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Foreword

In the course of along and varied working life,
| have been privileged to work with, or learn
from, a stimulating panoply of individuals
who are committed to contributing to
the economic, social, and environmental
development of all aspects of the United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals.

Jon Hobbs and Diego Juffe-Bignoli are,
thankfully, two of these individuals. | was
delighted to learn that they had come
together to produce, for the Development
Corridors Partnership, a rich and stimulating
collection of research reports, case studies
and assessments relating to the array of
efforts made under the rubric of ‘development
corridors’. They were determined to express
the conviction that decisions made, primarily
by governments, regarding the planning and
building of Corridors, really must be informed
by an evidence-based understanding of the
consequences - positive or negative - of
these decisions. And they have succeeded.
But Jon Hobbs will never read these words.
He was hospitalized after the bulk of the work
was complete, and, to the deep sadness and
regret of all who knew him, he passed away at
the end of September, 2021.

Jon and Diego sought out and recruited
a daunting array of researchers, scholars
and stakeholders to shed light on the
processes currently underlying the world of
development corridors today. They certainly
succeeded.

The work was initiated before the onset of the
COVID-19 pandemic, and as governments
turn to the formidable challenge of restoring

John Harker

economic vitality without further damage to
the climate, it becomes even more imperative
that impact assessment be understood,
embraced and improved. Jon and Diego have
shown us the way forward for a journey which
absolutely must be embarked upon.

They would be first to recognise that the
Development Corridors Partnership as a
whole must be commended for showing - in
many different ways and places - that, not only
is the need for impact assessment clear and
present, but so are the skills and commitment
of researchers, scholars and stakeholders.
These are to be found in an impressive
coming together of universities, civil society
organizations and business groups, and
communities.

All are part of an outstanding initiative,
funded by the UK Research and Innovation
Council, and managed by the UNEP-WCMC.
This initiative has been embraced by some
of the best minds that have been turned to
the task of ensuring that - while we attempt
to bring economic and social benefits to
people, in line with the United Nations
Sustainable Development Goals - we do
not risk significant environmental and social
costs, and thus actually undermine long-term
development successes.

So, l urge you to read this book, and figure out
how you mightimprove your own contribution
to the challenges ahead. Jon and Diego have
set out a case. It needs to be taken up, not set
aside; acted on, not just talked about. It is in
your hands.

Chair of the Development Corridors Partnership Independent Advisory Board,

Nova Scotia, Canada.
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Executive
Summary

Driven by increasing  globalisation,
the development aspirations of nations, and
the need to access resources, an infrastructure
boom is impacting many regions of our
planet. New infrastructure projects are
traversing diverse landscapes over hundreds
of kilometres, often crossing international
borders and penetrating into remote areas
previously unaffected by industrialisation
and urbanisation. These large-scale projects,
mostly spanning several regions in a same
country, but often linear and transnational
in nature, are generically called corridors.
Depending on the nature and objectives,
they can be transport, infrastructure, growth,
resource or economic corridors.

The rapid development of corridors
globally presents environmental planning
professionals with numerous challenges. The
primary need is to ensure that decisions
about these developments are informed by
an evidence-based understanding of their
consequences - both positive and negative.
This will enable infrastructure development to
meet development needs without adversely
impacting ecological systems or human
welfare. Improving the quality of infrastructure
policies, plans, programmes and projects, by
ensuring they include the necessary
environmental and social scrutiny, is urgently
required now - and will be for the foreseeable
future. This challenge is the unifying theme of
this publication.

Using insights from Africa, Asia and
South America, this sourcebook compiles
24  contributed papers written in
2021, covering many facets of the

opportunities and challenges presented by
the rapidly growing number of infrastructure
and corridor developments around the
world. Prevailing planning practices
are reviewed through case studies
along with the efficacy of some of the
available tools to conduct systematic
and comprehensive impact assessments. The
latter includes Strategic Environmental Impact
Assessment (SEA) and Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA).

As the title suggests the underlying thesis of
this publication is that, where they are
justified, there are significant benefits in
ensuring that corridors that contain single
purpose infrastructure developments
(utility, infrastructure or transport) progress
through a carefully planned sequential
process of diversification and expansion
to ensure the maximisation of benefits
in full-blown ‘development corridors’. In
this book, development corridors are therefore
aspirational. They comprise areas identified as
priorities for investment to catalyse economic
growth and development. They should be
developed with multiple stakeholders and social,
economic and environmental interests and
interdependencies in mind. With the integration
of sustainability principles and appropriate
environmental and social standards, development
corridors could become true ‘(sustainable)
development corridors. They should be
planned to maximise positive opportunities and
minimise negative risks. Without this, today’s short-
term  successes will become tomorrow's
challenges and long-term human welfare and
ecosystem integrity will be undermined.



