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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

When the Technology Innovation Agency (TIA) commissioned a rapid implementation 

evaluation of the agricultural bioeconomy1 innovation partnership programme (ABIPP), 

Citofield was appointed as the service provider for the evaluation on 17 November 2022.  

 

The terms of reference specified that this evaluation should provide information and 

evidence to the TIA, the Department of Science and Innovation (DSI), project partners 

and other programme stakeholders regarding results achieved so far, identify what has 

been working or not working, and provide lessons learned in terms of resources allocated 

over the years of implementation. In summary, the main objective of this implementation 

evaluation has been to assess the progress of the project's implementation to date and 

to identify lessons learned and/or remedial actions needed to achieve the desired results. 

 

1.1. Background to the intervention  

 

The ABIPP is a collaborative initiative aimed at promoting innovation and technological 

advancements in the agricultural sector (TIA, 2021). The programme focuses on 

supporting research, development and implementation of bio-innovations to enhance 

agricultural productivity, food security, sustainability, and competitiveness. According to 

FundsforNGOs (2022),2 the ABIPP brings together various stakeholders, including 

government agencies, research institutions, industry associations, farmers and 

technology providers, to foster collaboration and exchange knowledge. This is done by 

leveraging cutting-edge biotechnologies, genetic engineering, precision agriculture and 

other emerging tools. The programme aims to address key challenges faced by the 

agricultural sector, such as improving crop yields, reducing environmental impact and 

 
1 Bioeconomy refers to the application of science, technology, and innovation to the sustainable 

production and use of biological resources to create innovative products, processes, and services for all 
economic sectors (Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2022, p. viii). 
2 https://www2.fundsforngos.org/agriculture-food-nutrition/agricultural-bioeconomy-innovation-partnership-
programme-in-south-africa/ 
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enhancing food security. By fostering collaboration, innovation and technology transfer, 

the ABIPP aims to contribute to the long-term sustainability, profitability and resilience of 

the agriculture sector while addressing environmental and societal challenges. In addition, 

the ABIPP targets a number of areas in agriculture, including crop improvement, livestock 

management, soil health, pest and disease control, and agricultural waste management. 

It supports projects that demonstrate the potential for significant impact, scalability and 

commercial viability. 

 

Notably, the ABIPP was established in response to the growing need for innovative 

solutions in the agricultural sector to grow agricultural Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by 

supporting productive value chains, new niche products, and small-scale farmers to 

become more commercialised, consequently ensuring inclusivity and rural economic 

development. Nhamo (2022) observes that the agricultural sector faces numerous 

challenges, including climate change, resource constraints, market demands and the 

need for sustainable practices.3 To address these challenges, governments, research 

institutions and industry stakeholders recognised the importance of investing in research 

and development of bio-based technologies and practices. Bio-innovation refers to the 

application of biological knowledge, processes and materials to develop innovative 

solutions for agricultural productivity, sustainability and resilience (Mabhaudhi et al., 

2022). 

 

In this way, the ABIPP builds on the advancements in biotechnology, genetic engineering, 

precision agriculture and other related fields. It recognises the potential of bio-based 

solutions such as biofertilizers, biopesticides, genetic modifications and precision farming 

technologies, to revolutionise agricultural practices and improve productivity while 

minimising environmental impact. The ABIPP operates in a policy framework that 

emphasises the importance of collaboration, knowledge-sharing and public–private 

partnerships. It seeks to bridge the gap between scientific research and practical 

application, ensuring that bio-innovations are accessible, adaptable and commercially 

 
3 https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-10-12-achieving-food-security-demands-that-we-look-at-
new-agricultural-pathways/ 
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viable. According to the TIA (2018), the ABIPP is typically supported by government 

funding, grants, and strategic partnerships with industry stakeholders. In turn, it provides 

financial assistance to farmers, as well as technical expertise and resources to support 

research projects, technology development, pilot demonstrations and knowledge 

dissemination. 

 

Through the ABIPP, the TIA and stakeholders aim to drive innovation, enhance 

competitiveness and create sustainable pathways for the agricultural sector. By investing 

in bio-innovations, the programme seeks to address pressing challenges, improve 

agricultural productivity, reduce environmental footprints and contribute to the overall 

development and resilience of the agriculture industry. In simpler terms, Figure 1 depicts 

the objectives of the ABIPP. 

 

Figure 1: Objectives of ABIPP 

The ABIPP serves as a catalyst for research, development and innovation by providing 

financial support to research initiatives, creating research platforms, and promoting 

partnerships between academia and industry. Moreover, it plays a pivotal role in 

facilitating the dissemination of bio-innovations, conducting training programmes and 

establishing networks for technology transfer and access to technology. The ABIPP 

maintains a close partnership with regulatory agencies and policymakers to ensure that 

the necessary frameworks are in place to support the safe deployment of bio-innovations. 
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The programme's commitment to effectiveness is evident through its establishment of 

robust monitoring and evaluation mechanisms which enable continuous assessment and 

improvement of its initiatives. Ultimately, the ABIPP's mission is to drive innovation in the 

agricultural sector, promote sustainability and contribute significantly to the overall growth 

and development of agriculture. 

 

1.2. Background to and purpose of the evaluation 

 

According to South Africa's National Evaluation Policy Framework (2011), implementation 

evaluations aim to evaluate whether an intervention's operational mechanisms support 

the achievement of the objectives or not and understand why. Evaluation also helps to 

provide evidence for continued support for a programme, to determine whether a 

programme is appropriate for the target population, and to establish whether there are 

any challenges with its implementation. The focus of this evaluation was to use available 

evidence to present an in-depth and comprehensive understanding of the quality of 

service delivery of the ABIPP.  

 

The evaluation team understood that the overall purpose of this evaluation was to provide 

information to the TIA, DSI, project partners and other stakeholders with evidence of the 

programme results achieved so far, to understand what is working or not working, and 

what lessons have been learned in terms of the resources allocated over the past years 

of implementation. In simpler terms, the main objective of this implementation evaluation 

was to assess the progress of the programme's implementation to date and to identify 

corrections needed to achieve the desired results. 

 

1.3. Key evaluation questions 

 

The overarching evaluation questions were as follows:  
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1. To what extent is the design of the ABIPP relevant in enhancing the capacity of 

South African science in research and development, and innovation in agriculture? 

2. How does the ABIPP contribute to the mandate of the DSI and the TIA to support 

the theory of change on how innovation can drive the growth of the agricultural 

sector and/or how does the programme contribute to a sustainable bioeconomy? 

3. Is the ABIPP, as an intervention, being implemented according to design? 

4. To what extent has the ABIPP been efficient in implementing projects? 

5. What are the barriers to the success of the programme? 

6. Are stakeholders aware of ABIPP support for innovation in the agriculture sector? 

7. What were the geographical markets for goods and services from the ABIPP? 

8. Has the ABIPP achieved the intended outcomes of its objectives? 

9. To what extent has the DSI funding enabled the ABIPP to leverage additional 

funding? 

10. How can the programme be strengthened and upscaled? 

 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 

This section discusses the purpose and methodological approach that was employed in 

carrying out this rapid implementation evaluation. The evaluation uses a pragmatic 

paradigm in which the evaluation team argues that quantitative data alone cannot 

holistically explain the impact and implementation processes of the ABIPP. The paradigm 

blends the philosophical underpinnings of the interpretivist paradigm (there are as many 

realities as the number of individuals – each individual and/or family has their own story 

to tell) with those of the positivist paradigm (we can quantify and generalise the impact to 

the rest of the population). The methodological approach, therefore, combines qualitative 

methods (sampling, data collection and analysis techniques) with quantitative methods. 

The attractiveness of the mixed method approach lies in the fact that it allows a 

combination of inductive and deductive thinking to respond to the evaluation questions 

while making use of various types of data. 
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Mixed methods research can be defined as "the collection or analysis of both quantitative 

and qualitative data in a single study in which the data is collected concurrently or 

sequentially, is given a priority, and involves the integration of the data on one or more 

stages in the process of research (Creswell et al pg 38., 2003). This definition is supported 

by Bamberger (2010) who writes that mixed methods research is an approach to research 

that involves the simultaneous or sequential collection, analysis, and integration of both 

quantitative (numerical) and qualitative (non-numerical) data in a single study.  

 

This approach combines the strengths of quantitative and qualitative research methods 

to provide a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the research problem 

or question. In this evaluation, quantitative data refers to the collection of numerical data 

through methods such as the analysis of existing datasets. Quantitative data is often used 

to quantify relationships, patterns, and trends (Leeuw & Vaessen, 2009). On the other 

hand, the qualitative approach involves the collection of non-numerical data through 

interviews, focus groups, observations, or content analysis. According to Tashakkor and 

Teddie (2003), in mixed methods research, researchers can integrate quantitative and 

qualitative data at various stages of the evaluation process during data collection, data 

analysis, interpretation and reporting. Having a proliferation of data and meanings 

contributes to a complex understanding and improves the validity of the programme 

representations, findings and methodology that underpin the analysis presented in this 

report.  

 

Ultimately, the evaluation team aimed to provide a more comprehensive and holistic 

understanding of the evaluation objectives by triangulating findings from quantitative and 

qualitative data. Figure 2 offers a pictorial overview of the methods used in this evaluation. 
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Figure 2: Mixed methodology approach used in the evaluation 

It is important to note that this evaluation was originally conceived as a rapid evidence 

assessment, an approach to deliver a relatively quick synthesis. The methods explained 

in this section present a portrait of intellectual inquiry processes that resemble an 

interlocking system of levers typical of the internal mechanisms in a clock, controlling the 

evaluation and finding justification. Consequently, each method was used to reveal 

different facets of the same symbolic reality under evaluation. 

 

2.1. Evaluation methods 

 

The approach used in this evaluation was the utilisation-focused evaluation approach 

(Patton, 2008), whereby the work was engaged extensively with all the relevant 

stakeholders envisaged to utilise the results. The evaluation team complemented this with 

a theory-based approach as it set out to describe and test the theory of change for the 

ABIPP and validate the connections and assumptions across each level of the underlying 

results chain. 

 

2.2. Evaluation framework and evaluation criteria  

 

Drawing on the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) evaluation model from the 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, the evaluation criteria are 

linked to the purpose of this evaluation. In the case of ABIPP rapid implementation 



8 
 

 

evaluation, these criteria have been used to enable the evaluators to determine the merit, 

worth or significance of the methodology. Each criterion is a different lens through which 

the programme can be viewed. Together, the criteria provide a comprehensive picture of 

the programme interventions, the process of implementation, and the results. They 

describe the desired attributes of interventions, all of which should be relevant to the 

context, coherent with other interventions, achieve their objectives, deliver results in an 

efficient way, and have positive impacts that are sustainable.  

 

The evaluators worked with these criteria to assess how the ABIPP could, based on the 

outcomes already achieved, be made more strategic and which technical areas of 

operation could be improved. These criteria facilitated the identification of evidence gaps 

and generated findings and recommendations that support a more effective 

implementation of the National Development Plan (2030) imperatives. Applying the DAC 

evaluation criteria unveiled issues that help to indicate how the ABIPP can enhance 

learning about bioeconomy and involve a range of stakeholders in participating in the 

evaluation. Figure 3 below summarises the criteria applied in this evaluation. 

 

Figure 3: DAC evaluation criteria 

Source: Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (2019) 

 

The evaluation team was aware that the definitions of the criteria should be understood 
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in the broader context of South Africa's public sector. The following principles guided the 

use of DAC criteria in implementing the evaluation: 

 

Principle One: The criteria were applied thoughtfully to support high quality, useful 

evaluation. They were contextualised, in other words, understood in the context of the 

evaluation, the intervention being evaluated, and with regard to the stakeholders involved. 

The evaluation questions and what the team intended to do with the responses informed 

how the criteria domains were specifically interpreted and analysed. 

 

Principle Two: The criteria were not applied mechanically. Instead, they were applied 

according to the needs of the relevant stakeholders, the context of the evaluation and with 

the aim of ensuring alignment with utilisation-focused approach principles. Data 

availability, resource constraints, timing and methodological considerations also 

influenced how (and whether) a particular criterion was applied by the evaluation team. 

 

2.3. Sampling strategy  

 

Purposive sampling, specifically targeting officials and various stakeholders directly 

involved with or previously engaged in the ABIPP, was an approach well-suited to this 

study. The methodological choice aligns with the study's specific objectives, as it seeks 

to gather insights and knowledge from individuals who possess direct experience and 

expertise related to the ABIPP. By focusing on this group of individuals, the research 

could access valuable first-hand information highly relevant to the programme's 

evaluation and its impact (Bamberger, 2010). The approach was useful for providing 

descriptive, interpretative and in-depth analysis of the phenomenon, a cost-effective and 

time-effective approach that accommodated working with a very small population 

(Wagner & Esbensen, 2012). 

 

A list of 31 stakeholder respondents was shared with the evaluation team by the client 

(TIA). However, only 19 (61,3%) of these were available for the interviews, as shown in 

Table 1. 



10 
 

 

 

Table 1: Interviewed stakeholders 

 

In addition, two focus group discussions were conducted, as shown in Table 2. 

 

Table 2: Focus group discussions 

 

The style of interviewing employed in this evaluation was semi-structured interviewing, 

which began with a shortlist of topics to be covered and a general understanding of what 

kinds of information were desired. Most interviews were conducted on the preferred online 
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platform such as Zoom or Microsoft Teams, which was a comfortable, non-threatening 

environment for the respondents. When interviews were conducted telephonically, the 

evaluation team had to make a particular effort to create rapport, especially in those 

instances where the interviewer and interviewee had not previously met.  

The DSI Evaluation Unit supervised the fieldwork process. This approach guided and 

facilitated the document review and engagement process with the selected respondents 

for effective data collection and triangulation. This made the whole exercise easier as it 

provided a formal entry point for securing interviews. Some respondents guided the 

fieldwork team to key documents and resources which were relevant to and supportive of 

the findings of this evaluation. 

 

2.4. Process of analysis  

 

The collected data were analysed using both qualitative (AtlasTI) and quantitative 

(advanced Excel) techniques. The process of analysing qualitative data began with 

confirming the collected data. This was done by ensuring that all selected participants 

responded to all the interview questions and verifying that identified documents were 

analysed according to the evaluation criteria. In this evaluation, the process of collecting 

data was documented to ensure that each step had been adhered to, and the process 

concluded. Once the data were confirmed, detailed notes were made to decipher the 

valuable pieces of information as they emanated, leading to decoding themes, creating 

categories and subcategories.  

