global to regional, based on their origin, not area of application. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170495][bookmark: _Toc484525370][bookmark: _Ref368124816][bookmark: _Ref368124919][bookmark: _Ref368563108][bookmark: _Toc369336530]IUCN, the Diagnostic Tool and PANORAMA
IUCN is the international body responsible for guiding all forms of conservation, terrestrial and marine, with a mission “to influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the world to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural resources is equitable and ecologically sustainable” (IUCN, 2017). Through its Protected Areas categories and sets of guidelines, the Union provides directly for TBC, but the 2015 Guidelines, consciously, leave clear autonomy of decision on the matter of M&E to the implementing agencies in the various geographical contexts (Vasilijević, 2015). The document suggests that any M&E framework should focus on effectiveness of implementation, and provide four (4) objectives for such framework:
1. Assess progress and outcomes;
2. Determine the need to continue with TBC;
3. Adapt the management and action plans;
4. Communicate progress (Ibid).
Within the TBC Specialist Group, however, a model on M&E for TBC was produced and shared by Vasilijevic and is being tried in ad hoc cases globally. This is the Diagnostic Tool for Transboundary Conservation Planners (Erg, Vasiliević, & McKinney, 2012). The objective of the tool, which can be applied retrospectively, is to assess:
· The need for TBC;
· The readiness of stakeholders to initiate TBC; 
· The opportunities that could speed up the process and/or be generated by TBC; and
· The risks that could slow the process.
Although the author has not envisaged the used of the tool as an M&E system, the nature of its questions can be applied retrospectively to a TBCA, thus informing an M&E process[footnoteRef:9].  [9:  Vasilijevic was given the opportunity to comment on this Report and this statement comes from Comment 2017/06/08 at 14:41, and the opinion was confirmed by Zunckel in Comment 2017/06/09 at 10:03, found in Revision 08.17 of the SAR.] 

The tool, based on an Excel spread sheet, is composed of 91 questions, which blend qualitative and quantitative information, and lend themselves to a scoring system, which is filled automatically by formula. The scoring informs the automatically-generated report which, responds to the 4 themes listed above and aims at informing nine (9) areas of transboundary cooperation for the benefit the TBC project: 
1) Information and data exchange;
2) Research;
3) Management Planning;
4) Cooperation on protection of the common natural and cultural heritage;
5) Capacity building for Protected Areas authorities;
6) Sustainable tourism development and shared visitor management;
7) Cross-cultural management;
8) Public relations, communication, and awareness raising;
9) Funding.
Of interest to this report is the link made by the questionnaire between threats to the PA, the existence of the TBCA as a mitigator, and the impact of such threats on the socio-economic, institutional and political dimension.
In the literature, it was found that the conceptual framework for this tool has been adapted to evaluate TBC initiatives in the Americas and the Caribbean (McCallum, 2015) with the aim of assessing the successful approaches for TBC. The results show that cooperation is a fundamental element of TBC, and to assess performance against evaluation would help raise the question of the value of the TBCA, which speaks directly to CPR Principle 8 on building shared responsibility mechanisms and structure to manage the commons.
More recently, the PANORAMA Partnership on Solutions of a Healthy Planet, has focused on TBC as the means to provide solutions that are able, through ecosystem functionality, to merge human and environmental sustainability. A series of global case studies highlights different elements of a management framework designed to inform an M&E system (Panorama, 2017):
· The exchange of park rangers leading to a Transnational Institutional working group;
· Joint cross-border projects, stemming from the acknowledgement of a shared common past;
· A focus on shared ecosystems and connectivity, leading to integrated zonation and TB resource allocation, resulting in:
· effective removal of alien invasive species,
· rehabilitation of aquatic systems, 
· co-existence of large carnivore;
· The involvement of rural communities in decision-making and supporting development opportunities;
· The establishment of cross-border activities suiting both the TBCA and the rural communities, such as:
· Sustainable tourism, with special events,
· Integrated public transport systems,
· Communication strategies;
· The establishment of the TBCA management authority as a legal persona, resulting in specific integrated objectives such as:
· A single visa system in a cross-border setting;
· A certification system for TB Cooperation.

[bookmark: _Toc484170496][bookmark: _Toc484525371][bookmark: _Toc369336531]The International Centre for Integrated Mountain Development (ICIMOD)
The ICIMOD was established in 1983 and began to operate in 1984 with five programmes on Watershed Management, Off-farm Employment Generation, Rural Energy Planning, Engineering in Fragile Environments, and Information Systems for Mountain Development, together with a Documentation and Information Exchange service. Over the years, it grew to become a regional intergovernmental learning and knowledge centre in 8 countries of the Hindu Kush Himalaya region for human wellbeing in a healthy mountain environment (ICIMOD, 2017a). 
Its Monitoring and Evaluation system adopts an Impact Pathways approach, with the aim to identify positive changes in socio-economic and environmental complex systems. This approach is based on a results-based logical framework, using both a set of five (5) Key Measurement Indicators (KMIs), and ad hoc project SMART indicators (whereby SMART stands for Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant and Timely) (ICIMOD, 2017b).
Of interest for this report is KMI4: Regional Cooperation. This indicator collects the number of Regional Member Countries who have established a cooperative agreement and process in transboundary landscape and river basin programme (Ibid). For instance, this system has been adopted for the Kailash Sacred Landscape Conservation and Development Initiative, where the approach intends to apply Theory of Change principles to M&E (Vasilijević, 2015).
Most information is collected annually for the assessment at both regional and country level. As noted in Vasilijevic “this monitoring and evaluation framework is used to identify shortcomings and what adjustments are needed in management actions to achieve the desired outcomes—an example of adaptive management in practice” (Ibid, p. 85). 
Globally, there are only two M&E tools, which have been created specifically to monitor TBC. The IUCN Diagnostic Tools has, so far, only been used in a proactive context to assess the feasibility for the Lower Awash-Lake Abbe TBCL Joint Management Plan framework[footnoteRef:10]. The ICIMOD tool is being used in TBC initiatives, which combine conservation and development: a mandate similar to that of SADC TFCAs.  [10:  Note by Maja Vasilijević in Comment 2017/06/09 at 10:03am, found in Revision 08 of this Situation Analysis Report.] 

More tools are available for monitoring at the Protected Areas scale which, although not addressing TBC, are applicable to the context of TBC initiatives.

[bookmark: _Toc484170497][bookmark: _Toc484525372][bookmark: _Toc369336532]Applicable M&E tools for natural resource management and development 
This section presents a variety of tools for M&E in both fields of natural resource management and development, which are applicable to TBC because they provide for cross-border systems and address the regional SADC objectives entrenched in the TFCA Programme. The tools are listed by order of applicability and enforceability, with primary attention given to those stemming from the hard law instruments to which SADC and its Member States are signatory parties.
[bookmark: _Toc484170498][bookmark: _Toc484525373][bookmark: _Ref368124823][bookmark: _Ref368124882][bookmark: _Ref368563134][bookmark: _Toc369336533]Ramsar WIAM: Wetlands Inventory, Assessment and Monitoring system
[image: ]The Ramsar Convention aims at “the conservation and wise use of all wetlands”, which is to be done through inter-agency and inter-government collaboration (UN, 1971). An outlook at the TBCA globally indicates that whereas most protected cross-border area span mountain areas, river systems are the second preferred terrestrial landscape and influence also marine TBCA. 
The Ramsar Wetland Inventory, Assessment and Monitoring system is, therefore, very relevant to the scope of this report, particularly because it has been implemented and updated through the years with global learning experiences and is currently in its 4th edition. 
The Integrated Framework for the WIAM (Figure 7) introduces a multi-scalar approach able to inform management systems and address implementation flaws. 
[bookmark: _Ref369259172][bookmark: _Toc370736580]Figure 7: Ramsar IF-WIAN hierarchical approach
Essentially, it promotes an adaptive and integrated management approach, able to adapt to cross-boundary situations. Figure 6 explains the multi-scalar approach in a hierarchical context, which forms the basis for the inventory component of the system (R. C. Secretariat, 2010, p. 15). It is important to note that in this representation, the M&E system only collects biological data at Levels 1 and 2, but includes governance and legal systems at Levels 3 and 4, which deal with complex systems and habitats. These two levels correspond to the call, in the SADC TFCA Guidelines, for TFCA level M&E Systems linked to the Joint Management Plan and Board (Zunckel, 2014, pp. 95-99), also required by Component 4 of the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2012b). A SADC Regional TFCA M&E System would look beyond these requirements to provide an overall picture of progress, innovation and value adding.
The Assessment component uses the typical Environmental Management framework and list (See Table 5), thus allowing for a direct assimilation of this exercise in the assessment activities, which should be carried out for a PA regardless of other requirements. 
[bookmark: _Ref369259198][bookmark: _Toc370736588]Table 5: List of types of wetlands assessment
	Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

	Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

	Risk Assessment (RA)

	Vulnerability Assessment (VA

	Change (status and trends assessment

	Species-specific assessment  

	Indicator assessment  

	Resource (ecosystem benefits/services assessment)

	Assessment of values of wetland benefits/services  

	Environmental water requirement (environmental flows)



It also specifies that two types of assessments may be carried out: a Rapid Assessment of Wetlands and an Indicator Assessment, each serving a specific purpose. The critical issues here are that (1) the focus on wetlands as integrated systems within a wider ecosystem, which needs to be taken into consideration at all times during any of the WIAM phases, including the assessments, (2) the wise use for sustainability is the guiding context to carry out any component of the WIAN (R. C. Secretariat, 2010).
Unlike the IUCN guidelines and diagnostic tool, there is a legal requirement for host countries to implement a WIAN system, as indicated by Resolution IX.1 (Convention on Wetlands, 2005b) and its Annex E (Convention on Wetlands, 2005a). However, the handbook is not prescriptive per se: it provides guidance on the expectations of the Convention and how host countries can meet those expectations.
[bookmark: _Toc484170499][bookmark: _Toc484525374][bookmark: _Ref368124825][bookmark: _Ref368124953][bookmark: _Toc369336534]The UNESCO tools: WHS and MaB
Within the UNESCO Convention there are three types of M&E systems for PAs that are also applicable to TBC initiatives. 
Under the World Heritage Convention, as Vasilijevic et al. (2015) remarked, there are two systems: 
· Reactive Monitoring on the “state of conservation of specific World Heritage Properties” for reporting to the World Heritage Committee; and
· Periodic Reporting, under the responsibility of each party, which is undertaken every six years, and includes regional cooperation. 
Under the MaB Programme, however, another M&E system exists, which is part of the planning and implementation of its sites. In this context, the M&E system is part of the management tool developed for the Programme, so it is carried out periodically, and is founded on three critical components:
1. The implementation of adaptive management cycle,
2. The embracing of uncertainty, and
3. The use of participatory management approaches.
Finally, as noted by Vasilijevic et al., the Statutory Framework to the Biosphere Reserves, in its Article 9, requires a review of each site, to be carried out every 10 years, which addresses:
· Extent, functioning and zoning of the BR; and
· The involvement of people living on the site (Ibid).
UNESCO also publishes an on-line Periodic Review Form for transboundary BR.
[bookmark: _Toc484170500][bookmark: _Toc484525375][bookmark: _Ref368145713][bookmark: _Ref368564501][bookmark: _Ref368576269][bookmark: _Ref368577170][bookmark: _Toc369336535]The Aichi Targets of the CBD
In 2010, during the CBD CoP held in Nagoya, Japan, the Parties adopted Decision X/2 setting the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020: Living in Harmony with Nature, and its Aichi Biodiversity Target (CBD, 2010b), which all Parties are required to report on. This Decision is relevant to this report because it reinforces the concept that biodiversity conservation rests on inter-country cooperation in different spheres and fields, it also reinforces the idea of multi-agency cooperation for conservation, and it highlights the importance of human rights for indigenous people in the implementation of conservation initiatives.
Responding to the strategic goals of the CBD, the targets seek to prompt parties to:
A. Understand and address the root causes of biodiversity loss;
B. Promote sustainable use[footnoteRef:11]; [11:  This is a fundamental component of the CBD both in its original text (UN, 1992b) and from Decisions taken at three separate CoP meetings in the 21st Century (CBD, 2000, 2002, 2010c), as well as the Addis Ababa principles and guidelines (C. Secretariat, 2004). ] 

C. Safeguard ecosystem, species and genetic diversity;
D. Enhance benefits from ecosystems services;
E. Implement plans by inclusion, through participatory methods.
Most targets seek achievement by 2020, with only a few of them having set the ambitious deadline of 2015 (UNEP, 2010). The Aichi targets are directly applicable to TBC, specifically when we use the CPR Principles to frame the strategic goals and acknowledge their role in ensuring:In Swaziland, the National Trust Commission responsible for the establishment and maintenance of nature reserves, and for the overall protection of biodiversity, uses the Aichi Target as a reporting system on the performance. However, the NTC is currently piloting the PPF Performance Assessment Tool. (S. Maphalala, TFCA Unit coordinator, interview).