Overview of contents

This book brings together a wide range
of perspectives from experts, researchers,
and practitioners around the world with the
purpose to foster greater collaboration and
increase ourglobalunderstanding of corridors
and their benefits and potential negative
impacts. 13 of the 24 chapters are written
by independent experts and researchers
from Australia, Bolivia, Brazil, China, India,
Kenya, Mongolia, South Africa, Tanzania,
UK, and the USA. The book also includes 11
chapters containing material gathered by
the Development Corridors Partnership, a
programme of work led by UN Environment
Programme World Conservation Monitoring
Centre (UNEP-WCMC) and funded by the
UK Government via their Global Challenges
Research Fund.

The collection of papers in this sourcebook is
divided into five sections. First an introductory
section where we introduce some key
terms and definitions that underpin this
work (Chapter 1). We then explore some
key principles and aspirations of corridors
such as delivering the Sustainable
Development Goals (Chapter 2), ensuring
theory and practice align (Chapter
3), ensuring financial sustainability (Chapter
4), properly assessing  environmental

sensitivity (Chapter 5) respecting human

Key messages

well as to mitigate negative impacts.

rights (Chapter 6), or maximising, co-benefits
(Chapter 7).

In the next three sections, we present 15 case
studies from three continents: Africa,
Asia, and Latin America. These case
studies explore key challenges and
lessons learned from specific planned,
ongoing, and already  implemented
developments.  They are presented as
individual stories that readers can explore.

The final and fifth section aims to summarise
lessons learned from a 4-year research and
capacity building programme specifically
aiming to understand the key challenges
and  opportunities  around  corridors
and that has been the major driving
force of this work: The Development
Corridors Partnership project (DCP). DCP
is a collaborative partnership across UK,
Kenya, Tanzania and China, funded by
the UK Research and Innovation Global
Challenges Research Fund (see Chapter 23).

The book finishes with an overview of
the lessons learned from the contributed
papers included in this book and develops
ten principles for corridor planning and
delivering a meaningful and comprehensive
impact assessment (Chapter 24), which we
summarise here as ten key messages.

Corridors must seek to achieve positive sustainability outcomes:

The mindset underwriting environmental planning of most infrastructure developments has been to
mitigate negative impacts. The planning of few existing corridors is based on their role in supporting
a sustainability vision for a country or region in which they are situated. Corridor developments
must therefore be based on sustainability principles and support progress towards national, regional
and international sustainable development goals. A true development corridor will seek to do good, as



Integrated and inter-disciplinary approaches are needed:

Corridor developments are extensive, complex, multifaceted features traversing many landscapes. They
can bring about significant transformational change to physical, economic, social, and cultural systems,
and serve as interconnecting features. Yet engagementin corridor planning is often constrained by limited
disciplinary and institutional involvement, with projects often superimposed upon communities. Corridor
developments need diverse expertise and experience in their planning and management, including
local stakeholder knowledge, avoiding disciplinary, institutional, or sectoral silos, that can result in policy
conflicts, contradictions, and inconsistencies.

Corridor proponents should clearly demonstrate consideration of alternatives:

Corridor options should not be limited to a preferred proposal favoured by an elite. Corridor
developments must consider all feasible alternatives (including maintenance of the status quo and no
corridor development) and make the risks and opportunities of each option explicit and transparent
through meaningful consultation. An important requirement in all corridor planning is to justify the need
for a wide choice of options and an explanation of the potential benefits it will bring and to whom, in
comparison with the alternatives. Any necessary trade-offs and how any significant potential negative
impacts will be effectively managed, and opportunities created must be explained.

Public participation and stakeholder engagement should be at the core
of corridor planning:

Corridor planning frequently fails to include meaningful participation of all stakeholders. Corridors
can profoundly affect the lives and rights of indigenous peoples and local communities, potentially
for generations. A common failing is that the first opportunity for local stakeholders to engage arises
only after all strategic decisions have already been made and the only option remaining is for them
to react negatively to a fait accompli. The meaningful engagement of all stakeholders is necessary to
ensure their role is more than reactive. The way corridors are viewed by different stakeholders must
be identified, understood, and addressed. Corridor developments must ensure that all interested and
affected people are provided with adequate information about a proposal and have meaningful ways to
engage in decision-making processes from the outset of strategic planning.

Mainstreaming and tiering are fundamental for corridor success:

Corridor planning requires a tiered assessment process, ensuring that environmental and social issues
are considered alongside financial and technical considerations from the start of strategic planning
or programme development, right though to project specifics. Conceptual corridor planning is frequently
dominated by technical and financial suitability criteria with environmental, social, cultural, and human
rights sensitivity issues being considered, at best, as externalities, retrospectively, once issues and
problems arise. Strategic planning is important because it is when the full range of optionsis still open for
discussion. It also establishes the parameters that will frame and implement a corridor plan or programme.
Environmental and social considerations (and the interactions between them) should be considered early
in strategic decision-making alongside (and to inform) technical, financial, and economic considerations.

