Land Degradation Focal Area - Portfolio Monitoring and Assessment Tool
Guidelines – March 2011
Purpose of the PMAT
Focal area tracking tools are an important component of projects submitted to the GEF for incremental financing. These tools are invaluable for monitoring results of GEF operations in the various focal areas, including progress towards achieving the GEF mandate on global environmental benefits (GEBs). 

Portfolio level monitoring of GEF investments is conducted annually based on outcome indicators and targets set out in each focal area results-based framework (see Annex 1 for the LDFA framework). This requires information on key indicators at the project level that are amenable to aggregation. We expect that all the information required will essentially represent the project baseline for monitoring and eventually for impact assessment at project closure. 

The Land Degradation Focal Area Portfolio Monitoring and Assessment Tool (PMAT) is a means to capture the necessary data and information during project design and implementation.  The data will be used to:
1. Demonstrate GEF’s catalytic role as a strategic partner for implementing/up-scaling SLM interventions to combat land degradation, specifically desertification and deforestation

2. Monitor GEBs from GEF investments in production systems (agricultural, rangelands, and forest landscapes), including multi-focal area synergies involving biodiversity, international waters, and climate change 

3. Report effectively and reliably on GEF financing for implementation of the UNCCD by Parties, including the 10-year Strategy
4. Enhance portfolio level management and accountability for the LDFA 
Instructions for Completion
a. Each project submitted for financing under the LDFA must be accompanied by a completed PMAT at time of CEO Endorsement/Approval. This includes multi-focal area projects with LDFA financing as well as LDFA funded projects under the SFM/REDD+ incentive program.  For LDFA projects with funding from one or more other focal areas, relevant sections of the other focal area tracking tools must also be completed.
b. For projects with multiple scales of implementation or multiple targets at any particular scale, the PMAT should be based on the scale of greatest influence from project interventions.  Where such a determination is not possible (e.g. multi-country projects) a separate PMAT should be considered for each target.  This will help to ensure rigor and consistency in the data for portfolio-level aggregation and monitoring.
c. The GEF recognizes that not all components will apply to every project.  However, efforts must be made to provide information on those components that are relevant to any particular project. 

d. The PMAT includes a Project Identification cover and two main parts that must be completed and submitted as part of the CEO Endorsement/Approval package:
The Project Identification cover includes only basic information about the project for record purposes.
Part 1 covers the contextual information about the project (i.e. context in which it will be implemented) and targeted global environmental and development benefits to be generated (i.e. anticipated impacts). In addition to the context, information provided here essentially constitutes baseline and targets for impact assessment at end of the project.  
Part 2 focuses on the outcome indicators for annual progress monitoring, adaptive management and learning during project implementation. Data required should be based on the project results framework, which specifies outcome targets to be achieved from investments. The first submission is therefore expected to indicate only existing baselines for all relevant indicators, so that subsequent years will demonstrate progress toward achievement of targets as defined in the results framework.  The information here will be aggregated at portfolio-level to facilitate annual monitoring of progress by project cohorts funded under the LDFA.  This is crucial for decision-support and management accountability in the GEF Secretariat, including reporting to Council and the Conference of Parties and Committee for Review of the Implementation of the UNCCD.
Detailed Guidelines

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION
1. Project Title -  This will be exactly the same as in the project document
2. GEF ID – This will be the GEF issued PMIS number
3. Project Implementation Period - Indicate starting and ending dates
4. PMAT Completion Date – In addition to submission at CEO Endorsement/Approval, the PMAT will be required annually to monitor progress on outcomes during project implementation.  Only Part II should be completed in subsequent years and linked to the Project Implementation Report (PIR).
5. Person (and contact details) Responsible for Completing the PMAT – This is the individual who will have responsibility for overall design of the project and/or overseas implementation.
6. Scale of Project – This will enable the GEF to effectively track utilization of LD resources at different scales and assess catalytic effects.  The following six scales normally characterize GEF projects:
a. Global – The project will address issues of global interest, especially in terms of advancing the priorities for combating land degradation and desertification.  A global project can involve activities at other scales but is not anchored in any particular country.
b. Regional – The project is focused on a particular geographical region where the issues being addressed are regional in nature and will be supported by or involve only countries in that region (e.g. sub Sahara Africa, Central Asia, MENA) 

c. Sub regional/transboundary – The project will address issues in a particular agro-ecological context that affects multiple countries or extend across national boundaries (e.g. West Africa Sahel, Mano River Countries)

d. National – The project will be implemented at national level even if some activities are anchored only in specific areas within the country.  As stated earlier, projects involving multiple countries will require a separate PMAT to be completed for each country.
e. Sub national – The project will be implemented in a particular jurisdiction (e.g. district, provinces) even if some activities are anchored only in specific areas within that jurisdiction
f. Site – This would normally be the actual target area where project interventions will be implemented with measureable global environmental benefits.  A site can be characterized as one of the following: 

