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ANNEX 1 -Terms of reference

Eupply of Consultancy for ACceierating the Global Transition b Sustainabis Agriouturs Froject Mid Term Review

ATTACHMENT 1 — Terms of Reference

Terms of reference for the independent Mid Term Review of the Accelerating the
Global Transition to Sustainable Agriculture Project

Evaluation Terms of Reference
July 2023

1. Evaluation context

Agriculture is the major cause of biodiversity loss worldwide, and in mast countries, agricultural
palicy continues to reward unsustainable practices. Howewver, biodiversity is a stepping-stone of
sustainable agrculture and food production, as farming relies on nature and natural resources,
imcludimg soil, water supply, pollinators, and genetic diversity. It is therefore critical to encourage
abowve and below ground biodiversity, and sound natural resources management, to achieve a
sustainable and healthy food- system in capacity to deliver ecosystem services for the Society,
and ensure long term food securnty, especially in the context of extreme vulnerability to climate
change impacts.

Despite the strategic importance of investing in promoting sustainable agriculture, restoration and
sustainable management, ILCH has ocnly very recently seen agnculture as a pricrty (IUCH 2016
Warld conservation congress in Hawai), with a formal recegnition as a strategic priority in 2018
(IUCH's Mature 2030 vision) and the creation of a dedicated agriculture team in the Secretariat
crganigram in January 2023,
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In parallel, a number of efforts have been made to develop a coherent agriculiure approach in
IWCH of which a critical step was the launch by ILUCH's Director General (DG), in January 2021, of
a 2 years initiative (2021-2022) to “occelergte action for mainstreaming land health in sustoinoble
agriculture, as @ Nature based Solution to food and water insecurity, cimate change and other societal
challenges”. The inifiative intended fto build on IUCN's capacity as a convencr and knowledge
broker to bring together actors from historically adversarial sectors (conservation and agriculture
actors) to build convergence arcund the common concern of land health and to develop knowledge
and tools to support development of policy and investments in sustainable agriculturs.

In order to support this initiative and with the support of the IKEA Foundation, IUCH
launched “The Accelerating the Global Transition to Sustainable Agriculture” Project in
2021. This project is a EURD 3 Million, three-year initiative {Dctober 2021-December 2024).
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Eupply of Consuitancy for Aoceizraling the Global Transition o Sustsinabie Agriouture Project Mid Term Review

implemented in Asia, Africa, America and Europe (more precisely, India, Vietnam, Burkina
Faso, Tanzania, Rwanda, Guatemala, so far) aiming at accelerating action for
mainstreaming lamnd health in sustainable agriculture, as a Mature based Sclution to food
and water insecurity and climate change. More specifically, the Project aims at achieving
the following ocutcomes through production and testing of guidelines and case studies
through common ground dialogues, among other project activities:

¢«  Owutcome 1: Commitments to sustainable agriculture are put forward and monitored
through dialogue between conservation and agriculture actors;

¢ Outcome 2: Scientific evidence of the multiple benefits of sustainable agriculture is
communicated widely;

¢ Owtcome 3: A portfolic of sustainable Agroecological projects is developed.

The Project is also aligned with ILUCH's global programme goals on sustainable agriculture. it is
guided by IUCH's 2020 report "Commaon Ground: restoring land health for sustainable agricultura”
and the IUCH Operational Framework on Agriculture.

2. Rationale and Purpose for the Evaluation

This Mid Term Review fulfils IUCH reguirements to conduct an independent Mid Term Review for
the purpose of leaming and reflection on project management and eary results. It is expected that
the findings and recommendations of this mid-term review will help to identify any needed course
comections in the Project's approach and activities and bring valuable extemnal reflections o help
strengthem the Project and complement the MEL system of the Project through an adaptive
management modality.

3. Audience, key stakeholders and use of the evaluation
The primary infended users of this Mid Term Review ara:

#* The Project Coordinators and Mamagers in IUCN's global and regional programmes for
the purpose of managing the Project, and in particular, for making adjustments to
improve delivery of outcomes;

# The Head of Agriculture Team, for the purpose of gathering lessons to inform future
project desigm and implementation of other projects under the Agriculiure Programme

¢« The IUCH Monitoring and Leamning team, for the purpose of improving the Project
moniterimg and leaming approach;

¢ |KEA Foundation to provide information to its board of direction.