 

The final stage in this evaluation was interpretation based on the front-end and reverse-

process analysis. The aim was to establish reliability, dependability and credibility in a 

naturalistic sense by analysing and integrating the data yielded through the use of multiple 

methods. Front-end analysis involved data and time triangulation to link data and integrate 

the key themes from different data sources gathered at different times across all stages 

in the evaluation. This was followed by a process of verification involving reverse-process 
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analysis where themes identified in the final analysis related back to themes identified at 

previous stages in the analysis, and then back through previous stages of the evaluation 

design.  

 

The main aim of decoding was to allow the associated data and thematic ideas to be 

examined together and enable the mapping of patterns and connections towards 

comprehensive data analysis. The themes were then related back to the literature. Based 

on the results of both front-end and reverse-process analyses, a conceptual framework 

encapsulating the core themes from the study was developed as a basis for judging the 

value of the ABIPP. This was then checked and further substantiated through interviews 

and presentation of findings.  

 

The logic of using multiple methods in analysis is that different methods increase validity 

and dependability. The evaluation team believes that the results of this evaluation are 

credible in so far as those reading the data and analysis will be able to recognise the 

same emerging patterns, which adds to the trustworthiness of this evaluation. 

 

2.5. Triangulation  

 

To ensure the validity of the results obtained during the evaluation, a triangulation 

methodology was employed. Triangulation involves the combination of different data 

sources and employs various techniques and methods in investigating the same 

phenomenon. The advantage of the triangulation method is that it provides for in-depth, 

rich data sets by integrating multiple data from various sources through collection, 

examination, comparison, and interpretation (Migiro & Magangi, 2011). As a result, 

triangulation helps to improve the validity of the results by reducing the risk of false 

interpretation of the collected information (Migiro & Magangi, 2011). 

 

The evaluation team triangulated the results of the quantitative and qualitative 

approaches in and across both components of the evaluation. The team did this by 

grouping all the results around key analytical categories and carrying out a thorough 
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cross-cutting analysis. This allowed for a rigorous understanding of the aggregate 

outcomes, as well as the mechanisms explaining these. The triangulation strategy was 

synergistically integrated into the whole evaluation process, including the evaluation 

design, instruments, data collection and results.  

 

In addition, the evaluation team used quantitative data drawn from programme reports, 

data set information drawn from a literature review, and qualitative data derived from 

interviews and discussions with a range of different participants with knowledge and 

experience of ABIPP. These sources of information, combined with iterative reflections in 

the team, comprised the three points of the triangulation process. 

 

2.6. Ethical considerations  

 

The rapid implementation evaluation of the ABIPP aimed to be transparent and 

accountable for the information provided by the respondents. At every key informant 

interview, respondents were briefed on the purpose of the evaluation and were aware that 

they had the right to withdraw from the interview at any time. This was done to ensure 

that consent from participants was offered voluntarily on the basis of an informed 

understanding of the scope of the evaluation. Clear agreements on the ground rules of 

attribution (e.g., whether the respondents can be personally identified, and whether they 

can be directly quoted or paraphrased) were requested and granted in all the interviews 

conducted.  

 

2.7. Limitations of the evaluation 

 

This evaluation has a number of limitations stemming from the staged design of the 

assessment, which is based on a combination of discourse analysis and theory-driven 

content analysis of data from a range of sources. Triangulation is used in and across 

different stages of investigation and different data sources. Each of these stages in the 

evaluation is potentially subject to errors and bias in interpretation. These limitations are 
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discussed in the following paragraphs. 

 

2.7.1 Tight timelines 

 

The evaluation process was conducted in a limited time frame (three months), which may 

have affected the depth and comprehensiveness of the data collection process. The 

condensed timeline could have restricted the ability to reach out to a wider range of 

participants and conduct more in-depth interviews or surveys. In addition, owing to time 

and resource constraints, the evaluation might not have allowed for extensive validation 

or cross-referencing of the data collected from multiple sources or perspectives. While 

the methodology generates useful evidence regarding the performance of the 

intervention, the levels of validity and reliability may be uncertain compared to a full-scale 

evaluation. This was further exacerbated by a delay in the early phases of the evaluation 

due to Christmas and New Year holidays. 

 

2.7.2 Sample size 

 

The sample size (61,3%) of respondents involved in the evaluation might not fully 

represent the diversity of perspectives and experiences in the population of interest. The 

composition of the sample could also have influenced the outcomes and generalisability 

of the results. 

 

2.7.3 Non-responsiveness of respondents 

 

Some participants who had been approached for the evaluation did not respond or 

engage fully, which resulted in a potential non-response bias. This could have introduced 

a level of self-selection, where only those with a specific inclination participated, 

potentially affecting the representativeness of the gathered data. In cases of non-

response, the evaluation team sent follow-up emails, made calls, and asked the TIA and 

DSI to assist where necessary. Some targeted respondents were contacted several times 
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before setting up an interview time. These strategies worked in some cases and 

interviews were secured, but not in all cases. 

 

In addition, the evaluation team continuously and systematically tracked all the 

information related to the fieldwork, including the names of people contacted, the 

stakeholder groups, the number of times people were contacted and the progress of 

interviews. There were cases where the DSI and TIA were requested to intervene. 

 

2.7.4 Inadequate information for certain questions 

 

Owing to the complexity of certain evaluation questions, some participants might have 

found it challenging to provide detailed or accurate responses. Insufficient contextual 

information or understanding could have hindered their ability to answer effectively, 

leading to incomplete or ambiguous data. Furthermore, some of the programme 

documents arrived after the validation workshop, prompting the revision of certain 

segments of the evaluation in response to the introduction of this fresh information. 

 

2.7.5 Response bias 

 

The responses collected might have been influenced by various biases, including social 

desirability bias or response bias, where participants provide answers that align with what 

they perceive as expected or desirable rather than their true opinions or experiences. 

 

Despite these limitations, the evaluation aimed to gather meaningful insights and inform 

decision-making to the best extent possible in the given constraints. These limitations 

provide valuable consideration in interpreting the results and understanding their potential 

implications. 

 

2.8. Capacity development element 
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The evaluation team organised a theory of change (ToC) workshop in collaboration the 

project implementation team. During the workshop, the evaluation team guided the 

implementation team and/or programme proponents through the various elements of the 

ABIPP's ToC. In addition, the DSI team were involved in the data collection process as 

part of interview and data analysis skills transfer. 

  

3. THEORY OF CHANGE 
 

The ToC for the ABIPP was designed to reflect the way in which applying a bioeconomy 

strategy in South Africa can address the country's socio-economic development goals of 

poverty reduction and improved quality of life while ensuring continued economic growth. 

The ToC is also a key strategic imperative for the Decadal Plan (2022) of the DSI in 

response to the new White Paper on Science, Technology, and Innovation (2019). The 

agricultural sector is a linchpin of the bioeconomy with great economic impact, offering 

opportunities for poverty alleviation, job creation, economic development and household 

food security in South Africa. The ABIPP is an instrument established by the Agricultural 

Biotechnology Unit of the DSI in 2017/18 to implement partnership programmes in support 

of a competitive and sustainable agricultural bioeconomy. 

 

The goal of the programme is to foster innovation, partnerships, collaboration and 

sustainable growth in the agricultural sector, leading to enhanced resilience, sustainability 

and inclusivity, as well as improved food security, nutrition and social outcomes. To 

achieve this goal, the programme will implement a range of activities which include 

promoting research and innovation in the bioeconomy, providing training and technical 

assistance, and creating new value chains and markets. 

 

By promoting research and innovation, the programme aims to contribute to the medium-

term outcome of improved productivity and resilience in the agricultural sector, with 

reduced environmental impact. Through financial support for research and development 

programmes and initiatives that focus on developing new technologies, products and 
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practices, the programme will enable the adoption of sustainable agriculture and the 

bioeconomy. This will lead to increased availability and accessibility of nutritious and 

diverse food, ultimately leading to improved food security and nutrition for communities. 

The programme will also create new entrepreneurs, small, medium and micro enterprises 

(SMMEs) and job opportunities to encourage sustainable rural economic growth and 

development. 

 

To enhance the capacity of stakeholders in the agricultural sector, particularly small-scale 

farmers and rural communities, the programme will provide training, skills development, 

and technical assistance. This will empower rural communities and small-scale farmers 

to adopt sustainable agriculture practices, including established farmers, and provide 

support to black and coloured students (who are studying to obtain high-end skills, 

doctorates and other qualifications). The dissemination of knowledge and information 

through channels such as online platforms, publications and workshops will increase the 

understanding and of sustainable agriculture practices and the bioeconomy by 

stakeholders in the agricultural sector, including rural communities. 

 

The programme will also create new value chains and markets related to the bioeconomy, 

with a focus on rural areas. Through stakeholder collaborations and partnerships, the 

programme will foster innovation and development in the agricultural sector. The building 

of partnerships with other organisations, both locally and internationally, will bring 

expertise, funding and resources. Furthermore, the programme will increase access to 

and/or awareness of funding opportunities and investment in research and development 

initiatives that promote sustainable agriculture and the bioeconomy. 

 

Through the implementation of these activities, the programme will create a responsive, 

coordinated and efficient national system that will enable the adoption of sustainable 

agriculture practices to promote the growth of the bioeconomy. In the short term, this will 

encourage new technologies, products and practices. It will also bring efficient and/or new 

productive value chains and enhance capacity and skills development among 

stakeholders in the agricultural sector. In the long term, the programme aims to empower 
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black farmers in low-income communities and more farmers overall to become 

commercialised, leading to improved access to markets and value chains for small-scale 

farmers, which will bring increased income generation and livelihoods. This will result in 

sustainable rural economic growth and development, improved food security and nutrition 

outcomes for communities, and reduced poverty in rural areas. 

 

Implementation of the ABIPP assumes that certain enabling factors are in place to 

strengthen agricultural bioscience innovation in South Africa. The ABIPP is founded on 

the principles of coordination, partnerships, co-funding, inclusivity and a value chain 

approach. The successful application of these principles will ensure increased socio-

economic impact from investments in new technologies. However, innovation is the nexus 

of these principles, the engine to drive the sector's growth. The National Development 

Plan (2030) points out that "innovation is the primary driver of technological growth and 

drives higher living standards". In this context, the intention is to determine how 

bioeconomy in the agricultural sector best supports the development of technologies and 

innovative solutions that not only increase productivity but also provide sustainable 

service delivery solutions; create an inclusive economy and transfer technologies and 

knowledge to people experiencing poverty and the informal economy; enhance high-end 

capabilities of institutions to develop innovations for inclusive development, and reduce 

household food insecurity and increase sustainability. 

 

The ToC for the ABIPP is illustrated in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4: Reconstructed initial theory of change 

Reconstructed initial theory of change for ABIPP 
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4. LITERATURE REVIEW AND BENCHMARKING 

STUDY 
 

 

The axiomatic point of departure in this section is to provide an overview of the data 

sources and literature that underpin the analysis presented in this report. Further to this 

broad task, a brief outline of the fieldwork conducted by the evaluators is provided. The 

evaluators then introduce the different streams of evidence collected that inform this 

report. The evaluation questions have been addressed through an amalgamation of 

desktop analysis and consultations with key stakeholders and are presented using the 

components of the DAC evaluation criteria. The evaluators used a range of bibliographic 

databases including Scopus, Web of Science, web search engines (Google Scholar), 

institutional websites for various development organisations, think tanks and research 

institutes. Following trial searches, the evaluators selected the search string "ABIPP" and 

"bioeconomy" and "TIA". Collectively, more than 30 sources of evidence were derived 

from this approach. 

Over the years of its programmatic work, the ABIPP has generated a substantial quantity 

of documentation including quarterly reports, monitoring and evaluation reports, 

programme-related reports and other governance-related material. In conducting the 

traditional literature review, the evaluation team built up a set of relevant resources that 

informed the literature review. The meta-synthesis type of literature review is the "non-

statistical technique used to integrate, evaluate and interpret the findings of multiple 

qualitative research findings.  This approach allowed the evaluation team to combine the 

findings of the studies and identify their common core elements and themes.  

The only limitation of the literature review was the fact that while the Internet offers 

enormous possibilities for accessing documents (solicited and unsolicited), evaluators 

had to exercise critical reflexivity. This was necessary because many of the documents 

on the Internet are produced by powerful political, cultural and economic groups who 

want to ensure that particular images reach the public domain and wish to counter 

negative images with more favourable representation. In addition, authors of documents 

inevitably decide to record and leave out information in accordance with their 

assumptions and their own social, political and economic environments.  

In collecting information for analysis, the evaluation team consulted various sources, 

including the publications of governmental and multilateral organisations, journals, books 
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and think tanks. Moreover, the literature review process included papers retrieved from 

academic journals, research theses and grey literature (such as published government 

reports and publications from Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and internal 

ABIPP publications). The publications listed in Table 3 are not exhaustive and serve as 

examples of literature sources identified during the project inception phase for evaluation. 

Historical documents are open to manipulation and selective influence, which is why it 

was pertinent for the evaluation team to consult a range of documents as shown. 

Table 3: Documents reviewed 

 

 

4.1. Literature review  

 

4.1.1 Background to the ABIPP 

 

Agriculture is one of the three sectors of the bioeconomy with the highest economic 

impact as it remains key in creating employment opportunities, economic development, 

and household food security (Convention on Biological Diversity [CBD], 1992). 

Unfortunately, despite its economic potential, the food and agriculture sector faces 

multiple challenges. These include meeting the growing global demand for food and 

agricultural products emanating from skyrocketing population and income growth and 

associated dietary changes, as well as the growing demand for the supply of biomass to 

satisfy the needs of the energy and industrial raw materials sectors (Food and Agriculture 

Organisation [FAO], 2021a). Moreover, the sector needs to adapt to climate change, 

supply chain disruptions, global wars and rising inflation (Malabo Montpellier Panel, 
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2022, p viii). Meeting these demands will place augmented pressure on the agro-food 

sector to supply food and raw materials from 

scarce natural resources while preserving the 

environment in the context of climate change. 

 

Meeting these challenges in a sustainable way 

demands developing new products and 

improving existing technologies and practices 

to mitigate the ramifications of climate change. 