An iterative process is needed:

Corridors exist in dynamic environments and need to be responsive to changing circumstances and
priorities. Planning must adjust as circumstances and available information changes. The process should
identify, map, and engage all interested and affected stakeholders from the earliest stage of corridor
planning and throughout the planning and management of the corridor. New concerns and evidence
will likely emerge as a corridor development progresses. Corridor planning frequently places undue
emphasis on the production of a report (Environmental Impact Report) and its influence on the decision
to proceed. The process may not be so linear in nature. It may involve many adjustments and decisions
as new evidence emerges and predictions improve. A good-quality report and recommendations is
necessary, butthey are dependent upon a comprehensive process of ongoing dialogue and engagement
with all stakeholders.



Corridors must ensure effective use of available tools:

Many corridor environmental impact assessments fail to meet required international standards. Corridor
planning and management should make systematic and adequate use of available impact
assessment procedures, methods, techniques, and tools to ensure good-quality decisions. The
available procedures discussed in this publication (notably Strategic Environmental Assessment and
Environmental Impact Assessment) and their associated methods, tools and techniques should be used
when appropriate to help ensure that a systematic process identifies all significant potential benefits
and development outcomes, and that they outweigh the costs and risks to affected people and their
livelihoods and environments. The objectivity and quality of corridor decisions are dependent upon the
effective use of the available tools.

Plan corridors with resilience and adaptability in mind:

Prevention will always be better than cure in addressing the negative impacts of corridors, and this should
be the priority. However, some circumstances dictate an inevitability of negative impacts. Corridors,
therefore, need to be designed to be made resilient to anticipated changes and adaptation measures
may be necessary as ‘coping’ mechanisms or to offset unavoidable impacts, such as the impacts caused
by climate change. The suitability of measures will require ongoing monitoring and adaptation as needs
arise.

Seek impact, influence, and implementation capacity:

The decision to proceed with a corridor is ultimately the responsibility of decision makers. They are usu-
ally the representatives of all stakeholders’ interests and custodians of their natural resources. Any impact
assessment report must provide adequate information to ensure sufficiently good-quality decisions. If
they are to be effectively implement the recommendations provided. Attempts to improve the perfor-
mance of planning and associated assessment processes of corridors must tackle the ways in which
outcomes are shaped by political contexts and institutional capacities. Approaches to working on assess-
ment processes should integrate political economy analyses and institutional capacity assessment from
the outset and on an ongoing basis. Resulting insights should inform the design and implementation of
interventions intended to improve planning practice.

Evolve from Infrastructure to Development Corridors:

The prospects for linear infrastructure projects to evolve into comprehensive development corridors are
often left to chance and spontaneity. Infrastructure projects are often developed in isolation and in an
incremental way. For infrastructure projects to progress and become true development corridors, the
transition must be systematically sequenced into planning from the start. Assessments must include
consideration of potential induced, secondary, synergistic, transboundary, and cumulative impacts likely
to result from the corridor development. The progression from infrastructure to development corridors
must be based on a systematic, comprehensive, and integrated assessment of the potential positive en-
vironmental, social and economic opportunities and the rigorous avoidance or management of negative
impacts.
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ABSTRACT

Managing social and environmental impacts within a development corridor focused on ag-
riculture involves multiple levels of assessment and action. Traditional tools such as Strate-
gic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) are de-
signed to deal with these impacts from the programme and policy to project levels. Howev-
er, the reality of application is often hampered by governance, finance and practical chal-
lenges, particularly in a developing country context with large numbers of smallholder
farmers spread across a broad investment area. In this chapter, the case of the Southern
Agricultural Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) is studied to evaluate application of
these tools for managing environmental and social impacts for a development corridor,
and to analyse the origin and application of a new corridor-level tool. SAGCOT's new In-
clusive Green Growth (IGG) tool, which was born of the ongoing need to manage for im-
pacts, complements and supplements existing traditional impact assessment tools by em-
powering small- and large-scale producers and processors to track their own progress and
identify areas of improvement for further support and attention, while providing a path-
way to consolidation and action across the development corridor. Development corridors,
as neither ecological nor administrative entities, present special challenges to practical
implementation of impact assessment and management. This analysis explores how these
issues have unfolded in one agricultural growth corridor, with lessons learned that can be
applicable to other development corridors, particularly with substantial agricultural focus.
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SAGCQOT is a public-private partnership initi-
atedin2010atthe World EconomicForum, with
the aim of agricultural transformation in Tanza-
nia that is commercially viable, while enhanc-
ing food security, improving livelihoods and
ensuring environmental sustainability (World
Economic Forum 2016). SAGCOT covers a
region stretching over 300,000km? from Dar
es Salaam to the border of the Democratic
Republic of Congo, Zambia and Malawi, link-
ing key areas within Tanzania. This region en-
compasses the Southern Highlands, which are
also of significant ecological importance for
biodiversity and critical ecosystem services,
including water provisioning to millions. The
initial focus has been on three priority clusters
of the original six identified - Ihemi, Mbara-
li and Kilombero - where agricultural trans-
formation activities are either planned or on-

going.