· The responsibility of States over their own resources, with a requirement for cooperation;
· The importance of sustainable use, alongside protection, to enhance conservation; and
· The role of participatory methods to ensure reduction of conflicts triggered by conservation.
Despite not being an M&E tool per se, these targets are used to monitor and evaluate the state of biodiversity globally, based on national information. Furthermore, they are directly enforceable by the CBD, unlike the other monitoring and evaluation tools, presented here, which are either linked to implemented programmes or entirely voluntaristic in nature.
The five Strategic Goals (SG) are relevant to the objectives of the SADC TFCA Programme in both their conservation and development targets. As such they could be directly transposed into any M&E systems for the Programme. However, they do not address the question of cross-border cooperation, which is the critical value of TBC, with three exceptions that also contain elements of the SADC TFCA Programme objectives:
SG.C Target 11: By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes.

SG.D Target 14: By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to water, and contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded, taking into account the needs of women, indigenous and local communities, and the poor and vulnerable.

SG.D Target 15: By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks has been enhanced, through conservation and restoration, including restoration of at least 15 per cent of degraded ecosystems, thereby contributing to climate change mitigation and adaptation and to combating desertification.
For T14 and 15, the reference to ecosystems implies their potential cross-border nature.

Of express interest to this report is the presence of SG.E Target 18, which reads:
By 2020, the traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their customary use of biological resources, are respected, subject to national legislation and relevant international obligations, and fully integrated and reflected in the implementation of the Convention with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities, at all relevant levels.

T18 speaks directly to the Objective 5: Enhancement of local livelihoods and the Objective 3: Capacity building for TFCA Stakeholders, of the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2012b). By posing the integration of traditional knowledge for the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, this target is aligned with the identified need to ensure that sustainable use driven by local community stakeholders is part of conservation strategies. By calling for the “full and effective participation” of local communities (UNEP, 2010, p. 2), it firmly establishes them as stakeholders in nature conservation.
These targets, finally, are understood and used as general indicators to monitor and evaluate country progress. However, a more detailed list of indicators has been created by the Ad Hoc Technical Expert Group on Indicators for the Strategic Plan, reviewed and updated, as per Decision XII/28 of the COP 13 (CBD, 2016). 
Of relevance, under T11, the indicator was created to monitor “Trends in connectivity and integration of conservation areas”, based on the Protected Areas Connectedness Index[footnoteRef:12] (Ibid, P.17). Similarly, the more quantitative indicators for T14 and T15 are based on the update of specific Indices, however, there is no specific indicator identified to monitor trends in ecosystem resilience (Ibid, p. 19-21). [12:  The Protected Areas Representativeness & Connectedness (PARC) Indices are a GIS mapping-based tool used for assessing how ecologically representative and geographically well-connected Protected Areas are, in the planet.] 

As for T18, the generic indicator was created to monitor “Trends in which traditional knowledge and practices are respected through their full integration, safeguards and the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities in the national implementation of the Strategic Plan”, with the Specific Indicator being the “Number of local community-based monitoring on traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity” (Ibid, p.23).
[bookmark: _Toc484170501][bookmark: _Toc484525376][bookmark: _Ref368145750][bookmark: _Ref368564534][bookmark: _Ref368643244][bookmark: _Toc369336536]The Sustainable Development Goals
In 2015, following from the 2000 Millennium Development Goals document, the United Nations issued a new document setting the global development and environment priorities for the following fifteen years. This document was entitled “Transforming our World: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development”, which contained the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). 
The SDGs are broken down into 169 targets, designed to be “integrated and indivisible”, overall addressing the issue of human security for sustainable development (UN, 2015b). As such, a few principles are notable:
· The interrelationship between socio-economic development and the sustainable management of natural resources, globally, and across borders;
· The fundamental importance of peace and security in fostering sustainable development;
· The respect for territorial integrity and national sovereignty.
Furthermore, the importance of using the created indicators in the reporting system is noted and refers also to the Addis Ababa Action Agenda (UN, 2015a). At the same time, it is stated that reporting on SDGs should be integrated with existing reporting mechanisms (UN, 2015b).
While international cooperation, multi-stakeholder partnerships and integrated programmes are found across the SDGs and their targets, of specific interest to M&E for TBC are the following:
SDG1.4 By 2030, ensure that all men and women, in particular the poor and the vulnerable, have equal rights to economic resources, as well as access to basic services, ownership and control over land and other forms of property, inheritance, natural resources, appropriate new technology and financial services, including micro finance;
SDG2.3 By 2030, double the agricultural productivity and incomes of small-scale food producers, in particular women, indigenous peoples, family farmers, pastoralists and fishers, including through secure and equal access to land, other productive resources and inputs, knowledge, financial services, markets and opportunities for value addition and non-farm employment;
SDG6.5 By 2030, implement integrated water resources management at all levels, including through transboundary cooperation as appropriate;
SDG6.6 By 2020, protect and restore water-related ecosystems, including mountains, forests, wetlands, rivers, aquifers and lakes;
SDG8.9 By 2030, devise and implement policies to promote sustainable tourism that creates jobs and promotes local culture and products;
SDG9.1 Develop quality, reliable, sustainable and resilient infrastructure, including regional and transborder infrastructure, to support economic development and human well-being, with a focus on affordable and equitable access for all;
SDG12.2 By 2030, achieve the sustainable management and efficient use of natural resources;
SDG12.b Develop and implement tools to monitor sustainable development impacts for sustainable tourism that creates jobs and promotes local culture and product;
SDG14.4 By 2020, effectively regulate harvesting and end overfishing, illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing and destructive fishing practices and implement science-based management plans, in order to restore fish stocks in the shortest time feasible, at least to levels that can produce maximum sustainable yield as determined by their biological characteristics;
SDG14.5 By 2020, conserve at least 10 per cent of coastal marine areas, consistent with national and international law and based on the best available scientific information;
SDG14.b Provide access for small-scale artisanal fishers to marine resources and markets;
SDG14.c Enhance the conservation and sustainable use of oceans and their resources by implementing international law as reflected in UNCLOS, which provides the legal framework for the conservation and sustainable use of oceans and their resources, as recalled in paragraph IS8 of The Future We Want;
SDG15.1 By 2020, ensure the conservation, restoration and sustainable use of terrestrial and inland freshwater ecosystems and their services, in particular forests, wetlands, mountains and drylands, in line with obligations under international agreements;
SDG15.2 By 2020, promote the implementation of sustainable management of all types of forests, halt deforestation, restore degraded forests and substantially increase afforestation and reforestation globally;
SDG15.6 Promote fair and equitable sharing of the benefits arising from the utilization of genetic resources and promote appropriate access to such resources, as internationally agreed;
SDG15.7 Take urgent action to end poaching and trafficking of protected species of flora and fauna and address both demand and supply of illegal wildlife products;
SDG15.9 By 2020, integrate ecosystem and biodiversity values into national and local planning, development processes, poverty reduction strategies and accounts;
SDG15.a Mobilize and significantly increase financial resources from all sources to conserve and sustainably use biodiversity and ecosystems;
SDG15.c Enhance global support for efforts to combat poaching and trafficking of protected species, including by increasing the capacity of local communities to pursue sustainable livelihood opportunities;
SDG16.a Strengthen relevant national institutions, including through international cooperation, for building capacity at all levels, in particular in developing countries, to prevent violence and combat terrorism and crime. 
Due to the nature of the 2030 Agenda for SDGs, M&E on the goals and indicators is entirely voluntary and led by countries individually.

In conclusion to this section, it is worth noting that different institutions and programmes have developed their own M&E systems applicable to TBC initiatives, when these are within the scope of their work. Amongst these, it is worth mentioning the report produced for the International Tropical Timber Organisation (ITTO) and the UN University by Prof. S. Ali. This report is an assessment of the outcomes of all ITTO transfrontier projects using sustainable forestry management to foster cross-border cooperation and peace-building (Ali, 2010). With case studies from 5 eco-regions in the developing world, Prof. Ali provided a sound evaluation based on a purely qualitative methodology, using open-ended interviews with key informants and communities (Ibid). Undoubtedly an intensive choice of M&E methodology, it was able to provide the kind of information needed to assess the objectives of sustainability and conflict resolution. 
Interviews with ITTO personnel were guided by three questions:
1. How has working in a transboundary region been challenging as well as rewarding in your professional experience? Describe any specific examples of your professional work which may illustrate these experiences.  
2. Do you feel that environmental conservation has directly created a more suitable political situation for resolving any existing disputes or conflicts between the bordering states and communities? (The conflicts may have nothing to do with the environment but the cooperation on ecological conservation might play an instrumental role in bringing groups together and building trust). Provide any examples from your experience that informs this response.  
3. How can international organizations strengthen transboundary conservation and development? Provide any specific changes to international legal instruments, bureaucratic procedures or negotiation strategies that you feel might be helpful. (Ibid, p.11)  
The questions posed to the communities, instead, varied according to the region and projects, but aimed at assessing (1) the level of involvement of communities in management and decision-making; (2) the perceived role played by the project in resolving existing conflicts between the community and various other stakeholders; and (3) what are the suggestions for conflict resolution (Ibid). 
This methodology relies heavily on the capacity of the assessor to (a) identify the correct question; (b) take notes and classify the information received for further analysis; (c) converse without rushing the interviewee; (d) relate acquired knowledge to desktop study for triangulation. Yet, it is able to yield important results and lessons learnt, which regular quantitative methods would not be able to identify. Specifically, the author notes 5 general lessons applicable to all case studies:
(i) The importance of demarcating the region for conservation value;
(ii) The need to resolve micro-conflicts before instituting conservation plan;
(iii) The relevance of making livelihood prospects as they relate to migration part of the negotiations;
(iv) The need to negotiate access and communication during earliest phase of agreement;
(v) The importance of seeking mediation and diplomatic leverage from “guarantor” countries and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) (Ibid p. 24-25). 
It was also noted, in the report, that it is important that the objectives of any donor organisations are aligned with the objectives of the government and the people, instead of prevaricating. In turn, these objectives need to be aligned with the targets of international MEAs. Only within this situation of mediation and alignment can a TBC initiative be successful for all parties involved. 
The results are comparable to the requirements set for TBC by the IUCN and SADC Guidelines (Vasilijević, 2015; Zunckel, 2014) and show consistency with other individual assessments of TBC initiatives globally, and in Africa, specifically in the Maloti-Drakensberg TFCA, whereas in other parks such as the |Ais |Ais Richtersveld, the Great Limpopo, and KAZA these lessons are still being learnt.
Overall, this investigation shows that both the Aichi Targets and the SDGs are better-suited instruments to create indicators for the M&E of TFCAs. This is true firstly because, having been designed for country reporting, they are able to provide knowledge from the local scale whilst using a national scale approach, which can be extended to a regional scale such as TBC initiatives require. Secondly, they would reduce the risk of duplication in data collection and country/regional reporting. Thirdly, using the relevant Aichi Targets and SDGs may contribute to unlock the real potentials of SADC TFCAs for becoming instruments of conflict resolution and rural development, as outlined by the 1999 SADC Protocol and the SADC TFCAs Programme (SADC, 1999, 2012b). However, because of the nature of the M&E framework for the SADC TFCA programme and the various levels of development for regional TFCAs, this would be important only in the second iteration of implementation of the regional framework, when TFCAs are equalised as much as possible and baseline information data has been collected and reported on.
[bookmark: _Toc484170502][bookmark: _Toc484525377][bookmark: _Ref368132038][bookmark: _Toc369336537]Existing M&E tools used for reporting on TBC in Africa
Most of the M&E tools and systems used in Africa aim at assessing the status quo and progress on specific conservation and PA management issues. While acknowledging the cross-border nature of ecosystems and species, these tools are objective and issue-driven. The only unique experiences are from Southern Africa, with the PPF Performance Assessment Tool, the KAZA M&E system and the piloting system for livelihoods in the Great Limpopo TFCA. That said, it is worth noting that Southern Africa is the only region where (1) specific M&E tools for TBC initiatives are being created and implemented, and where (2) the regional governance body is establishing a regional M&E system for all TFCAs. In its uniqueness and innovation, this Report and the related Framework for M&E of SADC TFCAs may provide the platform for discussions at international level on creating global standards for M&E in TBC. This section introduces the most used tools throughout the continent, before focussing on the regional experience. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170503][bookmark: _Toc484525378][bookmark: _Toc369336538]SMART and CITES MIKE for M&E in Protected Areas
The Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool (SMART) is an open-source software to collect spatial-temporal data, developed by a consortium of regional and international organisations in nature conservation to support M&E in Protected Areas. The tool revolves around field data collection and storage for reporting, while having a capacity building component for end users, through training materials. The focus of SMART, however, rests on illegal activities related to natural resources in PAs (SMART, 2017). 
As an M&E tool, therefore, it provides information on one component of PA management, i.e. wildlife crime. As such it claims to help monitoring the effectiveness of law and policy, law enforcement exercises and patrolling systems only. There is, however an interest from the consortium, which created SMART, to produce a suite of software packages for other aspects of PA management. 
Currently, SMART is being used in several regions of the world, and is widely adopted in several countries and/or initiatives in the Southern African region. Mozambique has been using SMART for their law enforcement programme, but it was noted that there is still a gap between the simplicity of the software and the ability of end users to use it effectively[footnoteRef:13].  [13:  Interview with Dr C. Lopes Pereira (ANAC) and Afonso Madope (MozBIo Progamme), Maputo 07/03/2017 and 09/03/2017, respectively.] 