The bioeconomy – based mainly on harnessing 

bio-innovation for economic growth and social 

development – is gaining prominence in the 

policy debate. It is often argued that the 

bioeconomy can be a key part of the solution to 

multiple societal challenges, and several 

strategies have been developed at 

international, national, and regional levels.  

 

The ABIPP is an instrument established by the 

Agricultural Biotechnology Unit of the DSI to contribute to the objectives of the DSI's 

bioeconomy strategy, specifically those relating to the agricultural sector (TIA, 2022). The 

programme is implemented through the TIA and is premised on the key principles for the 

development of the Agricultural Bioeconomy, including coordination, partnerships, co-

funding, value-chain-based approaches and inclusivity (TIA, 2022). Accordingly, the 

ABIPP has evolved into a mega-programme that currently funds, co-funds, coordinates, 

facilitates and actively manages multi-disciplinary, multi-institutional research 

programmes focusing on agricultural bio-innovation, product processes and services 

contributing to increased productivity, food security and sustainable rural development 

(TIA, 2022, p 3).  

 

The ABIPP relies on a wide range of partners, as indicated in Figure 5, with industry 

partnerships playing a critical role.  

 

Technology Innovation Agency (TIA) 

The TIA’s mandate is derived from the 

Technology Innovation Act (Act 26 of 

2008). The Act established the TIA as an 

agency with a specific mandate to promote 

and stimulate technological innovation in 

South Africa. The TIA is envisioned to 

specifically focus on improving the quality 

of life and economic growth contribution in 

South Africa through the exploitation of 

creative new ideas, inventions, discoveries, 

and processes with the potential for the 

development of new products and services 

derived from these. It is the organ of state 

that serves as a key institutional 

intervention to bridge the innovation 

chasm between research and 

development from higher education 

institutions, science councils, public 

entities, and private sector, and 

commercialisation (TIA, 2022) 
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Figure 5: Key partners 

 

Source: Department of Science and Innovation 

 

Apart from the interventions, the ABIPP is further reported to be a vehicle that boosts 

collaboration on identified national imperatives. Consequently, it also actively promotes 

global competitiveness of the local agricultural sector.4 Thirteen objectives of the ABIPP 

are outlined in the terms of reference for this study (see Table 4).  

 

 
4 Minister_of_Higher_Education_Science_and_Innovation_DSI_Annual_Report_2021–2022.pdf 
(pmg.org.za) 

https://static.pmg.org.za/Minister_of_Higher_Education_Science_and_Innovation_DSI_Annual_Report_-2021-2022.pdf
https://static.pmg.org.za/Minister_of_Higher_Education_Science_and_Innovation_DSI_Annual_Report_-2021-2022.pdf
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Table 4: Objectives of ABIPP 

 

 

4.1.2 Programme governance  

 

The governance framework of the ABIPP is described in several documents created in 

conjunction with the programme. The framework was initially defined in the 2017 DSI–

TIA project funding agreement (particularly in the ABIPP concept document and 

Annexure A1) which provided the initial guidelines for the ABIPP steering committee and 

other key programme structures. Subsequent programme documents elaborated on the 

governance framework, in particular the ABIPP "Standard Operating Procedures 

Review", the ABIPP "SteerCo Terms of Reference", and the ABIPP "Programme 

Management Unit Structure" documents. 

 

The ABIPP concept document incorporated as part of the DSI–TIA project funding 

agreement defined the programme's initial governance structures. Some of the key 

structures identified included the programme's steering committee to be comprised of 
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the DSI, TIA, other government departments and co-funders from trusts, funding 

agencies, and research and industry spaces. According to current ABIPP documents, 

the ABIPP steering committee consists of representatives from the TIA, DSI, Grain South 

Africa (Grain SA), and the Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural 

Development who are nominated in writing. Notably, steering committee membership 

can be extended to other stakeholders based on co-funding. The reviewed concept 

document further specifies that the ABIPP steering committee must have between five 

and eight members including a chairperson and a secretariat, the latter function to be 

rendered by the TIA. Two important governance considerations for the ABIPP, as noted 

in the concept document, are the following: 

 

1  Conflict of interest mitigation: The document recognises the necessity of ensuring 

that the ABIPP steering committee chairperson does not have any conflict of interest. 

This is a critical step in maintaining the integrity and impartiality of the committee's 

decision-making process, especially in matters related to project selection and fund 

allocation. 

 

2  Sub-committees or advisory committees: Another crucial aspect of governance 

outlined in the concept document involves the establishment of sub-committees or 

advisory committees. These committees are intended to be created for each of the 

ABIPP's focus areas. They are envisioned to consist of recognised experts from the 

relevant fields and industry stakeholders. Their primary role is to provide project 

oversight by reviewing and approving projects to receive support. They also assist the 

steering committee by offering recommendations regarding the allocation of funds. 

 

In addition, a 2021 ABIPP document regarding the project management unit (PMU) 

structure specifies that the role of the subcommittees is to assess the innovative integrity 

of projects across the value chain from technology readiness levels 3 to 9, and to review 

progress on supported projects. The initial terms of reference for the ABIPP steering 

committee (included as part of the 2017 DSI–TIA project funding agreement) 

recommend that the chairperson of the abovementioned subcommittees should be a 

member of the ABIPP steering committee. Information gathered from engagements with 

ABIPP representatives, however, shows that this has not always been the case. There 

is a need to fully action the recommendation as articulated above. 

 



26 
 

 

Besides the steering committee and the subcommittees, the TIA is another important 

ABIPP governance entity. Overall, the TIA is responsible for all contractual obligations 

and the provision of the required infrastructure for the ABIPP. The reviewed documents 

reveal such TIA responsibilities to include "staffing, office and IT infrastructure, legal, 

procurement, information and financial management and support". In the TIA, the 

agricultural business unit specifically carries the mandate to manage the ABIPP. The 

 responsible parties include the head of the unit, portfolio managers, and the ABIPP 

PMU's programme manager and coordinator, and programme managers. Overall, the 

PMU and the reporting structures of ABIPP are illustrated in Figure 6.  

 

Figure 6: ABIPP reporting structures 

The roles and responsibilities of each of the above establishments and parties are clearly 

articulated in various ABIPP documents, including the ABIPP PMU structure document. 

The document clearly defines what the involvement and mandate of the different parties 

should be. The different mandates and responsibilities are highlighted in the Table 5: 

 

Table 5: Roles and responsibilities 
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Roles and responsibilities of parties within the TIA 



28 
 

 

The reviewed ABIPP PMU structure document highlights the critical importance of 

having a fully functional PMU. However, it also candidly acknowledges that the ABIPP 

has been grappling with capacity-related challenges, primarily due to an under-

capacitated PMU. This admission underscores the significance of addressing the issues 

which must be addressed. The mention of having had only one programme manager in 

the past suggests a lack of adequate human resources in the PMU. This can be a 

significant constraint in handling the various tasks and responsibilities associated with 

managing a complex programme like the ABIPP. 

 

In summary, a well-functioning PMU is crucial for programme management, coordination 

and the successful execution of the ABIPP's goals. It plays a pivotal role in ensuring that 

resources are allocated effectively and that projects are implemented efficiently. As the 

ABIPP continues to grow and expand its initiatives, addressing capacity constraints 

becomes even more critical. A robust PMU can adapt to the evolving needs of the 

programme. 

 

4.2. Programme implementation 

 

Generally, the implementation of the ABIPP is carried out in phases. To date, two phases 

have already been supported. The first phase (Phase 1) of the ABIPP ran from 2017/18 

to 30 June 2020, but the contract had to be extended by a year. A total of R46 058 908 

was allocated to Phase 1. By 2022, almost 99% of the allocated funds were reported to 

have been committed to the approved and contracted projects, and the remaining 1% 

had been reprioritised to other ABIPP projects. In all, the Phase 1 investment was 

reported to have attracted R163 592 949 of co-funding from other partners involved in 

the programme. Phase 2 of the ABIPP commenced in 2021 with an allocation of R22 

584 000.  

 

Phase 1 of the ABIPP which commenced in 2017/18 comprised six different 

programmes, all of which were aligned with the ABIPP's overarching objectives as 

detailed in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7: ABIPP Phase 2 focus areas 

The projects that received support and were executed under the ABIPP have led to 

significant advancements. These initiatives have played a pivotal role in ensuring that the 

outcomes of research not only serve the industry but also empower farmers to enhance 

food security through the adoption of improved cultivars. Some of the programmes under 

the ABIPP are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

 



30 
 

 

4.2.1 The strategic innovation partnership for grain and oilseeds 

 

The strategic innovation partnership for grain and oilseeds represents a collaboration 

between Grain SA, the DSI and the TIA. This partnership is dedicated to enhancing 

innovative endeavours in the sphere of grain and oilseed research. The initiative aims to 

achieve this goal by streamlining efforts, fostering synergies and establishing 

partnerships to concentrate on strategically significant domains of the DSI's agricultural 

bioeconomy framework and of Grain SA's research portfolio. The priority focus is on crop 

improvement, crop protection and climate resilience, with two additional focus areas: 

human capital development – which is critical for each consortium – and AgriParks, which 

is a project driven by the Grain SA Farmer Development Programme, aiming to empower 

black subsistence, smallholder, potential commercial and new era commercial farmers. 

The partnership serves as a notable demonstration of how the DSI and TIA are effectively 

motivating prosperous initiatives through strategic co-funding and collaborations to attain 

broader influence, thereby facilitating targeted governmental goals such as 

transformation and outreach. Sub-programmes included under the programme are 

outlined in Table 6: 

Table 6: Grain and Oilseeds sub-programmes 
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4.2.2 Agro-processing niche commodities programme 

 

The programme focused on funding and supporting the development of three niche 

crops, namely Cape aloe (Aloe ferox), marula and honeybush. The sub-programmes are 

outlined in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Agro-processing Niche Commodities sub-programmes 

 

 

4.2.3 Aquaculture bio-innovation programme  

 

The long-term strategic goal for aquaculture is to enable black individuals to benefit from 

knowledge and technology transfer to further grow the industry. Table 8 highlights the six 

sub-programmes supported as part of the Aquaculture bio-innovation programme:   
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Table 8: Aquaculture Bio-Innovation sub-programmes 

 

 

4.2.4 Soybean food and nutrition development programme 

 

Founded during 2016/2017, through a joint partnership involving the Oil Protein Seeds 

Development Trust, the Oilseeds Advisory Committee and the DSI, this programme aims 

to enhance soybean cultivation productivity in communities and ensure food and 

nutritional security. Subsequently, the project's stewardship was assumed by the TIA in 

2017/2018 as part of the ABIPP. The objectives are –  

a) optimisation of appropriate technologies including processing technologies;  

b) increased focus on the development of soybean palatability;  

c) establishment of soybean crop as an alternative protein source;  
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d) development of soybean crop with reduced salt content;  

e) development of soybean agro-processed products;  

f) SMME and soybean business development;  

g) training of communities, subsistence farmers, smallholder farmers, extension 

officers and students.  

Additional highlights of the programme were the following:  

a) The development of niche value-added agro-processed products, namely soy milk 

and soy yoghurt for home consumption.  

b) Increased awareness of the soybean crop as high protein source was achieved 

by developing a soya DVD and translating it into three South African languages: 

Afrikaans, isiXhosa and isiZulu.  

c) The programme also contributed to the Grain SA journal magazine called 

PULA/iMVULA and a total of 16 482 magazines were distributed.  

d) A market study of the soybean crop was conducted with the University of Pretoria 

and formed a basis for business development and the development of SMMEs. 

 

4.2.5 Ukhanyo farmer development (UFD) programme  

 

The UFD's primary goal is to transform small-scale rural farmers into commercial entities 

by providing them with technical assistance, mentorship and skills development, while 

also offering input cost subsidies. Moreover, the project places a particular emphasis on 

empowering women and youth, recognising their potential to drive agricultural growth and 

sustainability in the province. In the framework of the ABIPP, this project specifically 

targets the cultivation of emerging smallholder maize farmers in the Eastern Cape.  

Nixtamalisation is a crucial part of the UFD. It involves the preparation of maize by 

soaking and cooking the corn in an alkaline solution, typically limewater. Afterwards, the 

maize is washed and hulled. This process is particularly effective in eliminating 97% to 

100% of aflatoxins, which are mycotoxins found in contaminated corn. Mycotoxins are 

naturally occurring toxins produced by certain moulds and fungi, and they can pose 

health risks when present in food. These moulds tend to thrive in various crops and food 

products, including grains, cereals, apples, and coffee beans, especially in warm and 

humid conditions. Maize, being one of the major crops susceptible to aflatoxin 

contamination, not only poses health risks but also leads to significant economic losses 



35 
 

 

in South Africa and globally. This project seeks to mitigate these issues by implementing 

technologies and training programmes aimed at ensuring safer storage and processing 

of maize. In addition, the nixtamalisation training mentors provided an isiXhosa manual 

to all trained beneficiaries (the manual also contained numerous baking and cooking 

recipes). Through this project, 641 farmers have been trained in financial literacy and in 

nixtamalisation in various study groups in the Eastern Cape. They are in six 

municipalities, namely Ntabankulu, Mbhashe, Mhlontlo, King Sabata Dalindyebo, Intsika 

Yethu, and Engcobo. Out of the participants trained, 80% are women (of whom 20% are 

young women).  

 

4.3. Overall funding allocation 

 

A total of 23 projects have been supported by the ABIPP in Phase 1 and 2. According to 

Table 9 below, the grain and oilseed partnership programme and the soybean food and 

nutrition development programme were the only two programmes to have received funds 

in both phases.  

Table 9: Summary of Phase 1 allocated funds 

 
 

 

Regarding Phase 2, Table 10 details the financial allocations. 
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Table 10: Funds allocation Phase 2 

 

 

5. BENCHMARKING STUDY 
 

As part of an initiative to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of a programme, 

benchmarking proves valuable. Through benchmarking, a country can examine and 

incorporate best practices from other nations to enhance its own interventions. As part of 

this evaluation study, the benchmarking exercise provides a comprehensive comparison, 

illustrating the factors contributing to the success or challenges in South Africa's 

agricultural innovation as compared to countries with a similar population. The 

benchmarking study unpacks the causes of success or failure in other countries from 

which South Africa can learn.  