Agriculture is the backbone of Tanzania's
economy, comprising roughly 25-30 per
cent of gross domestic product (GDP) (Statis-
ta 2020), employing over 75 per cent of the
workforce (Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations 2016), and con-
tributing 95 per cent of the nation's food
requirements (Munishi et al. 2010; Massoy
2016). Value-added agro-processing and
increases in productivity are considered im-
portant contributors to Tanzania’'s goal of
achieving middle-income status, as laid out in
its Tanzania Development Vision 2025. Much
potential still remains. Of Tanzania’s total
945,000 km? land area, 620,227km? (70 per
cent of the total) are considered suitable
for agriculture, including cultivation and
livestock. While 440,000km? of this is con-
sidered arable, only around 100,000km? of
land (10 per cent) is actually in cultivation.
In addition, of the 500,000km? of potential
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rangeland, only approximately 240,000km? is
used for grazing (United Republic of Tanzania,
2009; Kimaro and Hieronimo 2014). More-
over, Tanzania's current agricultural systems
are largely based on small-scale farmers with
relatively low productivity and poor infra-
structure, minimal use of modern techniques,
and lack of access to financing (Majule et
al. 2015). Thus, there is substantial potential
for increased agricultural production and in-
creased economic contribution of agriculture,
particularly in the face of greater regional and
international market access.

SAGCOQOT is a key initiative to grasp this ag-
ricultural opportunity. Key goals and ob-
jectives by 2030 include bringing 350,000
hectares of land into profitable production,
helping 100,000 small-scale farmers transi-
tion into commercial farming. This will cre-
ate 420,000 jobs, lifting 2 million people out
of poverty. SAGCOT expects US$ 1.2 bil-
lion of private investment to match US$ 1.3
public sector grants in agricultural develop-
ment funding. These ambitious goals are key
to the fact that SAGCOT is considered a gov-
ernment priority to help Tanzania reach its ag-
ricultural potential and roll out climate-smart
agriculture. Since the beginning, there has
been international attention on SAGCOT for
its innovative partnerships with strong sup-
port from the Alliance for a Green Revolution
in Africa and pubilicity at the World Economic
Forum. In addition to the Tanzanian govern-
ment, international donors include the UK's
former Department for International Develop-
ment (now known as the Foreign, Common-
wealth & Development Office), the United
States Agency for International Development,
the World Bank, the United Nations Develop-
ment Programme and the Royal Norwegian
Embassy, among others.



9.2 Key players and stakeholders

SAGCOT Centre Ltd, as the main corridor au-
thority for the initiative, was established as
a non-partisan partnership broker and cata-
lyst, engaging multiple stakeholders in the
SAGCOT region and facilitating partners to
achieve sustainable, inclusive commercial
agricultural transformation. The 43 partners
in 2014 have since grown to 102 official part-
ners in 2020. These include key ministries
of the government of Tanzania, including:
the President’s Office and Vice President’s Of-
fice; private sector companies ranging from
large multinationals like Syngenta and Uni-
lever, to local Tanzanian companies such as
the Kilombero Sugar Company and Deka
Foods; organizations representing small farm-
ers; non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
and other service providers; and public fi-
nancing institutions such as the Tanzania In-
vestment Bank and the Tanzania Agricultural
Development Bank.

To advance collective efforts towards inclusive
green growth, each partner (e.g. public entity
or private investor) commits to general SAG-
CQOT principles for sustainable and inclusive
agricultural investment (see Box 9.1). Com-
mitment can be either informal, or with a Let-
ter of Intent including specific investments,
projects, and targets.

In addition, a multi-stakeholder SAGCOT Green

BOX 1. SAGCOT PARTNERSHIP PRINCIPLES:

Reference Group (GRG) was established at both
the cluster and SAGCOT-wide level to advise the
SAGCOT Centre on inclusive green growth is-
sues, including environmental and social as-
pects. The GRG works as an informal advisory
body, bringing together a representative group
of stakeholders from government (e.g. Ministry
of Agriculture, Ministry of Water Resources, Vice
President’s Office and local government author-
ities), the private sector (including farmers), the
donor community, academia and civil society/
NGOs (e.g. African Wildlife Foundation, Shahi-
di wa Maji, WWEF- Tanzania) to ensure appropri-
ate action at both scales.

The original concept of SAGCOT included
US$ 60 million in support from the World
Bank, including a US$ 45 million catalytic trust
fund to stimulate private investment within
SAGCQOT. Though the trust fund was later can-
celled in December 2018 at the Government
of Tanzania’'s request due to delays in fund
disbursement, its early existence meant that
the initial implementation of SAGCOT had to
meet certain World Bank donor requirements,
which included a strategic environmental and
social assessment (SESA)¢. Thus, a SEA was
carried out in 2012-2013 by Environmental
Resources Management (ERM) Consultants.
Completed in August 2013, the SEA process
underwent two rounds of public consultation
and was finally approved in 2014.

Engaging smallholder farmers and ensuring environmental sustainability through their

activities,

Partnering with others to promote a harmonized approach and improve synergies,

Maintaining engagement, communication, and support for the SAGCOT Centre Ltd.

Contributing to the resolution of policy and infrastructure constrains; and

Considering new and innovative financing mechanisms.