The information collected through SMART responds to the needs of several regional and global initiatives in wildlife management, some being an M&E programme by their very own nature, such as MIKE, now including the MIKES programme, which is the formalised monitoring instrument that informs CITES meetings. 
The Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) programme was created within CITES, with Resolution 10.10 of the 10th Conference of the Parties (CITES, 1997), to support the African continent in reducing the illegal hunting of elephants for the ivory trade. The programme was reviewed in 2000 at the 11th CoP to include a new objective for the establishment of “an information base to support the making of decisions on appropriate management, protection and enforcement needs’ and ‘building capacity in range State” (CITES, 2000). Other revisions followed to update the system through the years.
[image: ]The main objective of MIKE is to provide information on elephants’ population to facilitate management decision-making, thus building a national institutional capacity. This is achieved by collating the information collected at all MIKE sites within a country in a standardised format, which enable reporting at both country and regional level. 
As shown in Figure 8, MIKE’s specific outputs from the monitoring system are multiple, yet revolve around law enforcement only (CITES, 2017a). It is worth noting that data collection for MIKE is carried out both by law enforcement officers and by other groups depending on the site where it is implemented. In Mozambique, Namibia and Zimbabwe, for instance, MIKE sites are found also in communal land, where cooperation with rural communities is required, whether in cooperation with the law enforcement officers or not.
[bookmark: _Ref369259257][bookmark: _Toc370736581]Figure 8: The MIKE data capturing and reporting system
In Southern Africa, MIKE is implemented in several PAs:
· Botswana: Chobe NP (part of KAZA TFCA);
· Malawi: Kasungu NP;
· Mozambique: Cabora Bassa, Limpopo NP (part of GLTFCA), Niassa Game Reserve (part of Niassa-Selous TFCA);
· Namibia: Etosha National Park, and Zambezi MIKE site (part of KAZA TFCA);
· South Africa: Kruger NP (part of GLTFCA);
· Zambia: South Luangwa NP;
· Zimbabwe: Chewore Safari Area, Nyaminyami District Communal Lands (both part of the Lower-Zambezi Mana Pool TFCA).

In 2014, CITES launched a new programme to end in 2018, with the support of the African, Caribbean and Pacific group of States (ACP) and funded by the European Development Fund, called Minimising the Illegal Killing of Elephants and other Endangered Species (MIKES), which is based on the MIKE experience. The programme aims at achieving 5 results at international and regional level, by focussing on supporting priority sites where elephants and other CITES-listed flagship species are under threat from international trade. The Programmes aims at using law enforcement agencies to minimise the negative impacts of illegal wildlife harvesting, by strengthening capacity. Finally, it wants to pilot the MIKE Programme in the Caribbean and Pacific regions (CITES, 2017b). 
MIKES’s monitoring systems rests anchored on the MIKE system, with the addition of endangered species as the only innovation.
[bookmark: _Toc484170504][bookmark: _Toc484525379][bookmark: _Ref368562926][bookmark: _Toc369336539]METT systems for TFCAs and PAs
The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) was devised to monitor and report on country progress against the objectives of the CBD, specifically within the Goal 4.2: To evaluate and improve the effectiveness of protected areas management, target (CBD, 2017):
By 2010, frameworks for monitoring, evaluating and reporting protected areas management effectiveness at sites, national and regional systems, and transboundary protected area levels adopted and implemented by Parties.
This tool enables countries to collect the information needed to report on progress in achieving the CBD objective of PA management effectiveness, and it is based on the management effectiveness framework created by the IUCN World Commission for Protected Areas, which identifies 6 components to effectiveness (Ibid):
	· Context (baseline)
	· Planning

	· Inputs
	· Processes

	· Outputs
	· Outcomes


The conceptual framework in Figure 9 illustrates how each of these elements relates to each other and to the ultimate goal of evaluation. 
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref369259288][bookmark: _Toc370736582]Figure 9: IUCN WCPA Framework for assessing management effectiveness of PAs and PA systems
Following the framework in Figure 9, the METT is designed as an assessment based on an Excel spread sheet questionnaire with three critical components:
· The data sheet which is used to describe the PA to be assessed, including its management objectives and activities;
· The verification sheet, which assigns responsibility and accountability for the assessor and its teams;
· The 6 elements questionnaires, each in a separate sheet.
The METT does not use data collection as such, but a scoring system to indicate progress towards each component. As such, the indicator is framed as a question, with a set of four (4) answers, each indicating a mark form 0 (no assessment/action) to 3 full achievement.
The final sheet is the summary of all scores, per indicator, and provides a final mark, which indicates the degree of progress achieved. This table also allows a quick identification of areas of high and low performance, thus allowing a baseline analysis of needs and constraints[footnoteRef:14]. [14:  This section is based on the METT version used for the Maloti-Drakensberg TFCA, and shared by Ms. Joyce Loza, Conservation Specialist for the Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Programme (South Africa).] 

This system and the overall Programme of Work for the CBD on Protected Areas has been developed with several partners, including other MEAs, such as Ramsar and the Bonn Convention, but not CITES. This implies that the indicators included in the METT are a solid attempt at integrating the legal requirements of other environmental treaties. It is indicative that all World Bank and Global Environment Funds funded projects require the use of METT, as well as Ramsar and UNESCO sites (CBD, 2017).
Finally, all Southern African countries should be using the METT system, as prescribed by CBD. During the fieldwork, it was found that South Africa (Cowan, Mpongoma, & Britton, 2010) and, more recently, Lesotho  (DEA, 2015; Department of Environmental Affairs, 2015) use Version 3 of the METT in the evaluation of the PAs in the Maloti Drakensberg TFCA. Swaziland is also using a METT-type system, reporting on the Aichi Targets primarily[footnoteRef:15]. [15:  Interview with Seth Maphalala, Swaziland National Trust, TFCA unit, on 14 March 2017.] 

[bookmark: _Toc484170505][bookmark: _Toc484525380][bookmark: _Ref368562962][bookmark: _Ref368564564][bookmark: _Toc369336540]The PPF Performance Assessment Tool
In 2013, the Peace Parks Foundation (PPF) developed a tool to regularly assess the governance performance of TFCAs, in order to verify the implementation of policy outcomes and to sustainably allocate resources, both at regional and TFCA level. The Performance Assessment Tool (PAT) has since been implemented in ten TFCAs in the Southern African region, and has proven to be an effective way to standardise data collection and reporting. 
Unlike any other existing M&E tool or system, the PAT was created specifically to assess the performance of TFCAs as international governing structures for shared natural resource management, which is unique. The objectives of the PAT are to:
· Establish the progress in the establishment and development of TFCAs
· Establish best practices from TFCAs that have progressed
· Share experiences with other TFCAs
· Identify factors that have retarded progress in establishing and developing TFCAs (PPF, 2013a).
In this respect, it is important to note that the objectives of the PAT are easily achieved and important to create a panoramic view of any regional context, and could be escalated to a global reporting system, in its specific TBC focus. The target audience includes affected communities, government bodies and agencies, resource managers and development partners (Ibid). However, it does not assign Roles and Responsibilities for the actual implementation.
The PAT is composed of 8 Key Performance Areas (KPA) each containing a set of Key Performance Indicators (KPI), as shown in Figure 10 (Ibid Section 2). Using an Excel spread sheet, the PAT uses a scoring system out of 100 in total, with each KPA totalling a maximum of 25 points (PPF, 2013b).
[image: ]Unlike the METT system, the indicators do not provide an unequivocal scoring methodology, because there is no rating system provided, except the total percentage value per KPA, KPI and sub-indicators (or milestones), in the Balanced Score Card.
The assessment tool works over a timeline of 5 years, beyond which it is assumed it would continue with the same scoring system if targets are not achieved, or move to a different tool, which is more focused on implementation.
The Excel spread sheet has been designed to allow for the production of both graphs (at TFCA and regional levels, as well as by KPA/KPI) and geo-referenced maps, indicating the results for each TFCA. Again, this is an important use of the tool for reporting purposes.
Finally, it is important to note that the PAT has a strong focus on TFCA governance, as arrangements, tools, and outcomes for the management and financial success of a TFCA, with the understanding that this implies the conservation and development success as well.
[bookmark: _Ref369259336][bookmark: _Toc370736583]Figure 10: Structure of the KPA tool and indicators

All of the KPI and milestones require the tangible existence of a document (treaty/MoU, report, planning, etc.) in order to reach the desired score, thus capturing one component of TBC initiatives, as understood by IUCN and the SADC TFCA Programme. This is, however, the baseline used by other M&E systems reviewed here such as the IUCN Diagnostic Tool (Section 3.1.1), the Ramsar IF-WIAM (Section 3.2.1), and the UNESCO tools (Section 3.2.2).
[bookmark: _Toc484170506][bookmark: _Toc484525381][bookmark: _Ref368564138][bookmark: _Toc369336541]KAZA M&E system
In 2013, the Kavango-Zambezi (KAZA) TFCA teamed with WWF and other local partners including PPF, to create the KAZA Impact Monitoring System for adaptive management & integrated planning that would be able to measure the influence of initiatives in the KAZA area towards achieving the vision of the TFCA (Elago, 2016). Ultimately, the project aimed at producing a “State of KAZA Report”, which would serve as a baseline for the continuous monitoring of progress and, by the end of 2017, launch a spatial monitoring tool able to support planning and on-going joint management for KAZA. 
By 2014, the KAZA M&E project included a geo-referencing component, which would be essential in the identification of ecological corridors, as well as supporting integrated planning at the TFCA level[footnoteRef:16]. [16:  Interview with Mr. Frederick Dipotso on 7 February 2017, at the KAZA TFCA Office in Kasane (Botswana).] 