 

The benchmarking findings for this evaluation study are generated from secondary data 

derived from a desktop review. The generated information provides valuable insights for 

the TIA to compare and review their own performance and develop novel programmes 

and strategies to improve service delivery. The purpose is to improve efficiency in South 

Africa by implementing effective frameworks that may increase the country's innovation 

capacities. 

 

Three countries (regions) were selected based on the availability of comparative data and 

on the premise that they provided enough information and comparative judgement on the 

best match with South Africa (see Table 11). The other criteria considered in the selection 

of the benchmarking regions were the similarities in terms of agricultural innovation 



37 
 

 

status, population size, economic performance, and quality of governance structures in 

each country.  

 

The evaluation team has also taken into consideration the fact that no two countries are 

identical, so the comparison only provides a rough approximation. However, it is also 

important to recognise that South Africa's unique position as the only African country with 

an approved, dedicated and comprehensive bioeconomy strategy means that other 

regions in Africa can draw valuable lessons from its experiences (Malabo Montpellier 

Panel, 2022, p 6). Additionally, South Africa is widely acknowledged for its leadership role 

in both continental and global initiatives aimed at establishing thriving bioeconomies 

(Malabo Montpellier Panel, 2022, p 6).  

 

Table 11: Benchmarking 
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The case studies presented here demonstrate that many countries jointly use 

biotechnology and innovation to boost agricultural production. This thinking is premised 

on the notion that nations in a particular region have the same types of agroecological 

conditions and share bio-resources and the same types of agro- and bio-industrial 

platforms. However, for South Africa and the other Southern Africa Development 

Community (SADC) member states to succeed in agricultural production, there needs to 

be regional cooperation and strong leadership from governments with the provision of 

appropriate policies and incentives. The fundamental lesson from the benchmarking 

exercise is that collaboration between member states is possible if the following 

conditions are met:  

 

a) Harmonisation and alignment of policy and strategies promoting innovation 

and trade as policy and institutional coherence as prerequisites for reaching the 

full potential of the bioeconomy. 

b) Regional coordination of trade regulations and standards for bio-based 

products, facilitating trade and economies of scale. 

c) Collaborative capacity-building in key areas of bioeconomy, through building 

regional competence platforms and knowledge-sharing mechanisms. 

 

Below are some of the best practices from the above benchmarked regions which are 

relevant to South Africa: 

a) Strong policy framework – European countries who have similar programmes 

have a stronger policy framework to support the development of the bioeconomy, 

which provides clear and supportive environment for businesses and investors. 

South Africa can establish similar policy frameworks that provide a supportive and 

enabling environment for the bioeconomy. 

b) Collaboration and partnership – European innovation partnerships (EIPs) have 

a strong tradition of collaboration and partnership between academia, industry and 

government, which have contributed to the success of EIPs and the bioeconomy 

at large. South Africa can learn from this and encourage collaboration and 

partnership between the various stakeholders in the bioeconomy and agriculture 

innovators such as research institutions and investors.  
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c) Public engagement – EIPs have placed a strong emphasis on public 

engagement and education to build support and awareness of the bioeconomy. 

d) Value addition – BioInnovate places a strong emphasis on value addition, which 

involves transforming raw materials into higher-value products. South Africa can 

prioritise value addition in the ABIPP to increase revenue and create jobs. 

e) Capacity-building – BioInnovate invests in capacity-building to equip 

entrepreneurs and innovators with the skills and knowledge needed to drive 

innovation and knowledge in the agriculture sector. South Africa, through the 

ABIPP, should prioritise capacity-building to ensure that beneficiaries have the 

necessary skills and knowledge to succeed.  

f) Focus on sustainability – BioInnovate promotes sustainability development in 

the agriculture sector by focusing on environmentally friendly and socially 

responsible practices. South Africa can practice sustainability in the ABIPP by 

promoting environmentally friendly practices and ensuring that social benefits are 

realised. 

 

6. KEY EVALUATION FINDINGS 
 

This section presents a comprehensive overview of the key discoveries, insights and 

results of the evaluation. The findings aim to provide a clear understanding of 

achievements, challenges and potential opportunities in the field of agricultural bio-

innovation.  

 

During its engagement with project teams and the beneficiaries, the evaluation team took 

note of some contextual factors that both facilitate and impede the efficacious 

implementation of the ABIPP, and that will determine the longer-term sustainability of the 

overall approach. Many of these factors are discussed in more detail in other sections of 

the review. The purpose of this approach is that any assessment of the programme needs 

to take the relevant factors into account to understand the complex sector environment 

in which this programme is taking place. The assessment of the ABIPPs' effectiveness 

and efficiency introduces the causal mechanisms envisioned to bring about change and 

provides an overview of the implementation framework. This overview highlights both the 

successes and challenges experienced by the programme in the process of implementing 

TIA interventions. The section concludes with an assessment of the effectiveness of the 
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interventions and the overall benefit that these interventions produced in light of the 

desired outcomes.  

 

The findings are based on the qualitative and quantitative evaluation methods conducted 

with beneficiaries, implementing agents and the TIA staff. These findings were 

triangulated with the findings from the desk review of project documents and relevant 

secondary literature, in order to answer the evaluation questions regarding the relevance, 

effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability of the ABIPP. 

 

In the following subsections, each evaluation question is answered in turn. 

  

6.1. To what extent is the ABIPP design relevant in enhancing the 

capacity of South African science in research and development and 

innovation in agriculture? 

 

The evaluation team found evidence of the ABIPP's innovation leading to the 

development of novel solutions, technologies and practices that address critical 

challenges faced by the agricultural sector. From discussions with several respondents, 

the evaluation team also found that the ABIPP has channelled its investments into 

various projects that significantly contribute to the growth and competitiveness of the 

agricultural sector.  

Several emerging technologies have gained traction in the market, exemplified by 

achievements in the aquaculture projects. Moreover, there has been a heightened 

emphasis on constructing innovation value chains, as demonstrated in the marula, 

honeybush and Cape aloe projects, and communities have been provided with innovative 

solutions that contribute to food and nutrition security. In general, the ABIPP has played 

a pivotal role in supporting the creation of knowledge-based products in the local 

agricultural bioeconomy. As an illustration, it has been documented that as many as 15 

prototypes were successfully developed in the ABIPP during the 2021/22 period alone.  

Another key highlight of the ABIPP is the support rendered to local SMMEs, including 

project-related support extended to SMMEs engaged as project-implementing partners. 

For example, as part of the ABIPP's aquaculture programme, funding was extended to 

four SMMEs for development of technologies aimed at improving the industry's overall 

productivity. Some SMMEs were also assisted through the various ABIPP individual 
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projects. For instance, it was reported that 19 SMMEs (five in the honeybush project and 

14 in the Cape aloe project) were assisted during the 2021/22 period, mostly through 

training offerings.  

In addition, the evaluation team found that the ABIPP's explicit focus on agricultural bio-

innovation demonstrates its commitment to leveraging scientific research and 

technological advancements to address challenges and promote innovation in the 

agricultural sector. One of the ABIPP programme managers explained that the 

programme design of the ABIPP emphasises collaboration and partnerships between 

various stakeholders as it brings together researchers, scientists, industry experts, 

farmers and policymakers to work collectively towards advancing agricultural science and 

promoting interdisciplinary research and innovation. This is evidenced by the TIA 

currently working with several government agencies and research institutions such as the 

Agricultural Research Council (ARC) for example. This collaborative approach fosters 

knowledge exchange, sharing of best practices, and the co-creation of solutions. By 

promoting collaboration, the ABIPP enhances the capacity of South African science by 

leveraging diverse expertise and resources, resulting in more meaningful research and 

innovation outcomes. In support, one of the implementing partners commented: 

 

"The ABIPP design plays a crucial role in enhancing the capacity of South African science in 

research and development [R&D] and innovation in agriculture. The programme is specifically 

designed to address the unique challenges and opportunities within the South African 

agricultural sector, fostering a conducive environment for scientific advancements and 

technological innovations."  

– Project implementing partner 

 

As reported in the literature, the ABIPP finances, co-finances, coordinates, facilitates and 

actively manages multidisciplinary multi-institutional research projects which centre on 

agricultural bio-innovation, product processes and services, enhancing productivity, food 

security and sustainable rural development. The programme not only promotes 

collaboration on national objectives and increases the competitiveness of the agriculture 

sector nationally, but also has a substantial impact on the DSI's Decadal Plan (2022). 

Overall, the Decadal Plan prioritises bio-innovation as a part of high-tech industries. The 

Plan implicitly considers the ABIPP's interventions around funding, joint programmes and 

coordination to be priority enablers necessary to assist innovation in helping to realise 
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South Africa's socio-economic ambitions.  

One of the major achievements of the programme which makes it relevant to innovation 

is the amount of co-funding it attracted with the initial investment by the DSI. Impressive 

co-funding from various public and private partners contributed to the programme 

allowing for a greater economic and societal impact. During Phase 1, it garnered 

R48 023 708 in 2018/19, R65 078 623 in 2019/20, and R62 003 855 in 2020/21. 

Remarkably, in Phase 2 (2021/22), the programme outperformed expectations, 

amassing R73 375 728 in co-funding/increased investments, effectively exceeding the 

increased target. This consistent upward trajectory underscores the programme's 

success in attracting external resources to bolster its initiatives and objectives. 

Partnerships such the marula value chain project between the TIA and the Industrial 

Development Corporation (IDC), is a good example of successful public collaboration 

jointly contributing towards national priorities. The marula value chain project with a total 

value of R15 million was jointly funded by the IDC (R7,5 million), the TIA (RR5 008 690) 

and the ABIPP (R2 491 310).  

Through strategic investments and collaboration, the ABIPP has taken concrete steps 

towards innovation and the creation of a dynamic and sustainable agricultural landscape. 

During Phase 2 (2021/22), the ABIPP focused its efforts on product development and 

successfully brought 15 products to the market, surpassing its initial target by a significant 

margin. This accomplishment reflects the relevance and effectiveness of the strategies, 

resources and dedication put into the project during this phase. The ability to develop 

and launch products is a crucial aspect of any successful initiative as it not only 

demonstrates innovation capabilities but also contributes to overall goals and objectives. 

Furthermore, the 2021/22 Annual Report of the DSI states that the ABIPP funded the 

development of a digital platform (known as the "biosecurity hub") at the University of 

Pretoria. This demonstrates the ABIPP's commitment to innovation, modernising 

agriculture and supporting interventions for diagnostics, surveillance, monitoring and the 

piloting of tools and technologies such as early warning systems to assist the government 

and producers. Small-scale and developing producers are trained to use these 

biosecurity tools to assist with early detection of biosecurity threats in the grain value 

chain.  

Interviews revealed that the ABIPP focuses on how South Africa can collectively harness 

the value of science-based innovation and knowledge management in agriculture to 
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support food security and ensure that the country meets its requirement for international 

trade. Three of the interviewed steering committee members shared the view that 

increased investment in agricultural research and development and the use of innovative 

technologies such as conventional and modern biotechnology have been instrumental in 

solving smallholder farmers' crop productivity problems. These comments suggest that 

by focusing on product and prototype development, the ABIPP is not only fostering 

innovation but also enabling the introduction of cutting-edge solutions that can enhance 

agricultural productivity and efficiency. 

What came out strongly from the interviews was that through innovation, the ABIPP has 

been instrumental in creating new bio-innovations (products, prototypes and services) 

and in helping more farmers to become commercialised. Innovation has also increased 

nutrition security, skills development, efficient new productive value chains, precision 

agriculture and digital capabilities to modernise and support the industry to effectively 

bring new innovations to market. Moreover, these outputs help create outcomes and 

impacts that are desperately required, such as an increase in GDP and trade, new 

SMMEs, and the creation of jobs and responsive mechanisms to rebuild, restore and 

maintain sustainability in the agricultural sector. 

Another given success story of the contribution of the ABIPP in innovation is the wheat 

breeding platform, an ABIPP flagship, which aims to provide industry with access to 

improved genetics and to higher yielding, locally adapted wheat germplasm to increase 

production and enhance the sustainability of the local wheat industry, as well as to reduce 

the balance of payments for wheat imports. On average, 200 genotypes are identified per 

year for distribution (200 in 2021/22) and sent to the collaborating programmes of private 

companies such as Syngenta and Corteva, and the Agriculture Research Council’s 

(ARC's) Small Grain Institute. This germplasm supports the ongoing breeding (pipeline) 

by the breeding institutions. In 2021/22, two cultivars were selected by industry for 

commercialisation, one of which has been submitted for registration with the Plant 

Breeders' Rights Act.  

 

The ABIPP has recorded the completion of 16 prototypes in its aquaculture and agro-

processing programmes. These include 10 prototypes for aquaculture, namely two low-

tech spirulina prototypes, a field trial demonstration for one diagnostic kit for infectious 

spleen and kidney necrosis virus and tilapia lake virus (technology readiness level 6), and 

the demonstration and launch of seven value-added (canned) products by Karoo Catch 



44 
 

 

(technology readiness level 7).  

 

Extant literature postulates that the ABIPP aims to bridge the gap between research 

outcomes and practical implementation by facilitating the transfer of technologies, 

knowledge and best practices from the lab to the field. It was evident from the interviews 

and site visits that this exchange of knowledge helps to accelerate the adoption of 

innovative solutions, promotes learning, and enhances the capacity of South African 

agriculture to leverage scientific advancements effectively. As mentioned above, through 

supporting capacity-building initiatives, the ABIPP helps smallholder farmers to improve 

their productivity, income and livelihoods, and contributes to poverty alleviation and rural 

development. Accordingly, both interviews and document analysis confirm that the ABIPP 

has been supporting human capacity, development, research excellence, access to next-

generation technologies, providing incentives and adequate funding, access to global 

intellectual property through in-bound technology transfer, alignment with national 

priorities and regulatory support. 

 

A number of respondents reported positive experiences of the ABIPP's relevance in 

enhancing the capacity of South African science in research and development and 

promoting innovation in agriculture. The evaluation team visited the UFD programme 

which aims to assist smallholder maize farmers in the Eastern Cape by providing 

mentorship, training and support for increased yields, and sustainable farming practices. 