76  Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) is a term used by the World Bank but refers to what is more widely known as

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
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Project-related impact assessment in Tanzania
started as early as the 1980s, though without
a legislative or regulatory framework. These
early impact assessments were typically do-
nor-driven ElAs, numbering roughly 40 by
1998 (Mwalyosi and Hughes 1998), to just
over 300 in 2013 (Netherlands Commission
for Environmental Assessment 2013). A key
first step towards a more systematic impact
assessment process took place when Tanza-
nia’s National Environmental Management
Act (No. 19) in 1983 established the National
Environmental Management Council (NEMC),
the main government authority with responsi-
bility for reviewing EIAs and conducting envi-
ronmental monitoring and auditing. Another
key step was in 1994, when the Ministry of
Tourism and Natural Resources published the
National Environmental Action Plan, which
incorporated environmental concerns into
national planning and development and rec-
ognized EIA as a means of ensuring good en-
vironmental management and avoidance of
negative impacts (Netherlands Commission
for Environmental Assessment 2013). Oth-
er sectoral policies on land, mining, energy,
water, agriculture and fisheries also recog-
nized the need for EIA procedures around
this time. However, it was Tanzania National
Parks that was the first government agency to
adopt EIA into policy by requiring EIA prepa-
ration for all developments within and adja-
cent to national park boundaries since 1994
(Tanzania National Parks 1994).

Draft EIA guidelines followed, which were
first presented in 1996, but later revised and
updated in March 2002. They were issued
as Tanzania EIA Procedures and Guidelines
by NEMC, and were intended to eventually
be integrated into EIA regulation. Finally, in
2004, the Tanzanian Parliament historically
passed the Environmental Management Act
(EMA), which provided the legal basis for both
EIA and SEA. The 2005 National Environmental
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Impact and Auditing Regulations set out pro-
cedures for conducting EIA in Tanzania. SEA
regulations were further promulgated in 2008,
though SEA guidelines were not launched un-
til 2018 (see Chapter 8).

Intersectoral coordination is supported by
the establishment of an environmental sec-
tion in each ministry. Their responsibilities
include ensuring compliance with the En-
vironmental Management Act and liaising
with NEMC to foster shared responsibility for
natural resource governance. Regarding en-
vironmental assessment procedures, they
must collaborate in the drafting of project
briefs and EIA Terms of Reference, contrib-
ute to scoping exercises and review pro-
cesses, etc. In terms of section 87(2) of the
EMA, NEMC may set up cross-sectoral tech-
nical advisory committees to help review EIA
procedures and environmental impact state-
ment (EIS) content. Within the EIA process,
the proponent must submit an EIS, which con-
tains the bulk of the analysis.

Impact assessment in Tanzania has faced
numerous challenges. From its earliest
days, EIAs generally performed poor-
ly, with marginal impact on decision-mak-
ing (Mwalyosi and Hughes 1998). EIAs were
found to take place too late in a project’s de-
cision-making process; they were under-re-
sourced and did not meaningfully engage
stakeholders (Mwalyosi and Hughes 1998).
The focus seemed to be more on the output
and not the process. Government depart-
ments generally exhibited a lack of environ-
mental leadership and weak commitment
to environmental management. Decentral-
ization to local authorities was not met with
allocation of resources and capacity-build-
ing, leaving local authorities with responsi-
bilities, but without the capacity or funding
to monitor compliance (Mniwasa and Shauri



2001; Booth, Chapman and Walmsley 2002). In-
deed, more data needed to be collected,
and national capacity needed to be built for
screening, scoping and reviewing ElAs, and
institutional structures needed to be devel-
oped (Spooner, Singh and Mugabe 1994;
Institute of Resource Assessment and Interna-
tional Institute for Environment and Develop-
ment 1995). EIAs have been generally seen
by both private sector and some government
staff as impediments to development, and a
waste of time and resources (Mwalyosi and
Hughes 1998), with EIA considered more a
procedural tickbox exercise rather than tru-
ly a tool to mitigate adverse impacts. In fact,
cultural, sociological and psychological fac-
tors related to governance, accountability and

commitment of key stakeholders combined
to hinder the effectiveness of ElAs even af-
ter the legislative framework was in place. In-
deed awareness, capacity and data were not
necessarily the key limiting factors to effec-
tiveness of ElAs (Sosovele 2011). Addition-
ally, because the resources to undertake EIA
are normally from or are contributed by the
entity that needs the EIA done (i.e. project
proponent), the intent of the EIA’s effective-
ness is undermined to favour the entity that
requires or pays for the EIA. This array of chal-
lenges to EIA effectiveness is further hindered
in the agricultural context, as described in
the next section (see Chapter 3 to learn more
about the theory versus practice of impact as-
sessment).