The scope of the M&E rests on five elements: (1) Activity monitoring; (2) Financial monitoring; (3) Result monitoring (annual report); (4) Outcome monitoring (review report); and (5) Impact monitoring (evaluations report) (Elago, 2016; Gilbertson, 2017). The latter provides the mandate for the KAZA Monitoring System.
The System, based on the KAZA Vision and Mission, the Operational Plan, and the Logical Framework, prompted the identification of five (5) thematic areas for M&E. These were subsequently expanded to the current groups of indicators (Elago, 2016):
	1. Tourism
	2. Human-Wildlife Conflict

	3. Land Use
	4. Land Cover

	5. Socio-Economic
	6. Species Populations

	7. Infrastructure
	



Each group contains a set of specific indicators, which require a variety of qualitative and quantitative data collection, to be undertaken annually or biennially. Some indicators rely on remote sensing or aerial surveys exercises, such as Land Cover, while others require fieldwork in the various countries (Ibid). Currently, the KAZA Monitoring system is composed of 58 indicators, each structured in a standardised format, as listed in Table 6. 
[bookmark: _Ref369259779][bookmark: _Toc370736589]Table 6: Description of indicators used for KAZA M&E system
	Code. Indicator name
	 (Descriptor Code and Name)

	Theme
	 (species, impact, outcome, enabling conditions, management)

	Indicator Description
	 (General Description of what is collected)

	Method of collection
	 (How data can be obtained)

	Baseline Year
	 (Earliest Possible data collection)

	Data Frequency
	 (How often data can be obtained)

	Target
	 (Goal for the specific achievement)

	Units and data format
	 (Geo-Spatial Data Description - Raster/Vector/Non-Spatial)

	Collection Area
	 (The Geographic Scope - Country, Protected Area, Conservancy Etc.)

	Data Source or Point of Contact
	 (How data will be collected)

	Party responsible for collection
	 (Party to collect data)


The whole knowledge set is stored in Word format, which facilitates sharing amongst partners and data capturing.
Responsibility for data collection has also been placed on the Key Local Officers (KLO)[footnoteRef:17], within each member country, to access national datasets and disaggregate relevant data, such as for Tourism. The reason for requiring the inputs of Country level officers is that the KAZA M&E System uses a variety of tools for data collection, which require data disaggregation and re-aggregation to make it KAZA-specific, as described in Table 7 (Elago, 2016). [17:  In the KAZA TFCA context, each responsible agency in the participating countries appoints a member of staff to become the liaison officer between the KAZA Secretariat and the national government agency. The person is also responsible to support data collection for the M&E system (Interview with F. Dipotso held at KAZA Office, Kasane, on 07 February 2017)] 

[bookmark: _Ref369259369][bookmark: _Toc370736590]Table 7: Tools used in the KAZA TFCA
	TOOL
	PURPOSE

	MOMS
	State of the Environment

	Social Economic Survey
	Impacts at grassroots level

	FIRMS
	Occurrence of fire

	MIKE
	Monitoring Illegal Killing of elephants

	Tourism Satellite Account
	Contribution of tourism to National GDP

	Net gear
	Fish stock assessment/catch effort

	Remote Water Quality Monitoring
	Measure quality of water



It also relies on a set of IT-based systems for data collection, projection and analysis as described in Table 8 (Ibid, Slide 7).
[bookmark: _Ref369259678][bookmark: _Toc370736591]Table 8: Systems used in the KAZA TFCA
	SYSTEMS

	SMART
	Geographic Information System

	ISA 
	Advances Fire Information System

	Linux 
	Microsoft Exchange

	POS system
	Micropay system

	SUN System
	Tourism Receipt Accounting System 2

	Web ticket
	ZimParks Web-based booking system



So far, data has been collected annually for the M&E system since 2015 only, but there is not real uniformity for country-based information. There are actually 4 identified areas showing gaps in knowledge and data:
· Impact on habitat (animal and vegetation due to occurrence of fire),
· Benefits accrued to households, income generation and operational costs,
· Human wildlife conflict data,
· Protected area management effectiveness[footnoteRef:18]. [18:  Interview with Frederick Dipotso held at KAZA Office, Kasane, on 07/02/2017.] 

The KAZA system has been designed specifically for the TFCA, as required by Component 4 of the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2012b). Hence, it is able to capture both the intrinsic value of the initiative, and provide a feasible baseline to show progress in implementation. 
However, whilst being a very fine scale system, potentially able to provide a reliable set of information for KAZA to enable integrated planning, it implies that certain hurdles may affect its success. Firstly, it requires a dedicated M&E officer, who understands the system, knows how to work with the datasets and the software, and is able to capture the necessary data from the KLOs. Secondly, it relies on the assumption that the KLOs will have sufficient institutional cooperation from within their government structures to collect the data, disaggregate it and re-aggregate it following the indicator’s format. Thirdly, it relies on the financial and human capacity, and ability, to carry out the necessary fieldwork for specific sets of indicators. Finally, it relies on the existence and continuity of the financial resources to carry out costly technical exercises such as aerial surveys and remote sensing.
[bookmark: _Toc484170507][bookmark: _Toc484525382][bookmark: _Ref368563008][bookmark: _Ref368563028][bookmark: _Ref368563051][bookmark: _Ref368563066][bookmark: _Ref368564120][bookmark: _Toc369336542]GLTFCA Preliminary progress monitoring
The Great Limpopo TFP has developed, in partnership with the USAID RESILIM programme, a monitoring system specifically targeting the human security component of the broader Conservation Area, to report on the implementation of the GLTFCA Integrated Livelihoods Diversification Strategy. The Strategy was the result of a consultative process involving several specialists for the region and preliminary fieldwork for baseline data collection (GLTFCA, 2016a). 
It is understood that there are two components to this monitoring system: the first is the household survey to create a baseline dataset informing on demographics, and the current status of human security (specifically environmental security, and socio-economic security), as well as informing on agricultural and animal production practices (Ibid). The second is the Project progress monitoring, which is based on the Project Database to be compiled in collaboration with any administrator for a project owned by the GLTFCA or any other institution (GLTFCA, 2016b). 
The Preliminary Monitoring Framework for Project Progress, created in 2016, integrates the current transformations within the governance of the GLTP to include the role of nodes. These are specific cross-border areas within the GLTFCA, which require a special focus on project implementation or, which provide a unique set of opportunities for cross-border collaboration. It is important, therefore, to understand through the monitoring system how these nodes develop and progress over time. The second level is the GLTFCA level, where comparative assessments occur (Ibid).
The monitoring tool is an Excel spread sheet with two sheets: one for the framework and one for the project database. The latter provides all the indicators that form the data-capturing template. The framework document, instead, provides a list of indicators and type of data required, per monitoring level, following the list in Table 9 (Ibid).
[bookmark: _Ref369260004][bookmark: _Toc370736592]Table 9: Levels of monitoring for GLTFCA Livelihoods programme
	Project level
	Nodal level
	GLTFCA level

	This level only seeks to respond to the requirements set out in the database
	Monitoring Activities
	Monitoring Vision: trade-offs

	
	
	Monitoring Vision: ecological health

	
	
	Monitoring Mission

	
	Monitoring Delivery on Commitments
	Monitoring Strategic Objectives

	
	
	Monitoring Activities

	
	
	Monitoring Delivery on Commitments



As it is the case for the KAZA TFCA M&E tool, this system is heavily reliant on the Project Database which, in turns, relies on a strong communication between the potential positions of Monitoring Officer for the GLTFCA (ad hoc human resource) and the Project Officers of the potential implementing agencies. Most of the indicators are of a quantitative nature, and their measurement mechanism is determined by the requirements of numerical inputs. However, all the indicators which carry a qualitative evaluation have not yet been determined, thus cannot be either baselined or monitored, both at nodal and TFCA level. The suggestion to integrate the GLTFCA level indicators for ecological health with the METT data may resolve this specific component, only.
In concluding Section 3.3 of this report, it is important to note that of the existing M&E tools, which foresee a usage in TBC initiative, the only ones specifically designed for TBC have been created in Southern Africa, with the only exception of the IUCN TBC-SG Diagnostic Tool, which was never intended as an M&E tool but as a scoping mechanism to establish the existence of enabling environments for TBC initiatives. Albeit with limitations in scope and focus, or with questions related to their implementation in so far as financial and human resources are concerned, the PAT, the KAZA M&E system and the GLTFCA framework show that there is a need for evaluating the progress on TBC initiatives and that this can be done by focussing framework and tools on the added value created by TBC in its area of implementation. Management Orientated Monitoring Systems (MOMS)
The Government of Namibia granted rights over access and use of wildlife and other natural resources to communities through the establishment of conservancies, which they can actively manage and from which they can derive a full suite of benefits (Nature Conservation Amendment Act No. 4 of 1996). The Management Orientated Monitoring System was created as a simple M&E tool called the “Event Book System”, whereby game guides and resource monitors collect data and analyse it in order to set hunting quotas and deal with other management issues, such as human wildlife conflict, water provision and anti-poaching strategies. This is part of the adaptive management cycle used by Namibian conservancies (Cassidy, 2007; Child, Suich, & Spenceley, 2012). 
The Ministry of Environment and Tourism has now adopted this system in its national parks, where it is referred to as the Incident Book System (Cassidy, 2007). Similarly, other SADC countries have introduced and adapted the MOMS (Ibid), and its feasibility has been investigated for other countries in the Far East (Diggle, 2006).
Essentially, the MOMS is based on four principles: 
1. All data collection analysis and reporting is done at local level;
2. The system is entirely paper-based, although they tear I copied to the tonic that a base for my sophisticated analysis and reporting;
3. The system is modular, for each of the subjects a complete independent system is created, which is based on multi level colour coding;
4. Each monitored element has its own collection sheet, with monthly and annual report charts, so anything can be monitored from vegetation to game, and vehicle maintenance.
(The information on MOMS was provided by Mrs. J.N. Lipinge of the TFCA unit of the Ministry of Environment and Tourism, Government of Namibia)