4. Objectives and evaluation questions

This Mid Term review will be camied cut in conformity with [LWCGN Evaluation Policy (2023) and use
a sub-set of the widely accepted OECD DAC Ewvaluation criteria: relevance, coherence,
effectivenass, and efficiency..
The Mid Term Review should explore the Projects work and achievements with the aim of
assessing progress so far and providing guidance on how o maximize the potential for achieving
the intended results and improve leaming in its remaining timeframe (end date 31 December
2024). Through the assessment of the performance and lessons leamt, the Mid Term Review will
also contribute to both leaming and accountability.
The specific objectives of the Mid Term Review are:
# To assess the relevance of the Project in terms of aligning and responding fo the
objectives of the current IUCH Programme and other IUCH needs and priorities in relation
to Agriculture:;
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» To assess its coherence with the situational analysis and how well the Project fits in its
context and its compatibility with other interventions lead by ILCH

# To assess the effectiveness of the Project in achieving its objectives and provide clear
insights about what has and has notworked and why notably in terms of improving IUCHN's
capacites and expertise, in order to influence policies. deliver messages, develop
knowledge products and new projects proposals in sustainable agriculture. It should also
highlight how external factors, such as the COVID-18 pandemic, has affected the Project
and how the project adapted to this sitwation.

# Toassess the efficiency in terms of use of funds and value for money through the delivery
of the Project;

o Toidentify lessons and provide set of actionable recommendations on how the Project
and the project coordination/managemsent could be adjusted for further improvement and
to stremgthen delivery of results.

# Three dditional lines of ingquiry should also be addressed: contribution to the ILWCN Cne
Programme Approach, Science/policy/action interface, and Gender Concerns.

An initial set of guestions that should guide the Mid Term Review in assessing the Project against
each given criterion have been developed as follows:

Relevance

+ How relevant is the Project in terms of aligning and responding to the objectives of the current
IUCH Programme and other IUCH needs and pricrities in relation to Agriculture?

# How appropriate and relevant is the Project approach amd intervention logic in termns of its
objectives and anticipated cutcomes, and within the global context of the Project? To what
extent is the Project fit-for-purpose to promote:

v Commitments to sustainable agriculture
v iZommunication of scientific evidence of the multiple benefits of sustainable agriculture
v A portfolio of sustainable Agroecological projects

* Has thers been any change in the relevance of the Project since the launch of the project? If
=0, what are the reasons that explain the change in relevance and where the project able to
adapt to remain relevant?

Coherence
+ How well does the Project fit in its context? In particular:
o To what extent were the capabilities of different implementing partners and other
counterparties carefully consideraed in the design of the Project?
o How effective has the Project been in aligning with other IWCH projects, knowledge
products and stakeholder engagement process?

Effectiveness
* Towhat extent has the Preject delivered on its outputs and outcomes? In particular:

o How effective hias the project been in terms of coordinating the work across teams
and key stakeholders?

o How effective has the Project been in terms of crganising and facilitating comman
ground dialogues (concept note design, collaboration acress teams, stakeholdars
mapping and engagement, communication, etz )?

o How effective has the Project been in terms of compiling and disseminating key
findimgs from the dialogues conducted so far? And in communicating any other key
achisvemsants intemally and externally?

o How effective has the Project been in fostering collaboration for the generation of
knowledge products?

o How effective has the Project been in building capacities and training stakeholders?

o How effective has the Project been in identifying new projects grant opportunities and
dewveloping new project proposals with a multi-country perspective?
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To what extent are the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning [MEL) strategy and fools adequate
and effective in view of:

o Building a record and repository of decisions taken, their conseguences, level of
engagement of decision makers and their progress;

o Providing lessons from activities and resulis {at country and global level) that
contribute to the enrichment and continuows improvement of the IUCN Agriculture
Initiative;

o Enabling adaptation in the strategy according to changes of stakeholders’ priorities or
conditions on the context;

o Improving reporting, tramsparency and accountability to IKEA Foundation, and IUCN
Members through IUCH Project Portal.

Are there any unintended consequences as a result of the actions of the Project?

Efficiency

Has the management approach promoted by the Project led to the most effective use of the
resgurces, cosis savings and to efficiencies of scale in the provision of coordination and
technical support? More especially:
o In terms of communication and collaboration between the agriculture team and the
global and nationalregional IWCH teams.
o In the management of intemal agreements and in the monitoring of pregress and cash
outflow?
o In the invohement of global and country partners in the project implementation? In the
alignment and coordination between the 3 components of the project country
pipeline, knowledge products and policy engagement processes?