Image credits: Diego Juffe Bignoli

Agribusiness investors in Tanzania face chal-
lenges in managing social and environmen-
tal impacts through the EIA process, which
is also hindered by complex and opaque ar-
eas in legislation surrounding land invest-

ment and ownership, further hindering
the utility of this tool. Firstly, only “large-
scale cultivation” requires an EIA, or agricul-
ture that requires major water resource de-
velopment, resettlement, or uses Genetically
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Modified Organisms (GMOs) or new crop
breeds. Secondly, for these large-scale ag-
ricultural projects, while the Tanzania Invest-
ment Center is cited as being a one-stop shop
for investors, in fact, additional central and lo-
cal authorities are needed to advance agricul-
tural investment. The NEMC has the national
mandate to oversee and enforce environ-
mental management, including application
and approval of EIAs. Actual decision-making
regarding the EIA is done by the minister in
charge of environment (within the Vice Presi-
dent Office) based on advice from NEMC and
its consultation with local and provincial au-
thorities. Thirdly, the agricultural land invest-
ment process in Tanzania is complicated and
the exact steps are unclear, making it difficult
to know when to conduct an EIA (Prorustica
2016). Competing claims to land also further
complicate matters, with traditional occupan-
cy and use, somewhat conflicting formaliza-
tions of land tenure in the Village Land Act

and Land Act, and colonial and post-colo-
nial state appropriations of land all factor-
ing into this complexity. (Prorustica 2016)

Thus, agricultural investors are referred to
NEMC for ElAs, but without clarity on exact-
ly when and at which step in the land invest-
ment process to conduct it, such as clearly
linking to other specific agricultural invest-
ment procedures (i.e. accessing or acquiring
land or obtaining a business license), making
it easy for an agricultural investor to act too
late for the EIA to be most beneficial (see Fig.
9.1). Furthermore, NEMC does not have an of-
fice at the Tanzania Investment Center (TIC),
which makes uncovering this info even more
challenging, particularly as a foreign inves-
tor. On the other hand, many investors do
not even go through the TIC processes, while
others do not need to do so due to their limit-
ed size. (Prorustica 2016)

Figure 9.1 Agricultural investment process in Tanzania, and within SAGCOT. The top of the figure represents
the start of an investment, with progression of the investment towards the bottom of the flow chart. Boxes are

procedures to be completed by the investor

Lease agreement, TIN
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BRELA = Business Licensing and Registration Authority; NEMC = National Environmental Management
Council; OSHA = Occupational Safety and Health Authority; TFDA = Tanzania Food and Drugs Authority; TIC
= Tanzania Investment Center; TIN = Taxpayer Identification Number; VAT = Value Added Tax.

Source: Prorustica (2016)
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The most challenging step in agricultural in-
vestment is accessing land. The Land Act,
1999, and the Land Amendment Act, 2004
(and the Tanzania Investment Act of 1997 for
foreign investors) define how investors can
acquire granted rights of occupancy on ei-
ther general or reserved land and customary
rights of occupancy on village land. Foreign
investors must also possess a certificate of
incorporation/compliance, with the condi-
tion that land is for investment purposes. The
land investment process may take more than
a year. Once an investor has targeted a piece
of land, they then enter an elaborate process
of requests and approvals at multiple lev-
els, depending on how land rights are grant-
ed for that piece of land, but these typically
include engaging local authorities including
the district council, local village councils, as-
semblies and wards, as well as the Ministry of
Land, and it may even entail funding and facil-
itation of a village land use plan as a require-
ment for an EIA. (Prorustica 2016)

Investors are not officially allowed to start the
EIA until they have a title deed (or letter of
acceptance/lease agreement) after all the ap-
provals and payments of compensation (ac-
cording to Village Land Regulations, 2001), in
order to ensure the analysed land is where
the project will take place. However, at that
point, if the EIA indicates significant negative

Due to the World Bank’s initial committed in-
vestment to SAGCOT's catalytic trust fund in
particular, a SEA was conducted relatively ear-
ly in SAGCOT's lifespan (though SEAs are a re-
quirement for all programmes and plans un-
der Tanzanian legislation). It was completed in
2013, the year SAGCOT's first workplan was
developed, and approved in 2014. Imple-
mentation since then, however, has been lim-
ited. A 2016 assessment (Mwalyosi and Tarr
2016) indicated that the reasons behind this
included: the unplanned evolution of the
SAGCOT programme from large new farmers
to existing farmers; focused activities starting

impacts that cannot be mitigated, the inves-
tor is largely already locked into their invest-
ment. In practice, investors do try to engage
NEMC before the title deed is issued, some-
times because business licenses or other key
certificates will not be issued without NEMC
approval. However, no clear moment, step, or
process is identified. (Prorustica 2016)

Benefits from the EIA process that could help
address social impact issues are usually not
initiated early enough in the land acquisi-
tion process to be effective in engagements
with local communities. Water rights further
complicate the situation, in that securing a
water right is also not closely linked to con-
ducting an EIA. An investor can only secure a
water right after securing land, but it is not a
guarantee that, after securing land, they can
secure the appropriate amount of water for
the desired investment (Proustica 2016). Even
once the water use permit is secured from the
Ministry of Water and Irrigation, the investor
then engages with a host of other agencies
including NEMC, again when it would seem
that the assessment of the action has come
too late. In practice, it was noted that private
sector investors will often conduct their own
“pre-EIA" EIA to get ahead of the official pro-
cess (Prorustica 2016), but these investors
would generally need to be the more sav-
vy, experienced and well-resourced.

in the lThemi cluster, which was not analysed
in detail in the SEA; and the need for an out-
comes-based strategic environmental man-
agement plan (SEMP) for the lhemi cluster.
This SEMP should have also been monitored
and updated annually.