· landscape – a defined area of land with spatially linked human-ecological elements 

· watershed/catchment  – a defined land area that drains into a water body

· river basin – an area of land that is drained by a river and its tributaries
PART I – PROJECT CONTEXT AND TARGETED IMPACTS

This part is required for all proposals submitted to GEF Secretariat at CEO Endorsement/Approval and also at Project Closure.  It is intended to facilitate portfolio level tracking of GEF investments relative to geographical scales, agro-ecological and socio-economic realities, and land degradation trend.  There are two components:
· Project Context – The information provided here is normally part of the Problem Definition Section in the GEF proposal templates.  The data required is therefore based on published information relative to the geographical scale or locality.  For all projects with field based activities, a GIS map or other spatial information (e.g. coordinates) on the project boundaries will be required.
· Targeted Benefits – This component focuses on elected indicators for GEBs and DBs targeted by projects in view of the overall LDFA goal of achieving sustained productivity of agro-ecosystems and forest landscapes in support of livelihoods.  In addition to sustainable management, the LDFA projects are expected to generate multiple environmental benefits linked to climate change mitigation (avoided and reduced emissions), biodiversity conservation (maintenance of species and habitats), and international waters (quality and flow of water bodies).  This component will therefore track at portfolio level the impacts that LDFA projects “promise” to deliver and can be revised during implementation.
A - PROJECT CONTEXT

1. Agro-ecological context – The LDFA focuses on production systems - agricultural, rangeland, and forest ecosystems – where links to human livelihoods, especially farming and pastoral communities are crucial.  Please specify all that apply to the project.
2. Socio-economic context – The GEF will track the livelihood context of all LDFA projects to assess potential beneficiaries. Please select only the most appropriate and relevant to your project area. Disaggregation by gender is essential for portfolio reporting on potential beneficiaries of GEF investments.
3. Land Degradation (desertification and deforestation) problem – This is the underlying rationale for designing the project in relation to GEF mandate and for implementation of UNCCD. It includes information on the extent (how widespread), nature (how manifested), causes/drivers, and effects (consequences) of land degradation. The list for direct and indirect drivers is derived from the LADA Manuals for Assessment of Land Degradation (http://www.fao.org/nr/lada/), but slightly modified to meet the needs of portfolio-level monitoring for at GEF.  However, the information provided here could also be relevant for end-of-project impact assessment.
a. The extent of land degradation can be an estimate of the area affected relative to the project location.  

b. This requires only a check mark against the relevant indicators listed. Where estimates are provided, they should only be based on published data.  A brief description of each indicator is provided below:
i. Loss of vegetative cover – this can be due to overgrazing, fires, etc.

ii. Degradation of vegetation – based on biomass, health, damage, age structure
iii. Degradation of soil properties –  loss of chemical, physical and biological properties
iv. Soil loss by wind / water erosion  - if selected, this should be based on an estimate of actual loss  in tons/hectare as available from published sources
v. Loss of land by soil deposits and moving sand dunes 

vi. Loss of above-ground carbon – if selected, this should be based on an estimate of actual loss in tons/hectare and total tons as available from published sources
vii. Loss of soil carbon – if selected, this should be based on an estimate of actual loss in tons/hectare and total tons as available from published sources
viii. Declining land productivity – if selected, this should be expressed as Net Primary Productivity

ix. Loss of biodiversity characterized at habitat level – the Biodiversity Intactness Index, defined as “an indicator of the average abundance of a large and diverse set of organisms in a given geographical area, relative to their reference populations”. If selected, the index must be based on the methodology published by Scholes, RJ and Biggs, R. (2005), Nature 434(3):45-49
x. Loss of biodiversity characterized at species level – this should be based on population estimates of endemic or threatened species as available from published sources
xi. Increase in invasive, harmful or less useful species

xii. Loss/reduced water supply – includes both surface and ground water
xiii. Loss/reduced water quality – includes both surface and ground water

xiv. Lowering of groundwater  table / reduced aquifer

xv. Loss of wetlands and their functions (buffering, flood control, etc)

xvi. Increased extent and severity of flood, drought, storm damage
c. Direct drivers include all land use practices that result in degradation and desertification of production landscapes, and the list is based on typology from the LADA Manual.  Check only those that are relevant to the project context.
d. Indirect drivers/causes include all those forces that result in improper use and management of land by people, and the list is also from the LADA Manual. Check only those that are relevant to the project context.
4. Effects of land degradation on ecosystem services - Select only the services and measures that apply and indicate nature of the impact (negative/positive) based on the following rating (modified from the LADA Manual): 