[bookmark: _Toc484170508][bookmark: _Toc484525383][bookmark: _Toc369336543]Framing M&E in the Common-Pool principles
Southern Africa finds itself in a unique position at present. It is the only region with existing dedicated M&E systems for TBC, which are being piloted and are showing some results already (See Sections 3.1 to 3.3). It is also the only region with a governing body that is seeking to formalise and standardise M&E for TBC. That said, this section has shown that within the legal framework for TBC and the existence of projects with a TB nature, there are plenty of reference points, which should guide the region in the process of establishing a dedicated M&E system for TBC. These are analysed further using the Common-Pool Resources Principles, which will provide a clearer picture for the identification of indicators based on the legal framework and the M&E tools appraisal.
[bookmark: _Toc484170509][bookmark: _Toc484525384][bookmark: _Toc369336544]Define clear [group] boundaries
The 2014 Guidelines for SADC TFCAs and the IUCN TBC Guidelines stress the importance of defining boundaries (Vasilijević, 2015; Zunckel, 2014). This is shown also in the outcomes of the evaluation reports for several TBC initiatives worldwide (Ali, 2010; Dolezsai, Sály, Takács, Hermoso, & Erős, 2015; Erg et al., 2012; Grilo, Chircop, & Guerreiro, 2012; Lim, 2015; McCallum, 2015; McPherson & Boyer, 2015; Paredes, 2014; Parks, 2010; Petursson, Vedeld, & Vatn, 2013; Westing, 1996, 1998). Within this principle, it is important to understand boundaries as (1) geographic territorial demarcations; (2) conservation categories; and (3) group boundaries for stakeholder engagement. 
On geographic boundaries: Whereas all agree that TBC is based on bioregionalisms (King, 2008), failure to define clear boundaries for TBC initiatives could contribute to generate conflicts between parties (Ali, 2010; McPherson & Boyer, 2015; Metcalfe & Kepe, 2008; Milgroom, 2012; Paredes, 2014):
· governments may lose trust in each other if boundaries keep on shifting or changing, particularly where cross-border law enforcement is concerned (McPherson, 2016);
· rural communities living within the CA would lose trust in the government and the managing authorities if boundaries keep on changing and affect their land tenure or access to natural resources (Bocchino, 2014; Metcalfe & Kepe, 2008; Milgroom, 2012; Munthali, 2007).
On conservation category boundaries: Whereas a few cases of TBC initiatives are direct cross-border unification of two or more National Parks or full protection areas, such as the Kgalagadi TFCA (Botswana and South Africa), most TBC initiatives are based on systems connectivity and multiple resource-uses, within a “bioregionalism” framework, with the understanding that rural communities need to have access to natural resources for livelihoods. Failure to clearly define resource-use areas within a TBCA will generate conflict with the rural communities involved, as well as between the States involved, through mounting insecurity and mistrust (Petursson et al., 2013; Westing, 1998; Wiersma & Witiw, 2015; Wolmer, 2003).
On the stakeholders’ group boundaries: Truer to the original Ostrom’s principle, it is fundamental to define who the stakeholders are in a natural resource management process, and what the relationship between them is to manage the resources. Failure to define who is in the group and to adjust the list as time progresses results in power barriers and struggles, particularly when specific groups feel left out, or only involved when suitable (Ali, 2010; Bocchino, 2014; McPherson & Boyer, 2015; Metcalfe & Kepe, 2008; Milgroom, 2012). 
The PPF PAT system and the IUCN Diagnostic tool attempt to define such boundaries, as do other attempts at assessing TBC (Ali, 2010; McCallum, 2015; R. C. Secretariat, 2010; UNESCO, 2017a). In addition, clearly defined geographical boundaries are request by the Aichi Target on the percentage of conservation areas per country. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170510][bookmark: _Toc484525385][bookmark: _Toc369336545]Match rules governing the use to local needs and conditions
Once boundaries have been defined, the rules of the game must be set clearly, so that each member of the group (geographical or institutional) knows what is expected and what it can expect. 
The presence of a Treaty or a MoU is not necessarily responding to this principle, primarily because any legal instrument establishing a TBC initiative involves only the government of the countries involved. It may set the objectives of the initiative, and these are the first guides to set up the rules (McPherson & Boyer, 2015). 
Some TBC initiatives, as found in Europe under the Natura 2000 programmes, are based on specific conservation needs. As such, the rules for the implementation of the initiatives will respond directly to the objective of the initiative (European Commission, 2008). This is the case, for instance, for the reintroduction of large carnivores between the Parco Naturale Regionale delle Prealpi Giulie, Italy and Triglav National Park, Slovenia; the elimination of invasive river species between the Thayatal NP (Austria) and Podyjí NP (Czech Republic); and, in South America, the protection of endangered endemic flamingo species between Eduardo Avaroa National Refuge, Bolivia and Los Flamencos National Reserve, Chile (Panorama, 2017).
More often, however, TBC initiatives have broad objectives of cooperation for conservation, conflict resolution and economic development, as is mostly the case for Southern Africa. In this case, the application of Ostrom’s principles on rule of usage are important to:
· Reinforce stakeholders’ roles and positions;
· Avoid conflict due to unfair or damaging use of natural resources;
· Ensure cooperative governance (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013)
An example of where such rules exist is a transboundary management process along the German-Dutch border, involving the municipalities Roermond, Roerdalen (Netherlands), Wassenberg and Wegberg (Germany). Beginning with the establishment of multi stakeholders’ groups for fostering nature conservation, the project advances through the establishment of rules that reflected the stage of development achieved, and which suited the partners’ objectives and capacities (Panorama, 2017). 
A comparable example in Southern Africa is the establishment of management nodes in the Great Limpopo TFCA. This innovative set-up has led, for instance, to the establishment in 2017 of the Limpopo Conservancy along the South Africa-Mozambique border, creating a new conservation buffer for the Kruger National Park in response to the increased illegal hunting from Mozambican border communities. As such, the rules of the GLTFCA are matching the local needs and conditions, for at least some of the stakeholders.
If taking the understanding that the governments forming a TBC initiative are recognised as the establishing community, the application of this principle is very relevant because it speaks directly to national sovereignty: a fundamental principle in all multilateral treaties. This principle established clearly that, when entering into negotiation for establishment of a TBC initiative, countries should be able to adapt the initiative to their needs and conditions, instead of applying standardised rules that may be ultimately detrimental to conservation and to any other objective that the initiative is responding to (Westing, 1998, 2001). Because in Southern Africa the continental and regional legal framework for nature conservation requires that it serves the purpose of sustainable rural socio-economic development, it is important that governments are able to fully incorporate such requirement into the establishment and management of TBCAs without bias. 
A radical and innovative approach to the implementation of this principle is given by the European Commission (EC) Resolution 1082/2006 on the European grouping of Territorial Cooperation, which can generate ad hoc administrative cross-border authorities for natural resources management and conservation that are independent from national governments (Mitrotta, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc484170511][bookmark: _Toc484525386][bookmark: _Toc369336546]Ensure that affected parties can participate in modifying rules
In engaging stakeholders for transboundary conservation, some groups are often left behind or less engaged than others. Traditionally, TBC initiatives, as evolutions of PAs, are top-down government planning projects for land uses (Lim, 2015; Van der Linde et al., 2001; Wolmer, 2003). In this context, the communities of people living within the boundaries of the TBCA may not be involved in the decision-making, and this has proven to be a source of unsustainability for conservation (Ali, 2010; Dzingirai, 2004; King, 2008; Metcalfe & Kepe, 2008; Milgroom, 2012; Paredes, 2014; Paterson, 2014).
Lessons from the ITTO study speak clearly. In South America, where “the local communities in the Tambopata - Madidi area, with a population of approximately 20,000, collaboratively developed management plans jointly within a Peruvian-Bolivian system of natural protected areas aimed at ensuring the conservation of biodiversity in the region”, the TBC initiative has been successful (Ali, 2010, p. 23). In fact, not only does it ensure that conservation planning is respected, but it led to such a strong cooperative system that it has endured episodes of political tensions between the countries (Ibid). 
Conversely, in the GLTFCA, most of the conflict between management agencies and rural communities is due to failure to include rural communities in the process of making and changing the rules. A longitudinal study of the implementation of the Limpopo National Park indicates clearly that the current communication impasse, the surge in wildlife crimes, and the overall conflictual relations between communities and the LNP authorities stem from a history of exclusion, superficial participatory efforts and top-down decision making (Bocchino, Kock, Mangueze, Murphree, & Chaúque, 2013). 
Participation in rule-making is a fundamental process in ensuring the sustainability of TBC initiatives, as also stated in the IUCN and SADC Guidelines, as well as a requirement of the global legal instruments for country conservation and sustainable development performance monitoring, specifically Aichi Target 18 (Section 3.2.3) and the following SDGs: 1.4, 12.2, 15.6, 15.7, 15.c, 16.a (Section 3.2.4).
More to the point, Component 5 and 6 of the SADC TFCA programme speak directly to the need to better involve communities in the establishment and management of TFCA, including by equipping them with the capacity to meaningfully contribute to the process (SADC, 2012b). There is no evidence, however, in the region of such participatory processes having been effectively and consistently implemented. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170512][bookmark: _Toc484525387][bookmark: _Toc369336547]Make sure that rule-making rights of community members are respected by outside authorities
Following from the previous principle, this one adds value to the participatory requirements. In the evaluation of CAMPFIRE Programmes in Zimbabwe, Taylor has found that a critical hindrance to success is the failure to devolve full authority for making the rules of access and utilisation, as well as benefit sharing to the community level (Taylor, 2009). The same, if not with a stronger case, is for TBC initiatives: the devolution of authority to local levels (be they communities, local authorities, park managers, as applicable to the rule) facilitates sustainable implementation of the TFCA. In the case of communities, furthermore, it enhances their chance to move beyond beneficiation to implementation of the TBC efforts (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013; Lim, 2015).
It is of interest that in the rare cases where the TBC initiatives have stemmed from the communities within the locality, and the process has later been acknowledged by outside authorities, these have been more successful initiatives. The case of the establishment of the FORMADAT[footnoteRef:19] to manage the Heart of Borneo initiative is a point in case to show that when rural communities take the lead in the conservation effort and their rules of engagement are respected, sustainable cross-border initiatives flourish (FORMADAT, 2017).  [19:  FORMADAT: The Alliance of the Indigenous Peoples of the Highlands in Borneo.] 

Mention should be made of the Philippines, where “coastal communities have established and manage more than 600 community-based Marine Protected Areas”, and reap the benefits of a sustainable use approach to conservation (Sodhi, Butler, Laurance, & Gibson, 2011, p. 23).
There is, however, no literature on TBC initiatives where the rules made by the local authorities are respected at other spheres of government or by other authorities outside the locality. 
In a broader context, and remembering that nature is, within the international legal framework, treated as a global common, it is important to note that rules made by the community of governments managing a TBC initiative may also not be respected by outside authorities, especially when involving controversial issues such as sustainable utilisation. This is the case specifically for wildlife management in Southern Africa, where despite the proviso of soft MEAs, the African Convention on Natural Resources (OAU, 1968), the SADC Treaty (SADC, 1992)and the provisions in the RRISDP (SADC, 2015a), the sustainable use of natural resources in TBC initiatives is strongly linked to photographic or adventure tourism. This is because any other form of more consumptive utilisation, however beneficial to the objectives of sustainable rural livelihoods, would not be respected by segments of international authorities and radical animalist NGOs (EMS Foundation, 2016). This is the case for trophy hunting and the limitations imposed by CITES, as well as the embargos by airlines managing authorities, countries (or states within Federations) on the shipment import and export of trophies (IFAW, 2016). This is a disincentive for a country of origin to unbiased decision-making over the management of its natural resources in Protected Areas, including TBC initiatives, because of international repercussion: in effect, this is a sovereignty limitation, despite recognition of national sovereignty in all soft and hard MEAs currently en force. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170513][bookmark: _Toc484525388][bookmark: _Toc369336548]Develop a behaviour monitoring system, carried out by members
Against all acknowledged definitions of an M&E system, which require an independent evaluator (Ramsar Convention Secretariat, 2010; The World Bank, 2004; UNDP, 2009), this Common-Pool Principle seeks to maximise accountability by requiring internal monitoring and evaluation (McPherson & Boyer, 2015). 
In Africa, M&E is a fairly new government function and the process is carried out internally, which means that its efficacy is dependent on the amount and quality information which the responsible department is able to collect from other departments and spheres of government (Porter & Goldman, 2013). 
In the East African Community, an M&E system has been created which places the responsibility of efficient and timely reporting on the Member States[footnoteRef:20]. A similar system is being developed by SADC in order to monitor the regional performance against the objectives of the RISDP and the Protocols.  [20:  Presentation given by Alphonci Muradza at the SADC M&E training held in Kasane (Botswana) 30 January - 10 February 2017.] 