Thus, in the case of the SAGCOT SESA, it re-
quired rapid modification and updating to
align with changing conditions, as well as
more detailed work at the cluster level, which
was never completed. With the cancellation
of the World Bank-funded catalytic fund,
there was also no continued mandate to see
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the SESA through and ensure monitoring and
implementation, including funding for nec-
essary revisions and updates. According
to Mwalyosi and Tarr (2016), the process and
products could have been improved further
with the following.

» Consideration of alternatives within ex-
isting projects, such as improved farming
techniques or adoption of technologies
for achieving the same outcomes at re-
duced environmental/social costs.

» Conducting an environmental assess-
ment that strategically identifies the most
vulnerable ecological and social features,
their impacts and avoidance/mitigation
options.

» Conducting a SEMP at the cluster level
that provides an “over-arching framework
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and roadmap for addressing the cumula-
tive impacts of existing and planned pro-
jects and their associated infrastructure”.

» Conducting a broader sustainability as-
sessment that analyses the sustainability
of the SAGCOT programme over the long
term, and with a more expansive context,
including balancing social, economic
and environmental aspects and agreeing
on acceptable trade-offs, which was not
done in the original SESA.

The key to a useful SEA in this case would have
been generating and tracking information
at the cluster level, and ensuring associated
documentation remained “live” and with reg-
ular updates to evolve with changing condi-
tions to be realistic and practically applicable.



The need to understand and track potential
impacts at a feasible scale (i.e. in this case, at
the cluster level, as the unit and focus of im-
plementation by the SAGCOT Centre), as well
as to support efforts to mitigate or avoid neg-
ative impacts, spawned increased support
for another type of tool: the IGG tool. The
IGG was born of an idea as an investment
screening tool for SAGCOT and investors/
farmers to share a clear and common un-
derstanding of social, economic and envi-
ronmental sustainability as an elaboration of
the SAGCOT partnership principles. The IGG
tool quickly evolved to fill a gap in environ-
mental and social impact assessment and
mitigation and is now being considered as a
self-assessment tool both (1) to allow small-,
medium-, and large-scale producers and pro-
cessors to evaluate their own progress with
inclusive green growth and do adaptive man-
agement accordingly; and (2) to help SAG-
COT to tailor their support efforts to facilitate
avoidance and mitigation. It includes a por-
tion on regulatory requirements, as well as a
self-evaluation scoring system aligned with
SAGCOT partnership principles for green
growth to support going beyond legal re-
quirements towards best practice. There are
three major sections: environmental manage-
ment, inclusivity and business sustainability.

Initially conceived in 2016, the IGG tool under-
went a number of iterations and testing from
2017 and 2019, to be finally launched and
rolled out in March 2020 in the form of mod-
ified versions for small-scale investors ver-
sus medium- to large-scale investors, as well
as for producers versus processors. Small-
scale producers are those that rely predom-
inantly on family labour, use low technology,
have farms less than 10 hectares in area, and
have invested less than 50 million Tanzania
shillings (current value USD$ 21,565). On the
other hand, a large-scale producer would
have a farm of more than 100 hectares, de-
pend on hired labour, use mechanized farm
operations, and have invested over 1 bil-
lion Tanzania shillings (current value USD$

431,273) (SAGCQOT 2018). The first stakehold-
er workshop took place in May 2017, where
15 commercial agricultural investments
in lhemi and Mbarali clusters were assessed
based on the IGG tool, through facilitation by
a multi-stakeholder government and civil so-
ciety task force. The same task force returned
in April 2018 to monitor progress and evalu-
ate improvements. A second assessment took
place in November 2018 to review 17 addi-
tional small- to large-scale investments and
feedback provided in 2019.

Initial testing and training of the IGG
tool found producers and processors dif-
fered in compliance in many ways (Minja
2018). Medium- and large-scale investments
that are mostly multinationals have shown
higher compliance IGG scores within the tool,
often scoring above 80 per cent, while small-
scale investments averaged scores of below
40 per cent. Most small investments are dom-
inated by farmers’ cooperatives or groups of
entrepreneurs. In general, among 33 invest-
ments assessed in 2018/2019, about 60 per
cent were compliant with IGG principles (i.e.
scoring at least “good” or above). The ar-
eas with weakest alignment to inclusive green
growth principlesincluded good governance,
the capacity to develop and implement good
business models, and social inclusivity. Invest-
ments from the first assessment were moni-
tored six to nine months from their first eval-
uation (World Wide Fund for Nature 2018).
In this follow-up evaluation, 30 per cent im-
proved their inclusivity practices, 35 per cent
improved their environmental management
practices, and 22 per cent improved their
business strategy practices over that time pe-
riod. Indeed, for social and environmental as-
pects, nearly a quarter of these improvements
were deemed “significant” (22 per cent and
24 per cent, respectively).