1 – High negative effect: land degradation contributes negatively (more than 50%) to changes in ES

2 – Negative effect: land degradation contributes negatively (10-50%) to changes in ES

3 – Little or no effect: contribution of land degradation to changes in ES is modest or negligible (0-10%)
4 – Positive effect: land degradation contributes positively (10-50%) to the changes in ES

5 – High positive effect: land degradation contributes positively (more than 50%) to changes in ES.

[Note that there may also be positive impacts of land degradation, e.g. erosion in one place can lead to accumulation of fertile sediments further downslope or downstream.]
a.  Productive services

(P1) production (of animal / plant quantity and quality including biomass for energy) and risk

(P2) clean water supply for human, animal and plant consumption

(P3) land availability (area of land for production per person)

(P4) others (specify under column h) Remarks)

b. Water/hydrological services 

(E1) regulation of excessive water such as excessive rains, storms, floods e.g. affecting

infiltration, drainage, runoff, evaporation, etc.

(E2) regulation of scarce water and its availability e.g. during dry seasons, droughts affecting water and evaporation loss, etc.

c. Soil 

(E3) organic matter status

(E4) soil cover (vegetation, mulch, etc.) and associated biological activity
(E5) soil surface (eg sealing and crusting) and subsoil structure affecting infiltration, water

and nutrient holding capacity, salinity etc.

(E6) soil nutrient cycle (N, P, K) 
(E7) soil carbon cycle (C)

(E8) soil formation (including wind-deposited soils)

d. Biodiversity

(E9) biodiversity – This should be relative to the context, and can include effects on habitat intactness (fragmentation), harvested species and genetic resources, associated beneficial species (pollinators, predators, soil biota- the latter only measurable at local level), harmful/invasive species 

e. Climate
(E10) greenhouse gas emission (CO2, methane, NO3, etc.)

(E11) carbon sequestration above- and below-ground

(E12) (micro)-climate (wind, shade, temperature, humidity)

(E13) others (specify)

f. Socio-cultural / human well-being and indicators

(S1) spiritual, aesthetic, cultural landscape and heritage values, recreation and tourism,

(S2) education and knowledge (including indigenous knowledge)

(S3) conflict resolution

(S4) food & livelihood security and poverty

(S5) health

(S6) net income

(S7) protection / damage of private and public infrastructure (buildings, roads, dams, etc.)

(S8) marketing opportunities (access to markets, etc.)

(S9) others (specify)

B - TARGETED GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL AND DEVELOPMENT BENEFITS
5. Global Environmental Benefits – These should be based on targets identified during project design and relative to existing baseline conditions in the specific project area. The indicators are amenable to monitoring in LD projects, and are quantifiable using standard methodologies. Where appropriate, the GEF recommends using tools and methodologies developed by LADA and Carbon Benefits Project, both of which are GEF financed projects. 

a. Land cover – This is a priority indicator for SLM, and is one of only two considered by the UNCCD COP for minimum reporting by all affected parties beginning in 2012 (Decision 13/COP.9).  A project can choose one or any combination of the three measures, but must provide an estimate of what is targeted for delivery as GEB. The estimate must be based on standard methodologies to be noted in the project document. 
b. Avoided emissions – This requires an estimate of carbon in existing stocks that will be protected by investing in SLM / SFM interventions in associated production systems. The estimate must be based on standard methodologies to be noted in the project document. 

c. Carbon sequestration – This is an estimate of the total amount of carbon accumulated above- and below-ground through SLM / SFM interventions implemented by the project. The estimate must be based on standard methodologies to be noted in the project document. 