The programme addresses the challenges of safe storage of maize through a developed 

post-harvest technology transfer programme, and the process of nixtamalisation. The 

nixtamalisation training initiative has had good uptake in the Eastern Cape, with a group 

of women trained under the Women in Agriculture and Rural Development structure in 

Qumbu. The group received baking equipment from the Eastern Cape Department of 

Rural Development and Agrarian Reform to establish an enterprise and use 

nixtamalisation as a source of income, as well as for food and nutrition security. Every 

single beneficiary of this programme noted satisfaction with the agro-processing skills 

they were receiving from the UFD programme. In addition, the nixtamalisation process 

has ushered in a host of benefits including social cohesion and using the readily available 

products as an income source. One of the farmers at UFD reported: 

 

"We like this technique of nixtamalisation as it enhances the texture and taste of our corn-based 

foods. The process improves the dough's workability, making it easier to shape and cook 
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scones, and other corn products. It also contributes to the characteristic flavour, aroma, and 

colour associated with the nixtamalised corn."  

– Focus group respondent (beneficiary) 

 

Besides the UFD programme, other notable projects include those led by Grain SA, in 

which a large number of beneficiaries were trained in various provinces across South 

Africa, further highlighting the relevance of the ABIPP. With reference to support for agro-

processing in rural communities and farmer development, as of the 2021/22 financial 

year, 845 black emerging farmers had benefitted from the ABIPP technology and 

innovation support programmes. This included 701 farmers in the UFD support 

programme who received training in financial literacy and nixtamalisation through various 

study groups in the Eastern Cape, grouped according to municipalities. Of the 

beneficiaries, 80% were women and, of the women trained, 20% were young women. Of 

the total of 845 farmers who received support in the form of training, 22 received training 

in the processing of aloe, 16 received support under the honeybush programme, and 99 

farmers received training in, among other areas, agro-processing, plant health surveys, 

diagnostic surveys, and seed business development under the strategic innovation 

partnership for grains and oilseeds. In addition, seven farmers were trained under the 

Cosmeceuticals Platform.  

 

6.2. How does the ABIPP contribute to the mandate of the DSI and the 

TIA to support the theory of change on how innovation can drive the 

growth of agriculture? 

 

The mandate of the DSI is defined in the White Paper on Science and Technology (2019), 

which introduced, among other things, the concept of the national system of innovation, 

of which the DSI is understood to be custodian. Notably, the DSI is mandated to ensure 

a well-coordinated and efficient national system of innovation in South Africa. Some of 

the interview respondents commented that the ABIPP contributes towards this vision by 

fostering collaboration and partnerships between a national system of innovation players 

active in the agricultural space.  

 

The TIA's mandate, as earlier highlighted, is premised on stimulating and intensifying 

innovation in South Africa, while its main investment focus is on technology development. 
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This begins with proof of concept and extends to technology development stage, in other 

words, from technology readiness level 3 to level 7 (TIA, 2015). The ABIPP directly 

contributes to this TIA mandate regarding technology development by investing in 

technology development projects in the agricultural sector, for example, the programme's 

investments in the aquaculture space, where it partnered with universities and SMMEs to 

develop technologies. 

   

When asked how the ABIPP contributes to the mandate of the DSI and the TIA to support 

the theory of change on how innovation can drive growth of agriculture, more than 50% 

of the interviewees responded that the ABIPP contributes significantly. One of the 

respondents explained that the programme aligns with the strategic objectives and 

priorities of both entities, reinforcing their efforts to promote innovation-led agricultural 

development. However, the challenge that was cited by many of the respondents as 

hampering the contribution of the ABIPP to the growth of agriculture was the constraint 

on resources.  

 

The evaluation team found that the ABIPP contributes to the transformation of South 

Africa's agricultural sector by promoting diversification, value addition, and market 

development. The programme encourages the transition from traditional farming 

practices to more innovative, knowledge-based approaches that leverage the potential of 

the agricultural bioeconomy. The ABIPP further recognises the importance of smallholder 

farmers and aims to empower them by providing access to knowledge, technology, and 

market opportunities.  

 

The small-scale and emerging cotton farmers in Matlerekeng, Limpopo, Nkomazi and 

Mpumalanga are a good example. They received two baling machines with the potential 

to lower the farmers' input costs by some 8% to 12%, signalling the end of manual cotton 

baling. The machines enable farmers to conduct primary agro-processing using a hub-

and-spokes model so that they can leverage economies of scale to aggregate their 

produce into bales, which the gins can accept without additional costs for the small-scale 

farmers. In addition, the machines gins no longer require a handling fee for the compacted 

round bales, and the farmers will be able to load more seed cotton on the interlink truck 

for transportation. As a result, the farmers earn an extra R0,73 per kg for their seed cotton. 

During a site visit, the evaluation team observed the farmers who were using technology 

in their farming practices. Figure 8 presents a snapshot of the information gathered from 
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discussions with the farmers. 
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Figure 8: Cotton baling in Mpumalanga 

 

Comparing the manual baling process to using the machine, one of the farmers 

commented: 

 

"Manual baling requires substantial human effort and time, particularly when dealing with large 

quantities of cotton fibres. By automating the baling process, the cotton baling machine that TIA 

gave us is gigantically saving significant time and reducing labour costs. In addition, it is also 

minimising physical strain and fatigue on workers, leading to increased safety and well-being."  

– Beneficiary 

 

Also, South Africa is part of the global agricultural market and faces competition from 

other countries. The ABIPP's focus on innovation and value addition helps enhance the 

competitiveness of the South African agricultural products in domestic and international 

markets. By encouraging research and development, technology transfer, and market-

orientated approaches, the ABIPP supports the growth of agribusiness and strengthens 

South Africa's position in the global bioeconomy. This thinking supports the views of one 

of the implementing partners during the group interviews, who observed: 

 

"Supporting farmers involves providing access to information, training, and resources and it is 

crucial for food security, rural economies, environmental sustainability, cultural preservation, 

global trade, and fostering innovation. It is an investment that benefits not only farmers but also 

society. By investing in farmers' education and research, we can foster agricultural innovation, 
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improve productivity, and address emerging challenges such as climate change and pest 

management."  

- Implementing partner 

 

Another crucial aspect of the ABIPP's design is its ability to emphasise investments in 

research and development, as well as providing financial support and resources to 

scientists, research institutions and agricultural organisations. One good example is the 

national rice cultivator programme, which focuses on evaluating foreign rice germplasm 

before progressing to a pre-breeding effort to adapt the germplasm to South African 

conditions. The programme was implemented through a partnership structure with a task 

team composed of experts from the ARC, the University of the Free State, and the 

University of KwaZulu-Natal. These investments enable researchers to conduct in-depth 

studies, explore novel approaches and develop innovative solutions tailored to the 

specific needs and challenges of South African agriculture. Through bolstering research 

and development capabilities, the programme enhances the scientific capacity of and 

expertise in the country. 

 

6.3. How does the programme contribute to a sustainable 

bioeconomy? 

 

From the literature review, agricultural bioeconomy refers to the sustainable use of 

renewable resources from agriculture, forestry and marine sectors to produce food, 

energy and various bio-based products (FAO, 2016). It involves promoting bio-based 

agricultural practices which emphasise the use of natural inputs, reduced reliance on 

synthetic chemicals, and the preservation of soil health. This approach supports 

sustainable farming methods that minimise negative environmental impacts and 

contribute to long-term agricultural productivity. Furthermore, bio-based agriculture has 

the potential to contribute to climate change mitigation by reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions. Practices like organic farming, agroforestry and bioenergy crops can help 

sequester carbon dioxide and enhance the resilience of agricultural systems to climate 

variability. 

 

The majority of respondents remarked that farmers are custodians of the land, and their 

practices greatly affect the environment. The respondents agreed that by providing 
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support and resources, the ABIPP encourages sustainable farming methods that protect 

soil health, conserve water resources, promote biodiversity and mitigate climate change. 

One of the implementing partners stated that supporting farmers in adopting 

environmentally friendly practices benefits both the local ecosystem and the planet. In 

addition, farming is deeply intertwined with rural communities and their cultural heritage 

and initiatives such as the ABIPP can help preserve traditional farming practices, maintain 

rural populations and prevent the decline of rural areas. This is important for maintaining 

diversity, vitality, and a sense of identity in societies. Ultimately, the support rendered to 

farmers in rural areas contributes to the overall competitiveness and sustainability of the 

nation's agricultural sector.  

 

By providing training and support to farmers, the ABIPP enhances their knowledge and 

skills in sustainable farming techniques. Evidence gathered from interviews and 

document analysis suggests that farmers understand the importance of biodiversity and 

ecosystem services and are encouraged to adopt practices that promote soil health, 

water conservation and reduced use of chemical inputs. This not only improves the 

overall environmental sustainability of agriculture but also helps to increase the efficiency 

of resource use and productivity of the agricultural production system. 

 

Extant literature reports that South Africa faces numerous environmental challenges, 

including water scarcity, climate change, and soil degradation (DPME, 2022). In response 

to these challenges, the ABIPP focuses on sustainable agricultural practices that promote 

resource efficiency, biodiversity conservation, and climate resilience, thereby contributing 

to a sustainable bioeconomy. When asked how the programme contributes to a 

sustainable bioeconomy, one of the steering committee members observed that: 

 

"Through research and development initiatives, ABIPP helps farmers adopt sustainable farming 

methods, reduce environmental impacts, and enhance the long-term viability of the agricultural 

sector. This programme contributes to sustainable development by promoting environmentally 

friendly practices, resource efficiency, and renewable energy use within the agricultural 

bioeconomy." 

 – Implementing partner 

 

The findings were generally very positive with respect to the ABIPP's role in helping to 

address pressing sustainability challenges such as climate change, water scarcity and 
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land degradation while fostering the long-term viability of the sector. According to Nhamo 

et al. (2022) the agricultural bioeconomy, which encompasses areas such as agro-

processing, renewable energy and biotechnology, presents significant opportunities for 

economic diversification, growth and job creation. In responding to the question of the 

ABIPP contributing to a sustainable bioeconomy, the evaluators found that the 

programme emphasises sustainable resource management, including the use of 

renewable energy, water-efficient practices and environmentally friendly technologies. In 

addition, by supporting research and development in these areas together with relevant 

collaborations and partnerships, the ABIPP helps to ensure the long-term sustainability 

of agriculture in the country. 

 

6.4. What were the geographical markets for goods and services from 

the ABIPP? 

 

Agriculture plays a significant role in South Africa's economy. It contributes to job 

creation, food security, and export earnings. The ABIPP aims to enhance the 

competitiveness and sustainability of the agricultural sector by promoting innovation and 

value addition. By supporting research and development activities in the bioeconomy, the 

ABIPP contributes to economic growth, increased agricultural productivity and the 

development of new market opportunities. 

 

Interviews with the various project proponents and information from secondary data 

revealed that the ABIPP is currently focused on local South African markets. The 

following list provides examples of various products from ABIPP-supported projects 

which are all placed locally.   

 

• No market placements have taken place from the Cape aloe project since the 

developed prototype samples are not yet fully commercialised. Nonetheless, 

information from the reviewed reports shows a huge market potential for product 

placements in the local market. As part of Phase 1 of the Cape aloe project, the 

CSIR conducted a local market scan of Aloe ferox-based ingredients and products 

and established that very few products were available in the local formal market, 

including the cosmetic product market. 

• As part of activities related to technology readiness level 6, the Karoo Catch project 
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verified the legislative compliance and safety for human consumption of its 

production processes for three shelf-stable, fish-based ready-to-eat products 

(chakalaka fish and bean stew, fish biryani, and fish bobotie and cutlets in chili 

sauce). Following that, an exercise involving interaction with retailers and 

consumers was conducted to verify product quality and assess pricing 

acceptability in the local South African market. 

• The ARC is reported to have commercialised two cassava varieties (one for starch 

and the other for food) in Tzaneen and Limpopo, as part of a supported cassava 

project. This is particularly significant in view of reports that fresh cassava and 

derived products (dried cassava leaves, cassava flour) that are consumed in some 

parts of South Africa, especially Gauteng, are predominantly imported. 

• Although the seeds, seedlings and biomass from the honeybush project are 

reported as not having been placed on the market yet, they will be ready for sale 

during the 2023/24 financial year.  

• Through the Ukhanyo nixtamalisation project, local rural farmers have been 

trained in making products from locally available grains such as maize. The 

farmers reported that they are already placing their beneficiated products such as 

cakes and scones onto the local markets. The evaluation team learned that the 

farmers had made a breakthrough in selling some of their produce at government 

and community functions as well as to local shops. 

• Orange-fleshed sweet potatoes – not yet commercialised and still in feasibility and 

market research stages. 

• Outcomes from the upland rice development project have not yet been finalised; 

therefore, the project is not yet commercialised.   

• There was no reported market placement of marula-related products as part of the 

marula value chain project. The reviewed project progress reports indicated that 

the agro-processing component of the project was to commence only at a later 

stage, i.e., in the 2021/22 financial year. No further information was provided to 

indicate whether the planned agro-processing activities had taken place, and in 

which geographical markets, if any, these products would be placed. 

 

6.5. Is the ABIPP being implemented according to design? 

 

The bioeconomy strategy aims to drive South Africa's bioeconomy by using the country's 
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diverse natural resources such as animals, plant biodiversity, micro-organisms and 

minerals to improve human health, address food security and contribute to economic 

growth. The strategy seeks to use South Africa's bio-based resources to create and grow 

biotechnology-based industries. This is crucial for job creation and for contributing to the 

GDP and exports, building industries and addressing market failures by harnessing 

human capital, financial resources, infrastructure and knowledge. In this context, the 

evaluation team noted from the document review and several interviews that the current 

vision of the agricultural sector of the bioeconomy strategy is still vibrant and 

economically sustainable through bio-innovative technologies, products and services 

contributing to increased productivity, food security and rural economic development.  

More than 50% of the respondents remarked that the ABIPP was robust in its conception 

and intent as it was launched as a collaborative initiative between many stakeholders, 

including government entities, research institutions, industry associations and the private 

sector. The idea for the ABIPP emerged as a response to the need for innovation and 

sustainable development in South Africa's agricultural sector. Recognising the potential 

of the agricultural bioeconomy to drive economic growth and address societal challenges, 

stakeholders came together to establish the ABIPP. Notably, innovation partnerships in 

the context of agriculture and bioeconomy (including ABIPP) refer to collaborations 

between different stakeholders such as governments, research institutions, private 

companies and non-profit organisations. These partnerships are aimed at fostering 

innovation, driving research and development, and facilitating the commercialisation and 

adoption of new technologies and practices in the agricultural and bioeconomy sectors. 