In the second assessment (SAGCOT Cen-
tre 2019), the 17 investments scored highest
in social inclusivity (74 per cent) and low-
est with environmental sustainability (58 per
cent); economic sustainability scored 65 per
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cent overall, and the majority of recommen-
dations were made to address these business
and developmental weaknesses. Only 19 per
cent of recommendations addressed environ-
mental issues. SAGCOT Centre is using this in-
formation to analyse needs and evaluate how
best to support increased compliance. These
initial results seem to indicate high potential
for improvements in practices, with business
strategies being perhaps the most compli-
cated to improve. More detailed information,
analysis, and follow-up is needed as the IGG
tool continues to be rolled out.

It does seem that the process of self-assess-
ment, more so than external evaluation, on
which the IGG tool is based, plays a critical
role of awareness-raising and empowerment
of private sector stakeholders. Most recent

Understanding and managing impacts for
an agricultural growth corridor, particular-
ly one the overall size of SAGCOT (which
covers nearly one-third of the area of Tanza-
nia) is a complicated endeavour, particular-
ly when ambitious objectives include social
inclusivity and environmental sustainabili-
ty. Traditional tools such as EIA and SEA pro-
vide opportunities for impact assessment
and management, but the realities of imple-
mentation on the ground hinder the utility
and effectiveness of these tools. For ElAs,
while there are capacity and data constraints,
far more fundamental are the institutional
constraints of how EIA is perceived and im-
plemented. In the agricultural context, this is
further complicated by unclear timing of the
EIA process within the agricultural investment
process. For SEAs, which are a newer impact
tool applied in Tanzania, experience indicates
that this too is more a theoretical product than
a practical tool for integrating environmental
management consideration. More needs to
be done to keep the process and product live
and in use by relevant stakeholders. In the
SAGCOT case, since the SEA was already con-
ducted to fulfill donor obligations, when the
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feedback (in November 2020) found that
users appreciated the IGG tool in order to
adaptively manage for economic, social,
and environmental sustainability; to identify
gaps and associated mitigation measures;
to understand how they compare with oth-
er companies; and to guide their own adap-
tive management of their business (SAGCOT
Centre feedback, 2020). While timing is too
early to assess substantial change in perfor-
mance at scale, the self-empowerment ap-
proach taken by the roll-out of the IGG tool
seems to be more powerful for on-the-ground
change than tools applied by external audi-
ences, and initial feedback seems to indicate
uptake in implementation. More long-term
analysis will be needed to track actual out-
comes and performance.

Catalytic Fund was cancelled (though years
later), there was no impetus to continue sup-
port and follow-up of the SEA and its recom-
mendations.

In general, it seems that EIA and SEA are still
largely considered tick box exercises, rather
than true opportunities to integrate environ-
mental considerations into development de-
cision-making. While legislation and a legal
framework are importantin setting the playing
field for environmental management, there is
much additional work needed to make the
impact assessment process effective. The
EIA requirement in Tanzania can still be met
without demonstrated implementation on the
ground. New supplemental tools and pro-
cesses such as the IGG tool provide practical
opportunities to fill these gaps, even when
EIA and SEA efforts result in limited action to
manage environmental and social challenges,
and can support EIA and SEA implementation
through greater buy-in and long-term moni-
toring. Any impact mitigation or management
tool necessitates project proponent (e.g. the
farmer or agricultural company) commitment
to adopt and implement findings. The IGG



tool may offer such opportunity for ownership
and buy-in that leads to actual implementa-
tion. We recommend the following.

»

»

»

»

Traditional impact assessment tools need
to be tailored to their local situation to be
most effective.

SEAs for development corridors should
cover an appropriate geographic scope
and scale in order to be successfully im-
plemented.

EIA processes must be clarified within
the agricultural investment process to be
made more useful. These should come as
early as possible in the process, as once
land has been secured, options may be
limited to avoid or mitigate negative im-
pacts.

Supplemental tools (such as IGG) offer
opportunities to manage social, envi-
ronmental, and business risk and pro-
vide opportunity for inclusive green
growth and climate-smart agriculture
at a corridor and cluster level, espe-
cially where there are myriad actors, in
this case smallholder farmers, who are

»

»

typically not directly subject to other
impact assessment processes.

Monitoring should be increasingly tied to
awareness and application of the IGG tool
to support farmers to know what to do to
reduce relevant risks and to advance sus-
tainable development objectives at the
same time.

Even for development corridors, it may
be most beneficial to rollout impact mit-
igation strategies at a cluster level (i.e. a
focal economic development node). The
regional corridor-level scale is of-
ten too challenging a scale to manage
for impacts, except at the most strategic
level.

On-the-ground realities challenge the ap-

plication of existing
tools, even for investors and farmers who are

impact assessment

interested in social and environmental sus-

tainability. Impact assessment processes and

products must be tailored to a more dynamic
situation, particularly in the agricultural devel-
opment corridor context.

Image credits: Diego Juffe Bignoli
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