Whereas internal monitoring may lead to bias within countries, in a community, such as a group of Members States, it often has the opposite effect, and promotes accountability (Lim, 2015). As pointed out by McPherson, actually, it may even “go to the heart of the long-standing debates in the international relations field about how compliance can be assured in a world of sovereign states lacking an authoritative global governmental structure” (McPherson & Boyer, 2015, p. 28). This is so because is relies heavily on the member to exercise its right to sovereign decision-making, whilst having to show how decisions and actions work towards the greater good, whereas an external monitor may be perceived as infringement of such sovereignty, as well as a financial burden (Ibid).
If implemented at the regional level, between the countries forming the TBC initiative, this system should be used at all governance levels to reinforce the needs for a common vision in the management of the initiative. 
In many ways, this is what the METT (Section 3.3.2) and the PAT (Section 3.3.3) systems are seeking to established in the region, and the GLTFCA is trying to achieve for its livelihoods programme (Section 3.3.5), as well as the pathway advocated by the IUCN Diagnostic tool (Section 3.1.1) and the Ramsar M&E tool (Section 3.2.1).


[bookmark: _Toc484170514][bookmark: _Toc484525389][bookmark: _Toc369336549]Use graduated sanctions for rule violators
This principle is partially applicable to the design of an M&E system, unless sanctions are perceived as means to finance the TBC initiative. However, it requires the existence of a body able to enforce penalties and sanction, which does not exist at either international or SADC level.
Suffice it to mention that it should be read, in this context, with Principles 2, 3 and 4 to guide the rules regulating the management of the TBC initiative as a Common-Pool resource. 
[bookmark: _Toc484170515][bookmark: _Toc484525390][bookmark: _Toc369336550]Provide accessible means of dispute resolution
This principle should be, and normally is, set in the establishing treaties for TBC initiatives, in respect of the relations between the countries involved, but does not address dispute between implementing country/agency and other stakeholders, members of the TBC community as set by Principle 1.
Naturally, national law would have provision for such conflicts as may arise between private citizens and entities, as well as between them and the State. However, if the TBC initiative is established to create a different space managed by a community which is, at the same time, member of the country of origin and member of the TBC initiative, there is an argument for different mechanisms to apply in case of conflicts or disputes. Such mechanisms should exist and be grounded on the overall objectives of TBC to foster peace and cooperation between countries and border communities, and other juridical personae (Lim, 2015). 
In the GLTFCA, it is hoped that the creation of the nodes will serve exactly the purpose of resolving local conflicts and the local level by involving all local stakeholders as the case may require. Conversely, the case of the Emerald Triangle Complex (Laos, Cambodia and Thailand) shows that conflict and dispute resolution may be impossible between countries with a specific history or present political situation, regardless of the provision of the establishing documents and of the “shared” conservation objectives (Ali, 2010). 
Dispute resolution mechanisms are not strictly part of an M&E system, but the number of conflicts arising between the members of the TBC community may be a good indicator to monitor the impact of conservation objectives in cooperation-building. In the Kabo-Ndoki region of Central Africa, in fact, it was precisely the inexistence of a formal structure for conflict resolution, which led to conflict between stakeholders (Ibid).
[bookmark: _Toc484170516][bookmark: _Toc484525391][bookmark: _Ref368644192][bookmark: _Toc369336551]Build governing responsibility from local to interconnected system
Very applicable to TBC, this principle spells out the need to have multi-tiered good governance systems when managing Common-Pool resources, especially across borders (Lim, 2015). In fact, this principle pretty much summarises what has been discussed so far, and is in line with Southern African regional experiences in devolution of management for natural resources, especially in Namibia and Zimbabwe. Again, this is also the principle guiding the creation of the GLTFCA Nodes (Section 3.3.5), and the KAZA country Liaison Officers (Section 3.3.4). 
In the literature, this principle translates almost directly in building effective and efficient communication and cooperation channels amongst stakeholders, a critical element of TBC (Vasilijević, 2015; Zunckel, 2014). McCallum concludes, after analysing several case studies, that in the Americas, that “the understanding born of cooperating to manage and protect a shared resource, may lead to improved understanding and cooperation on a range of issues” (McCallum, 2015, p. 250). Building governing entities, in fact, is meaningless, if these do not cooperate for the sustainable management of the shared resource. 
In the legal framework, this multi-tiered governance system is not only advocated by IUCN (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013), but an important element of TBC as defined by the IUCN and the SADC guidelines, both advocating for a multi-scalar approach to governance of shared systems (Vasilijević, 2015; Zunckel, 2014). This is also a common thread of all SADC Protocol on natural resources management (Section 2.2.3) and responds directly to SADC TFCA Component 1, 3, 5, 6 and 7 (SADC, 2012b). 
Similarly, Aichi Target 14 advocates for ecosystem restoration and safeguard involving local users, with a special consideration for the women, rural poor and vulnerable groups. In this regard, T14 implies that interconnected systems are a conservation priority and require governance systems that also take into account the role and responsibility of the users of the natural resources in such systems (Section 3.2.3). 
Several SDGs suggest elements of this multi-scalar governance approach, with a special focus on the role of local responsibility in interconnected systems (See Section 3.2.4) such as water systems (SDG6.5 and 6.6), and specifically for fisheries (SDG 14.4 and 14.b), oceans (SDG14.c), terrestrial and inland freshwater ecosystems (SDG15.1); forests (SDG15.2); planning for sustainability (SDG15.9).
The PAT tools may help to respond to this principle with KPAs 6 and 7: Integrated management and Integrated development, although due to the nature of the system, the data collected are procedural only and not reflective of implementation outcomes (See Section 3.3.3).
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[bookmark: _Toc369336552]Southern African Transfrontier Conservation: requirements and pathways for Monitoring and Evaluation
TBC initiatives are centred on the elimination of boundaries to create a new space for collaboration using the environment and its natural resources as a catalyst for sustainability and peace building. Traditionally, the removal of boundaries is perceived as the removal of the physical fences separating two or more national spaces, such as Protected Areas, but that physical removal which is visible and can be almost instant, often leaves more questions than it tries to answer on the sustainability of such processes (Ferguson & Hanks, 2010). Over the years, several studies in the implementation of TBC initiatives in Southern Africa have posed questions in this regard, by analysing in depth the processes of establishment of these initiatives, as well as the achievement of the objectives they set out. Therefore, we now have a good understanding of the successes and shortcomings of regional transboundary conservation, which mostly revolve around the prioritisation of creating a space for conservation and tourism (Munthali, 2007; Suich, Busch, & Barbancho, 2005; Van der Linde et al., 2001), the marginalisation of rural communities (Bocchino, 2014; Bocchino et al., 2013; Büscher, 2013; Dzingirai, 2004; Metcalfe & Kepe, 2008; Milgroom, 2012; Paterson, 2014), and the militarisation of conservation at the frontier in the face of increased wildlife crimes (Lunstrum, 2014, 2015; Massé & Lunstrum, 2016). The only exception to this trend may be the Namaqualand Contractual Park (in the |Ais|Ais Richtersveld TFCA) and the Makuleke Contractual Park (in the Great Limpopo TFCA). 
Due to this controversial role played by TFCAs in the region, in is important to note that an M&E Framework able to show the added value of TBC initiatives in the region should be able to combine two approaches used for development projects: 1) a results-based approach, which highlights tangible progress on agreed establishment and development milestones; 2) an impact evaluation approach, which provides information on the impact the SADC TFCAs Programme has had in fostering the three pillars of TBC and achieving the regional sustainable development vision (The World Bank, 2004). At the same time, it is important to note that only through a Rapid Assessment methodology this can be achieved (Ibid), considering that the regional TFCA M&E Framework would add to the current resources held both at regional and TFCA levels.
According to the requirements of the 1999 Protocol on Wildlife and Law Enforcement, TBC should foster cross-border cooperation for conservation and sustainable use of natural resources (SADC, 1999). These are, of course, the basic objectives as recognised also by the 2014 SADC Guidelines for TBC (Zunckel, 2014). However, over the years, and as more TB Conservation Areas were created, other objectives crept in that, as some would say, had less to do with conservation and more to do with development, in a drive to expand the importance of the Sustainable Use objective as set in the international and regional framework (CBD, 2000, 2002, 2010c; SADC, 1992, 1999, 2001a, 2001c, 2015a). The objectives and outputs of the SADC TFCA programme reflect this shift and respond to the legal framework set out in Section 1 of this report (see Table 10). This shift creates a set of requirements for the SADC TFCA Programme, which is directly linked to an M&E framework, which uses a mixed results-based and impact-generation approach. 
28

While identifying these requirements, it is important to note that some of the key activities (See Table 10) have already been achieved, such as the adoption of the SADC Guidelines for TFCA development (Zunckel, 2014), or are being worked on, such as the capacity building and training needs assessment currently being undertaken by the SADC TFCA Network Community of Practice on training and capacity building, and the identification and marketing of TFCA-based cross-border tourism products. This section of the report seeks to highlight how the requirements established by the SADC TFCA Programme relate to the M&E requirements with a results-based and impact framework. 
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[bookmark: _Ref369260113][bookmark: _Toc370736593]Table 10: SADC TFCA Programme components, outputs and key activities
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This section will present the three critical requirements for TBC, or three pillars of SADC TFCAs, as distilled from the legal framework and the M&E appraisal, based on the diagram in Figure 1, as well as the other supporting requirements as taken from the SADC TFCA programme and the M&E appraisal. For each requirement, it identifies the information required to show progress and achievements, and determines the group boundaries for data collection. It will conclude with the proposition of a pathway to a regional M&E framework.
[bookmark: _Toc484525393][bookmark: _Toc369336553]Harmonisation and cooperation requirement
Highlighted by all M&E frameworks and tools, this is also the first component of the SADC TFCA Programme. Through a superficial lens, this requirement could be limited to:
· MEA signed to establish TFPs or TFCAs;
· Joint planning and implementation documents;
· A variety of joint strategic documents as assessed by the PAT;
· Law and policy changes for harmonisation.
While indicating a political will of sorts and providing substantial evidence of progress made, the requirement of harmonisation and cooperation is deeper than the existence of documentation.
The Diagnostic Tool created by Vasilijević suggests three self-evaluation questions on cooperation seeking to understand: (1) why there is a need for it; (2) at which level of governance; (3) what would be the outcomes for the success of the initiative (Erg et al., 2012). 
Following this pathway, more information could be obtained by qualitative processes, such as workshops as done in South America (Paredes, 2014), or by simply adding a question on how can a TBC initiative support cross-border collaboration at local and national level (an adaptation of question 3 of ITTO survey, (Ali, 2010).
In using a mix of quantitative and qualitative questions, this requirement should apply to the 4 groups of stakeholders derived from the SADC TFCA Programme and listed in Table 11.
[bookmark: _Ref369260136][bookmark: _Toc370736594]Table 11: Harmonisation requirement groups
	SADC TFCA unit
	On regional integration, including Protocol review, see SADC TFCA Programme

	International Coordinator (IC) or Secretariat
	On MEA and other joint strategies, planning, etc., see PAT

	Managers of the PAs involved
	On changes in modus operandi and relevant legislation, see SADC TFCA Programme

	Sample of affected stakeholders
	On frequency and quality of cooperation with each other and with management authorities, see CPR 2

	
	



It is suggested that the mixed qualitative and quantitative questions be used in the second iteration of the SADC TFCA M&E cycle, once the system for baseline quantitative information is tested and functional.
[bookmark: _Toc484525394][bookmark: _Toc369336554]Conservation requirement
Albeit the most direct requirement for TBC initiatives, conservation is only possible if the political will to establish such initiatives, or the legal framework for stakeholders to become establishing authorities, exists, as possible in the EU from 2006 (Lim, 2015; Mitrotta, 2016; Sandwith, 2001; Van der Linde et al., 2001; Vasilijević, 2015; Zunckel, 2014). 
The conservation requirement responds directly to the Aichi Targets for Biodiversity (Section 3.2.3), and ensures that TBC initiatives contribute to achieve such targets on terrestrial and marine ecosystems, with a special focus on water sources and habitats. 
Elements of the requirements can be taken directly from the framework and include:
· Percentage of land under a form of conservation and/or sustainable use management;
· Percentage of coastal areas under a form of conservation and/or sustainable use management;
· Percentage of wetlands responding to the conservation requirements of the RAMSAR convention;
· Percentage of restored terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems.
These will have to be drawn from within each TBC initiative, and as such the boundaries of the group responsible for providing such information is restricted to the ICs or the Head of the Secretariat, with the support of PA managers and the managers of any other type of PA in the TFCA, such as a Ramsar wetland, and MAB site or a WHS. 
However, in consideration of the needs placed by the Aichi Target for Conservation to be mindful and inclusive of indigenous people, rural communities and vulnerable groups, there needs to be evidence that the conservation options are not excluding the primary local stakeholders. Supporting documentation on stakeholder consultation processes, sustainable use agreements, and formal co-management agreements can show evidence of this. As mentioned before, T18 has an indicator to assess the way in which traditional knowledge and practices are already acknowledged and included in the planning and implementing documents of a Conservation Areas (Section 3.2.3). It should be noted that several RAMSAR Sites, MaB sites and WHSs, in Southern Africa are either within an existing or proposed Transfrontier Conservation Area or in its proximity. This should increase cooperation for the landscape-based management of such sites.