The ABIPP aimed to create a vibrant innovation ecosystem, promoting knowledge-

sharing, cross-sectoral collaborations and the pooling of resources to drive agricultural 

innovation. This is still the case hence the ABIPP is still implemented as designed. 

With this background and taking into consideration the initial design of the ABIPP as 

outlined in the reconstructed ToC, it is evident that the implementation of the ABIPP 

during the period under review was done according to design. The different programme 

activities highlighted in the ToC, including research and development, market 

development and capacity-building, as well as collaborations and partnerships, were 

undertaken through ABIPP-supported projects and established strategic relations, 

particularly with industry (see Table 12). It can be concluded that the programme was to 

a large extent implemented as designed, although some programme-related components 

outlined in the reconstructed ToC, such as the development of international partnerships, 
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appear to have been neglected. In relation to this, one of the ABIPP steering committee 

members made the following comment: 

 

 "We need to attract more co-funding, especially from abroad, to make sure that our 

programmes may have a greater impact."  

– Steering committee member  
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Table 12: Implementation of the ABIPP's planned key activities 
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6.6. To what extent has the ABIPP been efficient in implementing its 

projects? 

 

The ABIPP has provided funding and support for research and development activities in 

the agricultural bioeconomy. This has led to the development of innovative technologies, 

practices and products that have improved agricultural productivity and sustainability. 

Research and development practitioners have been able to explore new areas of study 

and develop solutions to address challenges faced by the sector, and through the ABIPP, 

technology and knowledge from research institutions to farmers and agricultural 

enterprises has been facilitated. One of the programme beneficiaries stated that farmers 

have gained access to new technologies, practices and improved crop varieties through 

training programmes, workshops and extension services. This has resulted in increased 

efficiency, improved yields and enhanced agricultural practices across various 

subsectors. The ABIPP has encouraged value addition and diversification in the 

agricultural bioeconomy, for example, through nixtamalisation. By supporting research 

and development in areas such as agro-processing, biotechnology and renewable 

energy, the programme has enabled the creation of new products and markets. This has 

expanded the range of opportunities for farmers, agribusinesses and entrepreneurs, 

contributing to economic growth and job creation. 

 

To enhance its overall efficiency, the ABIPP has developed and adopted Steering 

Committee terms of reference that clearly outline the role, responsibilities, structure and 

processes of the programme. These are further complemented by the programme's 

standard operating procedures (SOPs), which also define key programme elements, 

including both programme and grant management issues. Notably, both the ABIPP 

Steering Committee terms of reference and SOPs address the key issues relating to the 

programme that have a direct bearing on the overall efficiency and performance of the 

ABIPP, including the potential conflict of interest in the programme's key governance 

structures, such as the Steering Committee. Through such mechanisms, it can be noted 

that the ABIPP has developed robust governance structures that are efficient in 

proactively mitigating some programme-related ills, including financial mismanagement. 

For instance, the availability of effective governance structures as part of the ABIPP led 

to some projects not being supported due to project management issues that the ABIPP 

steering committee identified. 
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Regardless of the programme's efforts to have in place certain guiding SOPs and terms 

of reference, there is evidence that the ABIPP at some stage encountered some 

inefficiencies. However, some of these could be attributed to the Covid-19 pandemic 

while others were mostly programme teething problems. The reviewed reports and 

feedback from stakeholders revealed ABIPP initial setup and Covid-19-related problems 

that resulted in delays in the disbursement of funding and commencement of ABIPP 

projects. According to one of the ABIPP steering committee members, the ABIPP project 

managers stationed in the TIA "were too slow, and they were not doing things on time, 

so we actually had one or two years where we did very badly with spending and with 

disbursement." This was confirmed by the project managers and another ABIPP steering 

committee member, who went further to indicate that some delays experienced as part 

of the programme emanated from the shortage of skills of project partners – something 

earlier highlighted in the individual project performance reviews.  

 

"So, we had money that was left over which was more than what we should have had. That 

compromised the next years` allocation and the budget was cut."  

– Respondent 18 

"In some incidents, we are unable to spend all the money we are given by the government 

because we lack educated personnel to run the projects therefore, we ended up being 

penalised and the money reduced by finance ministry."  

– Steering committee member 

 

At some point, such inefficiencies had serious financial implications where the 

programme's funding had to be cut, consequently affecting the continued support and 

onboarding of new projects. 

 

There is also evidence of inefficiencies relating to the onboarding of new projects as part 

of ABIPP. According to ABIPP officials responsible for project onboarding and 

management, the programme issues a six-week application call for ABIPP funding 

support. Following the receipt of applications, the ABIPP SOPs require programme 

managers to screen and provide applicants with responses within seven days. However, 

it was reported that sometimes the application volumes are large, and the PMU does not 

have enough capacity to screen the applications within the stipulated timelines. For 

example, the PMU reported that on previous occasions they took up to 14 days to screen 
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and respond to the applicants instead of the stipulated seven days.  

 

In the subsequent phase, applicants are granted a timeframe of 21 days to draft complete 

applications for submission to a technical review committee. The committee comprises a 

group of experts from the agriculture space and from government, academia and industry 

who do not have any conflicts of interest arising from the project. However, these experts 

are reportedly not remunerated; consequently it was reported that the programme team 

had previously struggled to secure the availability or commitment from the experts. This 

arrangement could also be understood as a risk in that such lack of commitment could 

delay the finalisation of the adjudication process. According to ABIPP officials, the 

technical review committee recommends that the applications to be considered and 

endorsed by the ABIPP steering committee. The steering committee assesses whether 

the application falls within the ABIPP mandate, and whether there are sufficient funds to 

support the application. Overall, it is reported that the full adjudication of the applications 

requires a turnaround time of 6 to 12 weeks. According to some reports, it is understood 

that there are key ABIPP stakeholders who believe that such turnaround times can be 

improved, while others maintain that "if we move any faster, we will miss things".  

 

There are also inefficiencies in reporting, in that not all project managers are providing 

the required progress reports, nor are they carrying out frequent site visits to validate the 

progress-related information presented in reports and to build relationships with the 

partners.  

 

"We do site visits, but we do not do them as often as we would like because of the operational 

budget and the capacity and time."  

– Respondent 18 

 

Regarding the issue of potential conflicts of interest, both the ABIPP SOPs and the 

steering committee terms of reference are clear and explicit regarding how conflicts of 

interest can be resolved or even mitigated. According to the reviewed SOPs, members 

in key ABIPP governance structures such as the steering committee or the TIA's 

executive committee who might have conflicts of interest in supported projects should 

declare their interest and should not be involved in key decision-making relating to such 

projects. The steering committee terms of reference also make it clear that the notion of 

transparency in the ABIPP's decision-making processes is vital. Therefore, the chair and 
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members should have no conflicts of interest. Where there is a potential conflict of 

interest, the terms of reference are clear that the conflicted members should recuse 

themselves from the steering committee meeting. Two notable instances identified by the 

stakeholders regarding potential conflicts of interest in ABIPP structures are listed below. 

• It was reported that the capacity constraints in the PMU, in some cases, resulted 

in the chair of the steering committee having to assist project managers in 

compiling the programme performance report, which the chair (and the committee) 

is supposed to approve. The chair's increased involvement in the programme's 

project management resulted in the chair having to abstain from voting in certain 

programme-related matters.  

• The inclusion of Grain SA in the steering committee is perceived as a potential 

conflict of interest, with some stakeholders raising concerns that Grain SA is the 

only industry representative sitting on the ABIPP steering committee, and their 

priority crops do not include all crops that could be supported through the ABIPP. 

However, the inclusion of Grain SA in the ABIPP steering committee is provided 

for in the programme's terms of reference, where co-funders can be extended 

some membership in the Steering Committee should they meet the set co-funding 

threshold. Therefore, the primary concern moving forward should be centred on 

attracting additional co-funders, including those representing various grains, to 

ensure that the steering committee maintains a balanced composition.  

 

While giving priority to the recruitment of more co-funders to uphold a balanced ABIPP 

steering committee composition, it is equally important to promptly resolve a seemingly 

misperceived conflict of interest. The perception that a steering committee member 

enjoys a distinct advantage in advocating for their proposals during committee 

evaluations, potentially granting them privileges not extended to their competitors, does 

not portray a good image for the programme. It is therefore imperative to address the 

misperceptions and ensure a fair and equitable playing field for various agricultural 

initiatives. This concern is substantiated by feedback from the following respondents, as 

detailed in Table 13. 
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Table 13: Conflict of interest quotation table 

 
 

The network diagram (Figure 9) below further supports this narrative. 
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Figure 9: Conflict of interest 

 

  

 

 



62 
 

 

As shown above, the quotations from interviews highlight potential conflicts of interest in 

the ABIPP. Respondents expressed concerns about Grain SA's influence in the steering 

committee, where the company is both a participant in and applicant for project funding. 

This dual role may lead to favouritism towards Grain SA's projects and potential 

prioritisation issues, hindering the approval of proposals from other agricultural sectors. 

The respondents suggest the need for better management of Grain SA's involvement to 

ensure fairness and equal consideration for diverse projects. Additionally, conflicts of 

interest arise when steering committee members have close relationships with specific 

project partners, leading to abstaining from voting on certain projects to maintain 

objectivity as stipulated in the terms of reference. The comments from respondents as 

presented in Table 13 and Figure 9 shed light on the importance of addressing and 

managing potential conflicts of interest to maintain transparency and equity in the 

ABIPP's funding decisions. 

 

The efficiency of the ABIPP governance protocols has, however, largely ensured that the 

conflict-of-interest mitigations stipulated in the SOPs are adhered to. For instance, owing 

to potential conflict of interest concerns, respondents reported that Grain SA is not 

allowed to vote on certain projects in the steering committee. It was also reported that on 

particular occasions the chair recused themself from certain decision-making and voting 

exercises due to the perceived conflict of interest.  

 

6.7. Which factors promoted the ABIPP's support of innovation? 

 

Various factors have contributed to the ABIPP's support of innovation in the South African 

agricultural sector. These include the following: 

  

• Access to finance: the ABIPP receives about R20 million annually from the DSI to 

support innovation in the bioeconomy. Other co-funders complement the available 

government funding, including those from industry. For instance, Grain SA is 

reported to contribute more than R50 million in co-funding per annum.  

• Access to partnerships: the ABIPP partnerships are evident in different forms. For 

instance, a programme implementation partnership exists between the DSI and 

the TIA. These establishments have a contract that stipulates the TIA as the 

implementing agency of the programme. This also implies that the programme can 
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access in-house TIA support (both monetary and in-kind) and that the DSI and TIA 

can collaborate on projects. For instance, when the ABIPP began, the two 

establishments had to use the strategic partnerships they had with other relevant 

entities active in the agricultural space. Accordingly, strategic partnerships 

between the ABIPP and industry bodies and associations remain a key factor 

contributing towards the success of the ABIPP. Other critical forms of partnership 

include the ABIPP's implementing partnerships with research councils such as the 

CSIR and ARC, universities (for example, University of Stellenbosch and Nelson 

Mandela University), SMMEs, industry bodies such as Cotton South Africa, and 

farmer organisations. The ABIPP is a programme that relies on partnerships for 

success, particularly partnership with industry. This ensures that priorities are 

linked to real-world challenges in agricultural value chains and outcomes are 

linked to active role players in the industry. It further ensures projects undergo a 

dual evaluation process from project conception to outcomes and impact. 

• Access to community support: buy-in from the actual programme beneficiaries in 

the form of local communities is also critical. Any research and development 

projects needs the people on the ground to adopt the resultant technologies. Such 

technologies require community stakeholders, such as local farmers, to carry out 

trials and offer feedback on their efficacy. 

 

The available data and information related to factors that promoted the ABIPP in support 

of innovation were thoroughly canvassed. There is strong evidence that the ABIPP fosters 

collaboration and knowledge-sharing among stakeholders in the agricultural sector. By 

bringing together researchers, industry experts, policymakers and farmers, the 

programme facilitates the exchange of ideas, expertise and best practices. This 

collaborative approach strengthens the agricultural innovation ecosystem and 

accelerates the pace of progress.  

 

Enhancing food security is a critical objective for South Africa, and the ABIPP plays a role 

in achieving this goal. Through its focus on innovation, the ABIPP supports the 

development and adoption of technologies and practices that improve agricultural 

productivity, enhance crop diversification, and strengthen post-harvest handling and 

storage systems. Overall, the ABIPP has played a crucial role in driving innovation, 

research, and development in the agricultural bioeconomy in South Africa. 
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6.8. What were the barriers to the ABIPP? 

 

A number of barriers to the efficacy and efficiency of the ABIPP were identified in this 

evaluation. According to the stakeholders, the ABIPP faces challenges which include 

limited funding, Covid-19-related delays, loadshedding disruptions, poor 

interdepartmental collaboration and an over-reliance on the TIA, capacity overload in the 

PMU and climate change impacts. Some of these challenges are depicted in Figure 10 

below. 

 

 
Figure 10: Perceived ABIPP challenges 

 

Table 14 provides quoted comments from respondents relating to the challenges 

highlighted in the figure.  
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Table 14: ABIPP challenges sample quotes 

 
 

While the table above details some challenges as perceived by various stakeholders, it 

should be noted that not all of these are valid. The more valid and more pressing 

challenges linked to the ABIPP are discussed in detail in the ensuing paragraphs.  

 

6.8.1 Access to finance  

 

According to ABIPP proponents, the funding available for the programme is not sufficient. 

The R20 million per annum funding made available for the programme was reported to 

be almost 10% of the budget that the proponents required. According to the ABIPP 

officials, a budget of R200 to 300 million was required to support the proper 

implementation of the programme. 

 

"We can only create 10% of our potential value."  

– Steering committee member 
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"There is still a lot that needs to come in so currently ABIPP receives about R20 million a year. 

Really that is very little to make greater impact in the agriculture sector and innovation."  

– Steering committee member 

 

The limited funding has, in some instances, resulted in the programme not being able to 

fund new calls or support certain important components of supported projects. The 

information gathered from most of the partners was that the programme could not support 

all the components of their projects, including important milestones such as 

commercialisation. Some partners indicated that they were only supported during one 

phase and did not continue to receive support in the next phase even though they had 

not previously generated the expected return on investment. In other cases, some 

funding was made available for certain projects whose outcomes were never utilised as 

intended, for example the Omos YY project based in Brits. A lack of project continuity 

caused by limited funding is therefore evident, and it is something that calls for urgent 

attention.  