d. Biodiversity conservation – This indicator includes three different measures that demonstrate contribution of SLM / SFM to maintenance of species and habitats in production landscapes.  A project can choose one or any combination of the three measures, but must provide an estimate of what is being targeted as GEB that will be delivered. The estimate must be based on standard methodologies to be noted in the project document. 
e. Surface and groundwater resources – Availability, maintenance, and/or improved flow of water are crucial in all production landscapes and therefore an essential target for SLM / SFM projects.  For the purpose of portfolio level monitoring, the benefit will be assessed from estimates of land area targeted for improved irrigation flow and availability of water resources. We expect that individual projects located in river basins and watersheds will invest in more quantifiable measures to demonstrate actual changes in water flow and availability. In drylands, water availability can also include innovations for rainwater harvesting.  
6. Development Benefits – This is a major priority for the LDFA because financing is directly linked to agricultural, rangeland, and forest landscapes where human livelihoods (especially of the rural poor) are intertwined.  The four indicators used here represent options that are appropriate for portfolio level monitoring and reporting. All projects must provide targeted estimates that are appropriate to the context and relative to the baseline conditions.  For measures of crop and livestock productivity, we expect that the estimate will be based on standard methodologies.
PART II – PROJECT OUTCOMES AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
This part must be completed and submitted by all LDFA projects at CEO Endorsement/Approval and subsequently on an Annual basis (with the PIR) in order to ensure portfolio level monitoring and reporting for the focal area.  It includes the following two components:
· Outcome Monitoring – This component focuses on the outcomes targeted for investment by LDFA projects as outlined in the focal area results-based management framework. Focal area outcomes are the key to successful application of SLM, SFM, and INRM that ultimately lead to the global environmental and development benefits. Progress toward achieving the outcomes will be monitored on an annual basis using measureable indicators. This component is therefore directly linked to the PIR to ensure consistency in portfolio management.  This component will also track co-financing generated by the project from different sectors.
· Adaptive Management and Learning – The LDFA RBM framework is designed to facilitate portfolio management and learning within the focal area. This component is linked to the LDFA learning objectives for GEF-5. All LDFA projects are expected to contribute information that will support portfolio management, accountability and learning, including need for increasing global awareness on combating land degradation and desertification. This component will also track knowledge that is applied across projects (especially from GEF financed global projects such as LADA, Carbon Benefits, and KM:Land), and knowledge innovations contributed as national, regional or global public goods. 
A - OUTCOME MONITORING

1. Outcome Indicators – This component is derived entirely from the RBM framework in the LDFA strategy for GEF5.  Information on indicator measures must be provided for each specific LDFA objectives and outcomes targeted by the project.  For each indicator that applies, we expect that the baseline condition will be determined and quantified during project development. For indicators that are assessed by scoring, the baseline must be consistent with indicators presented in the GEF Project Document. This will help to clarify the approach used in arriving at the ratings.  Indicators that have quantifiable measures must be based on standard methodologies, such as for estimating land area.  Some specific guidelines under each focal area objectives are as follows:

LD1 
i. Agriculture and Land Tenure policies are two very important factors for SLM implementation at scale.  Projects that include interventions on these two policies must annually “score” progress toward their enhancement, development, or implementation using the scale provided.  Where this is targeted as a project outcome, the score is expected to be closer to zero (0) at start of the project.
ii. The Sustained Agricultural Productivity rating provides a means of demonstrating progress toward increase or maintenance of ecosystem services in agro-ecosystem and ‘farmscapes’. The scoring should therefore reflect actual results of annual productivity relative to agro-ecology. Where this is targeted as a project outcome, the score is expected to be closer to zero (0) at start of the project.
iii. For SLM practices please refer to Annex 1 for the typology of options based on World Overview of Conservation Agriculture Techniques (WOCAT).
iv. The new investments must be directly or indirectly channeled into SLM even if not in the same project area.  The purpose here is to track financial reflows into SLM that are catalyzed by the GEF at multiple scales.

LD2 
i. Effective forestry policies are essential for SFM implementation at scale.  Projects that include interventions on forestry policies must be prepared to annually “score” progress toward their enhancement, development, or implementation using the scale provided.  Where this is targeted as a project outcome, the score is expected to be closer to Zero (0) at start of the project.
ii. Types of forest ownership include community, private, and government.  For types of SFM practices and technologies, please refer to Annex 2.
iii. These indicators also apply for projects with financing from the SFM/REDD+ incentive program.

iv. The new investments must be directly or indirectly channeled into SFM even if not in the same project area.  The purpose here is to track financial reflows into SFM that are catalyzed by the GEF at multiple scales.
LD3 
i. INRM is used here as defined by Sayer and Campbell (2004) and included in the LDFA strategy for GEF5 – “….a conscious process of incorporating the multiple aspects of resource use into a system of sustainable management to meet the goals of resource users, managers and other stakeholders (e.g. production, food security, profitability, risk aversion and sustainability goals)”.  We therefore expect that a framework to strengthen INRM will reflect these features.  Integrated Land Management Plans can include land use plans that address the need for integrated management of production landscapes with natural habitats.