Ideally and depending on the level of detail sought, this would be supplemented by a direct investigation with the specific group of stakeholders. The TBC diagnostic tool, however, resolves this conundrum by using a proxy question on whether the site would help protect and conserve threaten wildlife species, and what would these be. If the number of species diminishes over the years, it shows a clear conservation success.
It was noted, during the workshop to establish the elements of the regional M&E framework that the SADC TFCA programme does not include a clear conservation component, except as part of the Reducing ecosystem vulnerability to climate change component. The direct conservation requirements, however, are given by the 1999 SADC Protocol on Wildlife and Law Enforcement (SADC, 1999), especially if read with other SADC Protocols on the conservation of natural resources (Section 2.2.3) and they can be summarised as:
1. species conservation and protection;
2. sustainable use of natural resources for rural development and species management;
3. cross-border cooperation for shared natural resources management.
[bookmark: _Toc484525395][bookmark: _Toc369336555]Socio-economic development requirement
This requirement responds directly to the Sustainable Development Goals (Section 3.2.4), is in line with international and African legal requirements for most forms of in situ conservation (Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2), and is a direct requirement of all SADC legislation for TBC and the management of natural resources (Section 2.2.3). As such, it is important that it is taken seriously in both planning and implementation of TBC initiatives in the region.
SDG12.2 calls for the achievement, by 2030, of the sustainable management and efficient use of natural resources (UN, 2015b). This is to be done not only by regulating the unsustainable use (eg. T14.4, T15.7 and T15.c), but also by promoting appropriate access to natural resources (T15.6) (Ibid). TBC initiatives have the potential to help achieve those targets if they become the catalyst for the achievement of (1) SDG15.9 by 2020: to ensure that ecosystems and biodiversity value are integrated in planning and development processes, as well as poverty reduction strategies, and (2) SDG15.c to support sustainable livelihood opportunities (Ibid).
The key activities proposed under the corresponding SADC TFCA components (primarily 5 and 6, see Table 10) focus, as per CPR Principle 2, on local needs and priorities. They would benefit from the identification of group boundaries and their role in ensuring such targets are met and show progress on implementation, as per Table 12.
[bookmark: _Ref369260170][bookmark: _Toc370736595]Table 12: Socio-economic requirement groups
	SADC TFCA unit
	On integration of conservation and development in SADC legal framework, including Protocol review, see SADC TFCA Programme.

	National agencies for TFCAs
	On ensuring cooperation with corresponding government departments, and production of joint strategy and planning, as well as best practices.

	IC or Secretariat
	On visible changes in quality of life of rural communities, due to TFCA-related activities, and timeline.

	Managers of the PAs involved
	On rules of access and use of natural resources as livelihoods strategies.

	Sample of affected stakeholders
	On actualisation of MEA and other planning documents, and responding to CPR 3 and 4, role of beneficiaries in making the rules, and CPR 5 and 6 on monitoring and sanctioning. 



Emerging from the workshop on the elements of the regional M&E framework, these Components have been identified as carrying the most weight in ensuring that TBC initiatives in the region have a direct impact on the health and wellbeing of rural communities, thus expanding the socio-economic mandate to include a human security interpretation. The translation of such broad mandate in an M&E framework shall require a high degree of inter-state cooperation for data collection, deconstruction and projection.
Again, the Diagnostic Tools helps to simplify the information by asking proxy questions on the level of conflict between communities, and between people and PA, on shared cultural heritage and related income-generating activities, and on the level of cooperation with the TFCA. Unlike the requirements of the TFCA programme, it does not get the detail on real accrued benefits and results in the health, education and wealth sphere. For this reason, a SADC M&E Framework may want to consider the use of participatory approaches only in the second iteration, once a baseline set of data on achievements directly related to the Programme is complete.
[bookmark: _Toc484525396][bookmark: _Toc369336556]Other requirements
TBC has requirements, beyond the three mentioned above, which can be either site specific or region specific, in that they address the needs of the specific initiative, the agency(ies) involved in its establishment, and/or the regional institution overseeing their creation. Using the SADC TFCAs Programme and the lessons learnt from the appraisal of the applicable M&E systems, this is a prioritisation based on the CPR Principles.
[bookmark: _Toc484525397][bookmark: _Toc369336557]Sustainable financing
The hard law legal framework both at international and regional level calls for the establishment of financing mechanisms as a priority in the effective implementation of any MEA (all Conventions discussed in Section 2.2.1 contain details on the financial mechanisms for implementation). Similarly, the IUCN and SADC Guidelines for TBC state clearly that financing is a critical component for the success of any TBC initiative (Vasilijević, 2015; Zunckel, 2014). The SADC TFCA Programme has financing as Component 2, thus emphasising its importance in the establishment of TFCAs, and aims at progressively ensuring that TFCAs are less reliant on external funding, with increase direct government financing and income-generation capacity (SADC, 2012b). 
This vision responds to CPR Principe 8 on building responsibility for governing the common resources, whereby the groups are able to contribute directly to the management of the resource, without external support (See Sections 2.3.1 and 3.4.8). In order to monitor progress on this component, the groups involved are three, see Table 13, with progressive inclusion of others as the TFCA becomes more financially independent.
[bookmark: _Ref369260205][bookmark: _Toc370736596] Table 13: Financing requirement groups
	SADC TFCA unit
	On the securing of funding, according to SADC procedures, for the maintenance of the TFCA unit within the FANR Directorate.

	National agencies for TFCAs
	On ensuring direct funding to the PAs forming part of a TFCA, and to the areas surrounding the core PA.

	IC or Secretariat
	On the securing of funding for the maintenance and strengthening of the governance structure in place from SADC, national governments, and from TFCA-based activities.



At this stage the outputs and key activities of the SADC TFCA Programme for Component 2 are sufficient to inform critical indicators that would help to monitor progress on the creation of financial mechanisms both at regional and at TFCA level.
[bookmark: _Toc484525398][bookmark: _Toc369336558]Capacity building for TFCA stakeholders
The second most important requirement is capacity building for TFCA stakeholders, as identified also by the SADC TFCA network, which has established a dedicated Community of Practice. Capacity building, although often related to law enforcement and management, should extend to other areas of action as reflected in the CPR principles and pertaining to the establishment of governance mechanisms, decision-making, and behavioural monitoring/sanctioning. Such breadth of interpretation reflects the intervention areas discussed during the workshop to define the elements of the SADC M&E framework (SADC, 2017b). 
In understanding the needs for all stakeholders, not just employees of the PA or the TBC initiatives, the outcome of the workshop shows that capacity building should take shape as formal education, as well as (1) joint training; (2) education and awareness campaigns; and (3) mainstreaming TFCAs in relevant training courses. Besides the delivery of training as capacity building, it was recognised that staff retention and the need for TFCAs practitioners to get involved in training is a determinant of success for capacity building in the longer term (Ibid, p. 20 and 21). 
Three primary groups are suggested in Table 14, which may be expanded on as time progressed and integrated knowledge is produced. 

[bookmark: _Ref369260244][bookmark: _Toc370736597]Table 14: Capacity building requirement groups
	SADC TFCA unit
	On mainstreaming TFCAs in education programme

	SADC TFCA unit – Capacity building CoP
	On the existing training pertaining to TFCAs management and the mainstreaming of TFCAs in other relevant training.

	IC or Secretariat
	On number of TFCA related training/event conducted within the TFCA and/or involving TFCA related personnel and stakeholders


[bookmark: _Toc484525399]
[bookmark: _Toc369336559]Data and knowledge management systems requirement
The existence of databases and information pertaining to the establishment and development of a TBC initiative is deemed a priority in all M&E tools and frameworks analyses, as well as in the hard legal framework. The question here is that any data and knowledge management system, including an M&E system, would require training. This is recognised at SADC level: the Secretariat, in fact, has already begun training on the SADC Results-based system being created (SADC, 2012a). 
The PAT system focusses almost entirely on the production and validation of documents, which pertain to the establishment, management and implementation of TBC initiatives, and it should guide the development of this component. In following this approach, it appears that only one group is responsible for responding to this requirement, and that is the ICs, or Secretariats, for each TFCA. 
However, this requirement should be replicated also to the regional level. The creation of a document repository, in fact, has already begun in the region with the SADC TFCA network portal in both its private and public format. As such, the second group responsible is the TFCA Unit at SADC level. 
[bookmark: _Toc484525400][bookmark: _Toc369336560]Marketable regional tourism products
A requirement of the 1999 PWCLE (SADC, 1999), and directly of the SADC TFCA Programme (SADC, 2012b), as well as a critical implementation element of all regional TFCAs, tourism is less important in relation to other more programmatic and systemic requirements, which aims at ensuring the overall sustainability of the initiative. 
It is worth noting that tourism is a cross-cutting requirement, which supports other similar initiatives such as the UNESCO sites, and the Ramsar sites. For example, Ramsar Southern Africa is a regional initiative presenting all the sites in the region, most of which are within or nearby TFCAs (SARAMSAR, 2017).In that respect, there is a lot more potential to achieve the tourism requirement than by simply focussing on the TFCA element, and such links should be explored both at regional level and at TFCA management level, directly and through national government agencies.
During the elements workshop, the working group identified a variety of indicators for this component, which would require a definite capacity for collecting, disaggregating and re-aggregating data at country and TFCA level (SADC, 2017b). This, in fact, should be interpreted as a progressive realisation requirement, in that it should focus primarily on the existence of products, and on the facilitating mechanisms, such as the ability of tourists to have a real transfrontier experience, whilst working towards the realisation of a full data capture and analysis. 
Within this interpretation, the requirement involves essentially three groups, on interrelated tasks, as per Table 15.


[bookmark: _Ref369260355][bookmark: _Toc370736598]Table 15: Tourism products requirement groups
	Boundless Southern Africa
	On the strategy and marketing of regional tourism products in TFCAs.

	National agencies for TFCAs
	On the intrastate collaboration for integrated tourism planning, including the liaison with focal points of other Conventions.

	IC or Secretariat
	On existing and new tourism products.