 

6.8.2 Lack of information and communication technology systems  

 

The PMU stationed in the TIA does not have a project management system, in spite of 

the ABIPP SOPs mandating the TIA to provide the PMU with support and infrastructure, 

including information technology-related systems and services. Consequently, the unit 

relies on manual systems. 

 

"We send emails and prepare spreadsheets the old way because we do not have a system that 

caters for what exactly we wanted because TIA has their own system that is according to how 

they do things."  

– Respondent 9 

 

 

6.8.3 Human resources capacity constraints 
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The PMU is heavily constrained in terms of human resources. There are only two project 

managers left in the unit; the third project manager having resigned. Accordingly, the 

Managers are reliant on the support they receive from interns as well as the other 

assistance and guidance from the steering committee chair based at the DSI.  

The project managers have a portfolio of 14 projects which they have to manage on their 

own. They have to do both the monitoring and evaluation in addition to technical 

management-related work since the subcommittees that should be assisting them are 

not always available considering that they are not remunerated. The portfolio managers 

from the TIA are also not always available as they have other TIA-specific assignments 

and commitments. The project managers have to carry out work, even when it does not 

fall within their scope. 

 

"Initially when I was appointed, I was basically the programme manager and not the project 

manager, but because of capacity issues and resignations within the unit, I ended up being a 

project manager and a programme manager."  

– Respondent 18  

 

6.8.4 Institutional factors 

 

Some stakeholders highlighted that the TIA has bureaucratic processes which could 

inhibit the programme's efficiency. Furthermore, the dynamics pertaining to the 

positioning of the PMU in the TIA are worth unpacking.  

The ABIPP managers are employed on a contract basis and their unit (i.e., the PMU) 

operates under the TIA's agriculture unit. According to the ABIPP SOPs, the PMU is 

supported by TIA portfolio managers. However, during the period under review, technical 

support was missing. It was reported that although the TIA is supposed to provide this 

support, it does not always do so. Ideally, the TIA portfolio manager is meant to be 

involved at the beginning of the project onboarding process. The manager can conduct 

due diligence based on technical expertise and conduct meetings with the technical 

experts, refer the applications to the steering committee, defend and get them approved. 

It is specified in the ABIPP SOPs that "the ABIPP Programme Manager together with the 

Portfolio Managers will convene an advisory committee comprising 4–8 peer reviewers 
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and any other experts that may be deemed appropriate or necessary".  

With this in mind, it would be ideal for the portfolio manager to hand over the approved 

projects to the project managers for contract management, monitoring and evaluation. 

  

"We haven't always had strong technical support from TIA, simply because there is only one or 

two portfolio managers were historically with us and the others are new; they don't understand 

the model, or they're not directly involved."  

– Implementing partner 

 

Besides the lack of technical support from TIA, the PMU also reported that they were 

overburdened as a result of taking projects beyond their scope in order to get good 

performance appraisals from the TIA performance appraisal system. The PMU also 

reported sometimes being bottlenecked by their line managers in the TIA structures.  

 

"Because of that as a PMU we kind of over burden ourselves with projects because we want to 

ensure that we meet our targets at the end of the year." 

 – Respondent 9 

"We get appraised as project managers if we reach our targets. So, because we share some of 

the projects with portfolio managers, there is kind of a battle of who is going to report what 

because we cannot report things twice; so, what about the effort that I put in." 

 – Respondent 9 

 

6.8.5 Lack of programme awareness  

 

The ABIPP does not have a website, and the stakeholders felt that the programme was 

not properly marketed to all the relevant stakeholders. Although a broader bioeconomy 

SA portal (www.bioeconomy.co.za) can be used by various bio-innovation stakeholders, 

it does not promote particular programmes. 

http://www.bioeconomy.co.za/


69 
 

 

 

6.9. To what extent has the DSI funding enabled the ABIPP to leverage 

additional funding? 

 

Significant strides have been made in advancing the objectives of the ABIPP, making 

meaningful contributions to the bioeconomy strategy. Among the programme's 

achievements is its remarkable success in securing co-funding beyond the initial 

investment provided by the DSI.  

As shown in Figure 11 below, the programme maintained a consistent co-

funding/increased investment target of R10 million throughout Phase 1 (2017/18 to 

2020/21) and the target for Phase 2 (2021/22) was elevated to R20 million. Although the 

programme fell short of its target in 2017/18 with only R1 071 372 secured, subsequent 

years witnessed remarkable achievement. During Phase 1, it garnered R48 023 708 in 

2018/19, R65 078 623 in 2019/20, and R62 003 855 in 2020/21. In Phase 2 (2021/22), 

the programme outperformed expectations, amassing R73 375 728 in co-funding and 

increased investments, effectively exceeding the increased target. This consistent 

upward trajectory underscores the programme's adeptness in attracting external 

resources to bolster its initiatives and objectives. 

 

Figure 11: Amount of co-funding leveraged and/or increased investment 
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In addition, partnerships such as the collaboration between the TIA and the IDC for the 

marula value chain project, stand out as exemplary instances of successful collaboration. 

These collaborations have played a pivotal role in collectively advancing national 

priorities. With a total value of R15 million, the marula value chain project received joint 

funding from the IDC (R7.5 million), TIA (R5 008 690), and the ABIPP (R2 491 310). This 

project is designed to establish the marula crop value chain across South Africa, with a 

specific focus on fostering the production, processing and marketing of this valuable crop 

resource. 

Sustainable funding is crucial for the continuity and effectiveness of the ABIPP. Adequate 

financial support from government entities, private sector partners and international 

organisations is necessary to sustain the programme's activities. One of the 

implementing partners observed that continued funding ensures the availability of 

resources for research and development, technology transfer and capacity-building 

initiatives. 

"It is important that there is adequate and consistent funding as it is essential for the 

sustainability of ABIPP. The programme requires financial support to carry out research and 

development activities, provide training and extension services, and facilitate technology 

transfer. It is crucial for the government and other stakeholders to continue investing in ABIPP 

to ensure its long-term sustainability." 

- Respondent 7 

 

In summary, regarding co-funding, the ABIPP surpassed the set co-funding target of 

R20 million. The programme was able to attract substantial co-funding with strategic 

partners such as Grains SA – reported to have leveraged co-funding of more than 

R50 million per annum. Accordingly, it can be concluded that R20 million of the DSI 

funding for the ABIPP did, to a large extent, leverage additional funding.  

 

6.10. Are stakeholders aware of the ABIPP's support for innovation in 

the agriculture sector? 

 

The marketing and awareness campaigns aimed at conscientising the market about the 

ABIPP can be improved. According to some of the programme stakeholders, the 
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communities who benefitted from ABIPP funding were not previously familiar with it, while 

other institutions which could benefit from the ABIPP, including previously disadvantaged 

institutions, did not know about it.  

 

"I would like to believe that not a lot of people know it, so we really need to create some 

awareness so that stakeholders are aware that there is this instrument ABIPP and how, and 

when to apply as well as the requirements."  

– Respondent 11 

"The project manager is a middleman between us and the steering committee. It's a broken 

telephone challenge."  

– Implementing Partner 

 

6.11. Has the ABIPP achieved the intended outcomes of its objectives? 

 

ABIPP has a set of key performance indicators agreed upon by the steering committee. 

The responses to this question demonstrate how the ABIPP has performed against the 

targets set to date. the ABIPP has four main strategic outcomes, and the performance of 

the key indicators is categorised per outcome as shown in Figure 12. 

 

Figure 12: ABIPP's main strategic outcomes 



72 
 

 

6.11.1 Outcome 1: A responsive, coordinated, and efficient national 

system 

 

The "responsive national system" outcome has exhibited a steady upward trend from 

Phase 1 to Phase 2. While it fell short of the 2020/21 target, the trajectory remained 

positive as depicted in the following figure (Figure 13). 

 

 

Figure 13: A responsive, coordinated and efficient national system 

 

6.11.2 Outcome 2: Human capital development 

 

Black MSc/PhD students supported 

In the first year of Phase 1, 2017/18, the programme successfully supported three black 

MSc/PhD students, meeting the target. Subsequently in 2018/19, the programme 

exceeded the target by supporting six students, marking a 100% increase from the 

previous year. This performance was maintained in 2019/20, with another six students 

being supported. In 2020/21, the programme significantly surpassed the target by 

supporting 18 students, reflecting an impressive 200% growth from the previous year. 

Moving into Phase 2, specifically in 2021/22, the programme set an ambitious target of 

supporting 20 black MSc/PhD students. Remarkably, it managed to achieve this target, 
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showcasing its commitment to facilitating the academic and professional growth of black 

MSc/PhD students as shown in the Figure 14. 

 

 

Figure 14: Black MSc/PhD students supported 

 

Black post-doctoral candidates supported 

The programme's commitment to supporting black post-doctoral candidates and its 

consistent progress over the years is commendable. This focus demonstrates a 

dedication to promoting diversity, equity and inclusion in the academic and research 

community. By providing targeted support to black post-doctoral candidates, the 

programme acknowledges the need to address underrepresentation and create 

opportunities for individuals from historically marginalised groups. Consistent progress in 

this area suggests that the programme's initiatives have been effective in fostering an 

environment where black post-doctoral candidates can thrive.  

In Phase 1 (2017/18 to 2019/20), the programme consistently met its annual target of 

supporting one black post-doctoral candidate, highlighting its dedication to this specific 

academic group. During 2020/21, the programme exceeded its target by assisting two 

candidates, marking a 100% growth compared to previous years. As Phase 2 (2021/22) 

commenced, the programme set a higher target of supporting two candidates, a goal it 

surpassed impressively by supporting 10 candidates. This shift reflects a substantial and 
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commendable expansion in the programme's impact, underscoring its commitment to 

advanced research and academic development among black post-doctoral candidates 

(see Figure 15). 

.

 

Figure 15: Supported black post-doctoral candidates 

 

Black technicians supported. 

As depicted in Figure 16, in Phase 1 (2017/18 to 2019/20), the programme encountered 

difficulties in meeting its targets to support black technicians, with no actual support 

provided in the initial years. However, progress was made in 2019/20, as the programme 

supported one candidate. In the single-year Phase 2 (2021/22), the programme aimed to 

support 10 black technicians but managed to assist five, indicating a partial achievement 

of the target. This suggests a mixed trajectory of progress and challenges in the 

programme's efforts to support black technicians. 
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Figure 16: Black technicians supported. 

 

6.11.3 Outcome 3: Utilising knowledge and innovation for economic 

development 

 

Black farmers supported 

The programme's performance in supporting black farmers exhibited variability over the 

years. It consistently surpassed its targets in Phase 1, notably exceeding the goals in 

2017/18 and 2018/19. The programme achieved a remarkable spike in impact during 

2019/20, significantly surpassing its target. However, the performance dipped in 2020/21. 

Phase 2 commenced with the programme setting a higher target, which it achieved in 

2021/22. See Figure 17 which follows. 
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Figure 17: Black farmers supported and growing towards commercial scale 

 

Beneficiaries (communities, women and youth) 

The outreach to beneficiaries, including communities, women and youth, displayed 

dynamic fluctuations over the evaluated periods, as illustrated in Figure 18. In Phase 1, 

the programme consistently surpassed its targets, with a remarkable surge in 2018/19, 

reaching 12 068 beneficiaries against the set target of 20. However, Phase 2 (2020/21) 

experienced a major drop in numbers, with only 142 beneficiaries against the target of 

200. In the final year of Phase 2 (2021/22), the programme rebounded significantly, 

attaining 2 686 beneficiaries against a set target of 50. While the results demonstrate an 

overall impactful reach, the fluctuations in Phase 2 indicate potential challenges or shifts 

in implementation strategies affecting beneficiary engagement. 
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Figure 18: Beneficiaries (communities, women and youth) 

 

Job creation 

The job creation target was consistently set at 10 jobs per year during Phase 1 (2017/18 

to 2020/21) (see Figure 19). However, actual job creation fell significantly short of the 

target in the earlier years, with no jobs created in 2017/18 and 2018/19. The programme 

showed improvement in job creation during the latter years of Phase 1, with nine jobs 

created in 2019/20 and two jobs in 2020/21. In Phase 2 (2021/22), the programme 

achieved four of the targeted 10 jobs, reflecting a 40% achievement rate. While there 

was progress in job creation, sustained efforts are needed to consistently meet and 

exceed the set targets. 
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Figure 19: Jobs created 

 

Co-funding 

As previously reported, the programme maintained a consistent co-funding/increased 

investment target of R10 million throughout Phase 1 (2017/18 to 2020/21). Notably, the 

target for Phase 2 (2021/22) was elevated to R20 million. Although the programme fell 

short of its target in 2017/18 with only R1 071 372 secured, subsequent years witnessed 

remarkable improvement. During Phase 1, it garnered R48 023 708 in 2018/19, R65 078 

623 in 2019/20, and R62 003 855 in 2020/21 (refer to Figure 20). Remarkably, in Phase 

2 (2021/22), the programme outperformed expectations, amassing R73 375 728 in co-

funding/increased investments, effectively exceeding the increased target. This 

consistent upward trajectory underscores the programme's ability to attract external 

resources to bolster its initiatives and objectives. 
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Figure 20: Amount of co-funding leveraged and/or increased investment (R) 

However, over Phases 1 and 2 there were no black farmers supported for regulatory, 

phytosanitary, food safety, quality, and accreditation initiatives to enable their access to 

formal domestic and international markets. Additionally, no spin-outs or start-ups were 

initiated during the assessed period. The programme did not exhibit any activity or 

progress in these particular aspects. 

 

6.11.4 Outcome 4: Product pipeline for the agricultural bioeconomy 

 

Assessments in the mapping of value chains for indigenous niche underutilised 

crops and animals 

The programme's aim to conduct assessments in the mapping of value chains for 

indigenous, niche underutilised crops and animals was met with varied success. In Phase 

1 (2017/18 to 2020/21), the programme experienced challenges, failing to meet its 

assessment targets for each year. While targets were set at one assessment for each of 

the first three years, no assessments were accomplished during this period. However, in 

Phase 2 (2021/22), the programme showed improvement. With targets set at two 

assessments, the programme successfully conducted two assessments, meeting the set 

objectives for this particular year. This indicates that the programme encountered 

difficulties in its initial stages but managed to make progress towards its goals in the later 

phase. Refer to Figure 21 which follows. 
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Figure 21: Assessments in the mapping of value chains for indigenous, niche underutilised crops and animals 

 

New plant or animal lines developed. 