ii.  INRM practices can include options presented in Annex 1 and 2 as long as they are applied in the context of managing competing land uses (as opposed to just managing agriculture or rangeland or forests separately). 
iii. The new investments must be directly or indirectly channeled into INRM even if not in the same project area.  The purpose here is to track financial reflows into INRM that are catalyzed by the GEF at multiple scales.
LD4

I. Support to implementation of the UNCCD 10-Year Strategy is a major priority for financing under the LDFA.  We therefore expect projects to demonstrate direct contribution to the Strategic and Operational objectives. The nature of contribution should be based on LDFA objectives and outcomes targeted by the project, and must be specified.  For example, a project targeting LD2 (forest ecosystems) and Outcome 2 (Improved forest management in drylands) will contribute to UNCCD SO3 by increasing forest area under sustainable management.

II.  This is self-explanatory.  

2. Values of co-financing – This will enable portfolio level monitoring and assessment of overall funding leveraged for successful achievement of the project outcomes. The focus here is mainly funding from sectors that benefit from SLM / SFM.  The list here is therefore based on the potential value-added of ecosystem services generated through SLM / SFM as justification for investment in the project during implementation. Please indicate the funding amount that is from each relevant sector. 
b - Adaptive management and learning
1. Knowledge application – SLM, SFM and INRM are all knowledge intensive approaches. The GEF finances global projects to help strengthen scientific underpinnings of combating land degradation and desertification, as well as advance the LDFA agenda. This component will track how LDFA financed projects benefit from the research and also contribute to focal area learning objectives. 

a. Knowledge resources utilized from GEF-financed targeted research - Provide a brief description of the knowledge resource used in the project under the three categories. Data includes results from field work of any sort; Tools and Methodologies includes resources used for assessments or measurements in the context of SLM / SFM / INRM; Best Practices includes “how-to” guidelines and lessons synthesized in a published document.
b. Knowledge resources contributed to focal area learning objectives - Provide a brief description of the knowledge resources specifically contributed by the project to the LDFA learning objectives. Descriptions of the three categories are same as in 1a above. 
2. Knowledge contribution as global public goods – In addition to the GEF LDFA agenda, we expect that GEF projects will also contribute to advancing SLM / SFM / INRM by generating and disseminating global public goods. These are invaluable investments that will be monitored at portfolio level. 
a. Knowledge resources and products – These are the tangible outputs from projects that will be tracked at portfolio level. Publications include journal articles, books, brochures, and policy briefs. Tools and Methodologies and Best Practice guidelines are same as described in 1a above.
b. Knowledge dissemination – We also expect that projects will contribute to dissemination of the knowledge resources and products generated through the use of Websites, Workshops, Conferences and seminars, and Networks.
3. SLM Learning – All LDFA projects will be considered as “platforms” for learning.  Addressing the two questions through the projects will directly contribute to the focal area learning objectives. 
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Annex 1 – Examples of SLM Practices





Soil and water management


• Terraces and other physical and biological structures to prevent soil erosion


• Contour planting


• Hedgerows and living barriers


• Low tillage 


• Mulches, cover crops including biological nitrogen fixing legumes


• Grazing reserves/corridors


• Water harvesting practices





Soil fertility management


• Manures and composts


• Biomass transfer and green manures


• Agro-forestry – nitrogen-fixing trees on farms


• Integrated soil fertility management, including biological nitrogen fixing legumes





Controlling weeds and pests


• Intercropping and rotation (diversity)


• Integrated pest management





Annex 2 – Examples of SFM Practices and Technologies


Best Management Practices/Reduced Impact Logging 


Future Crop Tree demarcation


Retention of non-target live trees


Minimization of soil compaction within road/trail area


Protection of water quality via adequate buffers





Biodiversity conservation 


Emulation of natural disturbances


Coarse Wood Debris (CDW) retention


Retention of live trees as biological legacies


Protection of special habitats


Reference areas without active management





Forest protection 


Forest composition oriented at natural forest plant communities including use of natural regeneration


Browsing and invasive species control


Biological Pest Management


Thinning regimes focusing on forest quality and vitality





Management planning and multi-scale land-use planning 


Forest management plans


Forest inventories and monitoring


Land use planning across forest management units


Zoning





Participatory forestry 


Participation of relevant stakeholders in planning, implementation, and monitoring


Community based forest management


Co-management arrangements


Private smallholder ownership of forest


Community ownership of forest





Sustained timber and NTFP production 


Optimum ecological yield


Optimum economic yield


NTFP management regimes�
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