[bookmark: _Toc484525401][bookmark: _Toc369336561]The pathway for a SADC TFCA M&E Framework
Having defined priorities and determined the groups responsible, as well as the kind of input to the provided, in the establishment of a regional framework for monitoring and evaluating the implementation of TFCAs in Southern Africa, the desired pathway is one that is able to provide core knowledge through direct monitoring, while progressively being able to integrate with other regional M&E tools and systems for related knowledge, and with other national M&E data sets. At the regional level, the embedding of the M&E framework in the SADC M&E system (SADC, 2012a), already guarantees the potential for successful integration. 
As discussed during the elements workshop, the primary responsibility for data collection and input into the M&E system falls with the management of the TFCA, in the form of either the IC or the Head of the Secretariat, or appointed person within the Secretariat (SADC, 2017b). As such, this system will not involve all countries, and all national agencies for TFCAs, but only those hosting an IC or acting as the IC in its absence. Zimbabwe, for instance, having recently released the international coordination of the Great Mapumgubwe TFCA[footnoteRef:21], may not be part of this M&E system, until it hosts the coordination for a TFCA. [21:  Interview with Mr. A. Dangare and Dr. P. Gandiwa in Chiredzi on the 26th May 2017.] 

Nonetheless, there will be a duty placed primarily on the International Coordination of each TFCA and on the SADC TFCA Unit to collect and input the data for specific indicators (Ibid), and the same goes for the National Agencies, as per Tables 12, 13, and 14. Other groups have also been identified in the analysis of the requirement, but they should not be requested to have direct input. Rather, and depending on the content, they should be approached either by the SADC TFCA unit, as in the case of the Capacity Building CoP and Boundless Southern Africa, or by the IC/Secretariat, as in the case of the National Agencies and PA managers. This second group of information providers, however, should be considered in a progressive pathway and possibly only be involved in the second iteration of the SADC TFCA M&E Framework.
The M&E framework, particularly in its early development, should be constructed to include both direct information and proxy information, in order to provide the sufficient amount of detail for evaluation, but without stressing the process in its initial stages considering that:
· Not all TFPs/TFCAs in the region are at the stages of development;
· The system should be working with the broader SADC M&E tool in order to promote synergy in data collection and inputs, thus facilitating data collection, disaggregation and re-aggregation, and shall develop with it. 
Based by the requirements of the SADC TFCAs programme (SADC, 2012b), which are aligned with the TBC requirements of the SADC Guidelines for TFCAs (Zunckel, 2014), in turn based on the IUCN guidelines (Vasilijević, 2015), the framework also takes into account other international reporting requirements, such as the Aichi targets and the SDGs (CBD, 2010b, 2016; UN, 2015b). It also acknowledges that relevant information on the TFCA sites is available through other tools such as PAT per TFCA as well as MIKE (and SMART per area), Ramsar sites and UNESCO sites. It therefore allows for such data to be incorporated at a later stage once integration with these processes is achieved. 
[bookmark: _Toc484525402]Finally, the SADC M&E Framework should allows for both quantitative and qualitative data collection (SADC, 2012a) and, much like many of the tools analysed, will be driven by a self-evaluation principle, see CPR Principle 5, and not by an independent evaluator. It is suggested, however, that the qualitative data be introduced in the second or third iteration of the M&E cycle, depending on a review of implementation.
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[bookmark: _Toc369336562]Concluding remarks and recommendations
This report has provided a framework to understand the legal mandate for TBC initiatives and an analysis of the M&E systems and tools, which emanate from existing legal instruments, as well as from other institutions and programmes. In so doing, it showed that TBC in Southern Africa is founded on three pillars: environmental management, socio-economic development and regional integration (See Figure 5: The three pillars for SADC TFCAs). These pillars fit within the conceptual framework of Sustainable Development, which continues to be defined as the economic process which allows for human development, through the sustainable use of natural resources, thus establishing environmental rights and responsibilities for all humankind (Brundtland, 1987). This definition has not been challenged by any hard of soft environmental legal instruments over the years, and is in line with the revision of the 1968 Algiers Convention, as signed in Maputo in 2003, still awaiting entry into force. Furthermore, in establishing a mandate for the joint management of shared natural resources, all legal instruments agreed that multi-national cooperation for the management of the environment and natural resources is the most sustainable way to address conservation issues, especially in their nexus with socio-economic development in deprived areas. 
The identification of the environment, and its natural resources, as global Common-Pool, however, poses several sovereignty questions, which directly influence the ability of a country or a region to manage TBC initiatives according to their national and legal framework, which includes strategies and development plans. For this reason, the analysis of the M&E system was conducted by using the CPR principles as guiding elements to understand the conflicts or commonalities in TBC initiatives under a global and local Common-Pool lense. This exercise, together with the conclusion from the legal framework, shows clearly that the establishment and implementation of TBC initiatives is primarily a question of management of existing ecosystems, the geographic boundaries of which need to be as clearly defined as possible, their natural resources, and the people who live within (or in proximity of) those boundaries. 
Under the 1999 WCLE Protocol, which is the only directly enforceable regional legal instrument for the establishment of TBC initiatives, the components of the SADC TFCA give full breadth to the Protocol’s Art. 4(2)(f) and, in this capacity, establish the requirement for TFCAs both at the SADC and overall regional level. Since the M&E framework for SADC TFCAs would need to fit within the SADC M&E system being created, to report on progress for all SADC legal instruments and, specifically, the RISDP, it follows that, as agreed by the SADC TFCA Steering Committee:
1. The 1999 WCLE Protocol will be fully integrated in the SADC M&E system, and data collection shall be primarily a country responsibility;
2. The TFCA M&E system will be a subset of the broader M&E system, whereby each TFCA is considered as a country, and data collection shall be primarily the responsibility of the IC/Secretariat, with elements for the SADC TFCA Unit;
3. The SADC TFCA Programme Components shall form the Key Evaluation Areas of the M&E framework.
The M&E framework shall apply the adaptive management cycle, by prioritising the collection and input of critical baseline data for each component, while providing a framework able to expand and develop as capacity is built to access relevant datasets, from other SADC Directorates, national government department, and other relevant M&E reports.
The overall objective of the M&E framework and process is to understand what is the added value offered by TBC in the region towards the achievement of environmental and development goals, as set by the establishing Treaty of SADC, the RISDP and the Biodiversity Strategy. The information provided seeks to answer the question:
How do TFCAs add value to the regional processes of policy harmonisation and regional integration, conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, and socio-economic development in rural areas through the joint management of shared cultural environments and natural resources?

The M&E framework shall answer the question by using a set of indicators developed using the Results-based approach, in order to create a Results Chain for the implementation of the SADC TFCA Programme. Table 16 summarises the indicator areas identified through the appraisal of relevant exiting M&E tools, the outputs and activities for the SADC TFCA Programme components, and the results of the elements workshop: these will form the core of the M&E framework.
[bookmark: _Ref369260425][bookmark: _Toc370736599]Table 16: Indicator areas for the SADC TFCA M&E framework
	Advocacy and harmonisation
	cooperation, harmonisation, advocacy

	Enhancement of financing mechanisms
	government and non-government funding, partnerships and income generation

	Capacity building for stakeholders
	type of course, audience, accessibility, funding for training

	Data and knowledge management systems
	information repositories, M&E systems used, type of data collected and methods for data collection

	Enhancement of local livelihoods
	community projects, reduction in illegal harvesting of natural resource, access to basic services, overall this is a proxy for both development and conservation objectives

	Reducing vulnerability to CC
	based on UNIFCC, looking at environmental transformation, also a proxy for development and conservation

	Marketable regional tourism products
	cross-border tourism products, regional tourism initiatives, regional and TFCA presence in tourism fairs and related advertisements


By using a results-based M&E framework, composed of quantitative and qualitative information, two sets of improvements are foreseen:
· At SADC TFCA Unit, the success of the Programme is demonstrable and shall be used to ensure the updated of relevant legal instruments for TBC, such as the 1999 Wildlife and Law Enforcement Protocol, and the update of the relevant components within the RISDP, as well as the continuous update of the SADC TFCA Programme in response to the changes desired;
· At TFCA management, the success of each TFCA is demonstrable, and serves to improve on the resolution of the tension between the conservation and development objectives of all stakeholders.
These results shall add to the overall achievement of creating the first regional standardised system for monitoring, evaluating and reporting on TFCA progress. 
In addition, the following sets of recommendation should be considered in creating the SADC TFCAs M&E framework:

· The M&E framework, responding to Component 4 of the SADC TFCA Programme, should speak directly to the programme, using its Outputs and Objectives to define indicators.
· The Framework should take into account that SADC TFCAs are at different implementation stages and cater for individuality, whilst maintaining a regional standardised process. 
· The Framework should take into account that at TFCA level information is also collected through other M&E-type of processes, so it should seek to use the information without duplication of efforts in data collection.
· The selection of indicators should consider that they will be inserted in the SADC M&E system and, as such, need to cater for the infrastructure being built in terms of definition, disaggregation and other forms of data collection.
· The selection of indicators should also take into consideration that the data collection process cannot be overwhelming for both the SADC TFCA Unit and the TFCA coordinating agency, considering their human resources capacity.
· The M&E Framework and the indicators should use a mixed results-based and impact-assessment approach.
· The first M&E framework cycle should be of 5 years, using the rest of 2017 and 2018 to create the baseline data collection against which to show progress, thus completing the cycle in 2022.
· In the first cycle, the indicators for the priority will strongly borrow from a Rapid Assessment approach, mainly seeking to assess progress against the three pillars.
· The other requirements should have mixed indicators of a quantitative nature, to provide a baseline upon which standardisation of data can be built.
· From the mid-term internal assessment, a process of data integration with the other regional applicable M&E Systems should be thought and a process of engagement with the people responsible for those systems should begin.
[bookmark: _Toc369336563]Recommendations for the SADC TFCA Programme
Incidentally, the situation analysis conducted highlighted important elements to be considered in relation to the development and implementation of the SADC TFCA Programme. Overall, it should be noted that the Programme is currently about 5 years old and the M&E system, resulting from the framework, will help conducting an assessment of implementation. This is important, because the evolving nature of socio-economic, political, social and environmental systems calls for a periodic assessment and update of both policy and programmatic documents. 
It is in this light that the following recommendations are made in respect of the SADC TFCA Programme:
· Review of the contextualisation of the Programme, using the Legal Framework and the application of CPR Principles found in this report.
· Use the key question to guide the re-formulation of the programme, as well as lessons learnt from the first decade of implementation.
· Re-formulate components, and their elements, in order to harmonise the Programme with other relevant SADC strategic plans and in line with the international legal framework, as well as the M&E framework.
· Update the elements of the Programme, which have changed in the first decade, such as the SADC TFCA Network and the Working Group to ensure that future programme reflects the actual work being achieved.
· Update the components and their elements in order to show what has been achieved in the first decade and define the new pathway based on such foundations.
· Define a way forward for the SADC TFCA Programme that includes its role within SADC, regionally and internationally as the strategic cross-cutting element, which the Revised Regional Indicative Strategic Programme assigns to it.
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Other Measurable External factors

Presence or recent cessation of
cil strife in or near the site
Increasing levels of human activity
in adjacent areas

Other illegal activity or trade in
other ilicit commodities (e.g.
diarnonds)

Extent of cornmunity involvernent
in conservation

Other Qualitative data

o Notable changes in elephant
behaviour or distribution patterns

o Numbers of poaching carmps
found within the site

o Intelligence reports from the local
area

o Changes in the profle of ilegal
hunter

Key Data Collection Acti

s

Elephant population estimate for each site (within 2000-2003 period) -
aerial survey in savannah sites, ground transect surveys in forest sites
Ground-based data collection for recording information on carcasses
and illegal activties (ground patrols, anti-poaching patrols etc.)
Desk-based collation of direct and indirect sources of information
about the socio-econormical and socio-political context, incidence of
illegal activiies and conse rvation & protection effort at each site

|

Specific Outputs Expected

Aerialfdung surveys (every two years)
Ground patrol reports (including elephant carcass reports)
Intelligence reports

Marithly reports (compiled from the patrol reports)

Annual reports (compiled from the mornthly reports)
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Monitoring and Evaluation of Trans-
frontier Conservation Areas

A Situation Analysis Report