The programme's focus on developing new plant or animal lines resulted in varying 

outcomes over the evaluation period. In Phase 1 (2017/18 to 2020/21), the programme 

faced challenges in meeting its targets, falling short of the set goals in the first year and 

not achieving any development. However, in subsequent years, the programme 

significantly surpassed its targets, with 270 new lines developed in both 2018/19 and 

2019/20. Phase 2 (2021/22) continued this positive trend, achieving the set target of 300 

new lines. This analysis indicates a shift from initial difficulties to a more successful 

implementation of new plant or animal line development in later phases, resulting in 

substantial progress towards programme objectives. The results are displayed in Figure 

22. 

 

 



81 
 

 

 

Figure 22: New plant or animal lines developed 

 

Proactive intervention for diagnosis, surveillance, monitoring and early warning 

systems 

The programme's efforts to implement proactive interventions for diagnostics, 

surveillance, monitoring and early warning systems were inconsistent over the evaluation 

period, as illustrated in Figure 23. In Phase 1 (2017/18 to 2020/21), the programme 

struggled to meet its targets, failing to accomplish the set goals for three of the four years. 

With an annual target of one proactive intervention, no interventions were achieved 

during these years except for 2019/20, when one intervention was successfully executed. 

Phase 2 (2021/22) demonstrated some improvement, with the programme achieving one 

of the set target of two interventions. This analysis suggests that while there were 

challenges in consistently meeting targets, the programme managed to make limited 

progress in the latter phase. 
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Figure 23: Proactive interventions 

 

Product/cultivator registrations 

The programme's efforts to register products or cultivars showed varying levels of 

success across the evaluation period. In Phase 1 (2017/18 to 2020/21), the programme 

encountered challenges, failing to meet its registration targets in both 2017/18 and 

2020/21 (see Figure 24). However, in the subsequent years, the programme 

demonstrated a remarkable improvement, significantly exceeding its targets by 

registering seven products or cultivars in both 2018/19 and 2019/20. Phase 2 (2021/22) 

continued this positive trajectory, successfully registering one product or cultivar, meeting 

the set target. This analysis highlights the programme's shift from initial setbacks to a 

successful registration trend, contributing to the achievement of its objectives. 
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Figure 24: Product/cultivator registrations 

 

Develop and launch products 

The evaluation period showcases the programme's concentrated efforts in Phase 2 

(2021/22) to develop and launch products. While Phase 1 did not witness any products 

being developed or launched, Phase 2 exhibited a substantial achievement. The 

programme surpassed its target by a significant margin, successfully developing and 

launching 15 products in the specified year. This outcome underscores the programme's 

focused approach and accelerated progress in Phase 2, resulting in multiple products 

being created and introduced to the intended beneficiaries. 

Based on analysis of the progress made in achieving the ABIPP implementation goals, it 

is evident that, to date, the ABIPP has met or surpassed the targets for more than half of 

the key performance indicators, considering that these indicators were only defined in 

2019/20. In addition, the bulk of the funding earmarked for programmes was disbursed. 

In Phase 1, six programmes were funded, while 17 programmes were funded in Phase 

2. Only two programmes (the grains and oilseed partnership programme and the soybean 

food and nutrition development programme) continued from Phase 1 to Phase 2. During 

Phase 1, most programmes encountered delays in implementation due to Covid-19, 

culminating in funding being disbursed late. However, some Phase 2 programmes such 

as the Food Safety Lab could not be deployed owing to concerns about the programme 

feedback from the steering committee not being addressed. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

In line with the DAC evaluation criteria from the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 

and Development (OECD), this evaluation assessed the findings in terms of relevance, 

effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. 

 

7.1. Relevance 

 

In general, there is strong evidence that supports the conclusion that the ABIPP is 

relevant to development priorities at regional, country and global levels. To begin with, 

the ABIPP is strongly aligned with the development aspirations and priorities presented 

in the National Development Plan (2030): "South Africa's competitiveness will rely on 

national systems of innovation permeating the culture of business and society. Innovation 

and learning must become part of our culture." Furthermore, the objectives and goals of 

the ABIPP align with the Development Plan's recognition of the agricultural sector as a 

key driver of food security and rural economic development in South Africa. The need to 

address specific agricultural challenges, including the issue of low technological 

innovation, is at the core of both the DSI's Decadal Plan (2022) and the ABIPP's aims. In 

prioritising bio-innovation as a part of high-tech industries, the Decadal Plan also cements 

the significance and relevance of the ABIPP by acknowledging the fierce nature of global 

agricultural competition and its ultimate need for substantial support, even in the form of 

subsidies. The Plan implicitly considers the ABIPP's interventions around funding joint 

programmes and coordination to be key priority enablers necessary to assist innovation 

in contributing towards the realisation of South Africa's socio-economic ambitions.  

 

The vision of South Africa's Agriculture and Agro-processing Masterplan (AAMP) 2022 

regarding improving the global competitiveness of the local agricultural and agro-

processing sectors, as well as developing rural economies and ensuring food security in 

South Africa, also directly aligns with what the ABIPP aims to achieve. The AAMP's focus 

on the agricultural and agro-processing subsectors relates to the ABIPP's programme 

intervention areas in Phase 1 and Phase 2. Notably, the ABIPP's strong orientation 

towards high-tech agricultural interventions in the form of increased bio-innovation aligns 

with one of the AAMP pillars pertaining the provision of research and development 

support to the agricultural and agro-processing subsectors. The AAMP focus on the 
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creation of an enabling infrastructure is something that can also be realised through 

ABIPP contributions. Furthermore, the ABIPP can play a pivotal role in realising the 

AAMP's various objectives, including that of strengthened partnerships with the private 

sector "to boost comprehensive farmer support programmes, biosecurity control 

measures and protocols, agricultural research and development, technology adoption, 

and access to markets". 

 

The ABIPP's focus on improving food security in South Africa speaks directly to the 

National Food and Nutrition Security Plan for South Africa (NFNSP) 2018–2023 vision of 

"optimal food security and enhanced nutritional status for all South Africans". Moreover, 

the ABIPP`s interventions which target the development of local agricultural value chains 

directly align with or contribute towards the realisation of the NFNSP's second strategic 

objective, namely the establishment of inclusive local food value chains to support access 

to nutritious and affordable food. In this way, the ABIPP could be considered a valuable 

programme tool that has been supporting not only the actioning but also the achievement 

of the NFNSP for the 2018/23 period. 

 

The relevance of the ABIPP also lies in addressing several critical challenges in the 

agricultural sector and promoting sustainable practices. It is highly relevant owing to its 

focus on sustainable agriculture, environmental conservation, climate change mitigation, 

food safety, rural development and international commitments. It addresses critical 

challenges in the agricultural sector and provides a framework for promoting bio-based 

practices that contribute to a more sustainable and resilient food system. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, when a deeper analysis of the relevance was made in view 

of the ABIPP's implementation progress to date, the review revealed that the ABIPP is 

too ambitious, has too many interventions, and is generally not in line with the limited 

resources (financial and non-financial) that are available for the programme. Some 

beneficiaries, such as the UFD, are receiving training, but they lack resources and the 

means to grow their businesses.  

 

To conclude, the ToC encompasses a clear hypothesis of change, presenting causal 

pathways linked to and supported by inputs and outcomes. It is deemed capable of 

enabling agriculture to reach its developmental results, and it could engender a better 

understanding of how interventions are intimately linked to the outcomes and, ultimately, 
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to the goals sought under the ABIPP. 

 

7.2. Effectiveness 

 

The ABIPP has demonstrated effectiveness in achieving its intended objectives, as 

indicated by the analysis of key performance indicators. With more than half of the 

indicators surpassing their targets, the ABIPP has showcased notable success in 

fostering a responsive and coordinated national system, promoting human capital 

development, utilising knowledge and innovation for economic development, and 

advancing the product pipeline for the agricultural bioeconomy. While there are areas for 

improvement, such as supporting black technicians and developing new plant or animal 

lines, the overall performance of the programme is commendable. Continued monitoring 

and adjustment of strategies will be crucial to further enhance the ABIPP's impact and 

ensure the sustained growth of the agricultural bioeconomy. The dashboards in the 

figures below demonstrate the achievements that denote the effectiveness of the ABIPP 

in the following four key focus areas: 

 

a) Human capital development 

 

 

Figure 25: Human capital development achievements 

 

b) Utilising knowledge and innovation for economic development 
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Figure 26: Utilising knowledge and innovation for economic development 

c) A responsive, coordinated, and efficient national system 

 

 

Figure 27: A responsive, coordinated and efficient national system achievements 
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d) Product pipeline for the agricultural bioeconomy 

 

 

Figure 28: Product pipeline for the agricultural bioeconomy achievements 

 

7.3. Efficiency 

 

ABIPP has demonstrated a significant level of efficiency in implementing its projects. 

Through funding and support for research and development activities in the agricultural 

bioeconomy, the programme has facilitated the development of innovative technologies, 

practices and products that have enhanced agricultural productivity and sustainability. By 

providing training programmes, workshops and extension services, the programme has 

ensured that farmers gain access to new technologies, practices and improved crop 

varieties, resulting in increased efficiency and improved yields. The programme has also 

encouraged value addition and diversification in the agricultural bioeconomy, leading to 

the creation of new products and markets and contributing to economic growth and job 

creation. The allocation of funds in Phase 1 and Phase 2 demonstrates a balanced 

distribution among various programmes, with most of the allocated funds being 
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disbursed, indicating effective utilisation of resources. However, some inefficiencies, 

challenges and delays have been encountered as part of the programme, resulting in 

unused funds and also funding cuts. It is essential that the various programme-related 

inefficiencies noted as part of this evaluation are dealt with.  

 

A total of 23 projects have been supported by the ABIPP in Phases 1 and 2. The grain 

and oilseed partnership programme and soybean food and nutrition development 

programme were the only two programmes to have received funds in both phases. The 

grains and oilseed partnership programme received by far the most funding (54%) from 

the ABIPP. The rest of the programmes each received less than 10% of the funds. Half 

(50%) of the programmes, each received 1% of the funds while 30% of the programmes 

each received 2% of the funds. Agro-processing was allocated the second-highest of the 

funds with 8%, followed by aquaculture and soybean food and nutrition each receiving 

7% of the funds. Based on details obtained from DSI officials, the grains and oilseed 

partnership programme partnerships have been the most significant contributors of co-

funding to the ABIPP. 

 

7.4. Emerging impact 

 

The use of the impact criteria has enabled a comprehensive evaluation of the ABIPP's 

emerging and potential impacts, providing valuable insights into the effectiveness and 

outcomes of the programme. Upon analysing the data and indicators associated with the 

ABIPP's strategic outcomes, it becomes apparent that the programme has made 

substantial and positive contributions across various domains. These include areas 

aligned with the findings of the Malabo Montpellier Panel report from 2022, such as 

enhanced income and job creation (in particular through the expansion of productive 

agro-processing sectors and the establishment of new value chains and markets), and 

improved food security and nutrition – objectives which are strongly emphasised in the 

AAMP (2022) and the NFNSP 2018/23.  

 

The indicators reveal that a considerable number of targets have been met or exceeded, 

indicating the successful realisation of the ABIPP's intended objectives. The ABIPP has 

made remarkable progress in terms of human capital development, technology and 

innovation support for emerging farmers, job creation and the leveraging of co-funding 
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and investments. These achievements signify the ABIPP's contribution to advancing the 

agricultural bioeconomy and its potential to foster sustainable economic growth, promote 

social inclusion and address environmental challenges. The emerging impacts which 

have been identified demonstrate the tangible benefits that the ABIPP has brought to 

individuals, communities and the agricultural sector at large. Furthermore, the ABIPP's 

potential influence is promising, as it continues to build on its successes, expand its 

reach, and drive transformative change in the bioeconomy. The ABIPP's achievements, 

together with its emerging and potential impact, underscore its effectiveness in driving 

positive change in the agricultural sector and positioning itself as a catalyst for sustainable 

development in the bioeconomy. 

 

7.5. Sustainability 

 

The application of the DAC sustainability criteria has been instrumental in evaluating the 

sustainability of the ABIPP. This criterion has provided a comprehensive framework for 

assessing the long-term impact and viability of the ABIPP's development interventions. 

Through the lens of environmental sustainability, the ABIPP has demonstrated a 

commitment to minimising negative environmental impacts, promoting sustainable 

resource management and addressing climate change concerns. Regarding economic 

sustainability, the ABIPP has focused on generating economic growth, creating 

employment opportunities, and enhancing livelihoods, thereby contributing to inclusive 

and sustainable economic development. In terms of sustainability criteria, the ABIPP has 

positioned itself as a model for sustainable development, ensuring that its interventions 

contribute to long-term positive outcomes for both beneficiaries and the environment. 

Nonetheless, other programme-specific sustainability issues around project continuity 

should be addressed. It is not sustainable for the programme to provide funding to begin 

research and development activities and fail to support the same activities with funding 

to upscale or commercialise.  

 

8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Based on the evaluation findings and conclusions drawn, a set of recommendations is 

proposed, focusing on how to strengthen and enhance the ABIPP, harmonise and 

integrate it further, and ensure its long-term sustainability and coherence based on 
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lessons learned. These recommendations are presented at both a strategic level and a 

more concrete operational level. Whereas neither has priority over the other, both types 

of recommendation involve a different level of engagement from different actors and 

therefore differ in their level of involvement and associated timelines. The strategic 

recommendations focus on more profound changes at the system level, going beyond 

just the project itself, requiring the involvement of multiple actors from different sectors. 

Recommendations at the operational level, on the other hand, concentrate on 

enhancements in the programme. Being more practical and action-orientated, these 

recommendations largely require involvement from actors directly involved in the 

implementation. These insights provide a comprehensive roadmap for the ABIPP's future 

endeavours and growth as it continues to support farmers and communities in South 

Africa.  

 
Table 15: Recommendations 
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9. REVISED THEORY OF CHANGE 
 

The figure below represents a systematic theory of change that aligns with the 

assessment of the ABIPP and serves as a framework for future use by the TIA. These 

changes have been shaped in a considered response to document reviews and 

engagements with various ABIPP stakeholders. 
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