To what extent has the Project been able to adapt to any changing conditions to improve the
efficiency of project implementation?

In addition to the above criteria and questions, the evaluator(s) will also ensure that the following
topics are addressed in the evaluation:

Cne Programme Approach: To what extent did the project engage all constituents of the
Union in its design or implementation so far?

Sciencel/policyfaction interface: To what extent is the knowledge or science produced or
disseminated by the Project likely to influence policy or actions in the future?

Gender concerns: To what extent has gender been taken into account in the design and
implementation so far?

5. Methods and source

A, Methods, sources and analysis

Different sources will be used to verfy information, and evidence will be validated through
triangulation. Information and insights will be derived mainly from three key socurces:

(1}

(2}

i2)

Document review - including Project proposal, Project Implementation Reports, information
and data collected through MEL system and other relevant knowledge products developed by
the Project so far;

Key informant interviews — including interviews with executing pariners and other relevant
intermal and external stakeholders across |UCH Headquarter and the Region (approximately
16-20);

Opticnal online survey or other methods proposed by consultant

B. Stakeholders to be consulted

The evaluation will adapt a consultative appreach, seeking and sharing opinions with stakeholders
at different stages throughout the evaluation process. Stakeholder categories include, but are not
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limited to: IUCM project staff, project executing partners, and external stakeholders involved in
testing guidelines, contributing to case studies, and participating in common ground dialogues.
External stakeholders may include decision makers, farmer organizations, partner NGOs andlor
private sector, among others.

The list of stakehaolders to be consulted will presented and validated through the inception report.
The total number of stakeholders to be consulted in the different region where the Project is
implemented is however estimated to 18-20. IJCHN will provide a suggested list of stakehalders in
different categories during inception. The evaluation team may propose changes or additions. ™

C. Sampling approach
T date the project has been implemented in six countries and is expected to expand further. The
consultant may propose to sample three to four of the countries for interviews o ensure depth of
analysis, and the suggested sample is India, Vietnam, Guatemala and Burkina Faso. The sample
of countries will be confirned during inception with the project team. Desk review of waork in all
countries is expected.

. Evaluation deliverables

The evaluator{s) will be accountable for producing the following products for this Mid Term Rewview:

Inception report including methods and detailed evaluation matrix;

Diraft evaluation report;

Final revaluation report, plus annex;

A Powerpoint presentation tangeted to evaluation key audiences in which the key finding
and recommendations from the Mid Term Review will be presentad.

¥ A two-page executive summary of key findings. lessons, recommendations and messages
from the Mid Term Review report.

LIS

The evaluatons) will be expected to develop an inception report that will include a methodological
note based on the suggested guestions above and suggesting additional guestions or
madifications tz tailor the Mid Term Review to the Project’s needs. The methodological note will
include a review matrix (see annex A) presenting how each review question will be addressed, the
data sources and the data collectiom methods and tools that will be used to gather additicnal data
neaded for the Mid Term Review and a set of critena to rate the strength of the evidence collected.

Adeguately addressing =ach key review guestions will be the basis for IUCHN to sign off on the
completeness of the review repornt. The evaluatons) will submit a draft report for further review by
IWCH and key target audiences. The report should clearly and transparently demonsirate links
between review guestions, data collection, analysis, findings and conclusions. The conclusion and
recommendations presented in the final repont should be underpinned by a strong set of evidence
and will be further explained durimg the final webinar.

Finally, evaluatons) will produce a short but concise summary that can be disseminated to the
wider public for general information on the project's results and performance.

The final report is expectaed to follow the format below:

A, Title page including project identification details

B. Executive Summary (including &t a minimum the methodology, findings and
recommendations}

C. Table of Contents

. List of Abbreviations and Acronyms
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A short introduction to project’programme — context and description

Purpose of the Evaluation

Ewvaluation |ssues and Questions

Methodology (including approach to data analysis)

Findings - crganized according to the key evaluation questions

Conclusions and lessons leamed

Recommendations — actionable recommendations clearly linked to findings and lessons
Annexes

FEEsECIomm

Given that this is a mid-term review at the end of the second year of a three year project, itis
particularty important that recommendations are actionable in a short time frame [1-6 months
maxinnum .

7. Travel requirements

Travel is not required for this Mid Term Review. All interviews are expected to be conducted
remaotely.

8. Schedule

It is expected that evaluators) will submit their deliverables according to the following
scheduls:

. . Indicative SR
Milestone/Del bl R biliti
ilestone/Deliverable Completion Date esponsibilities
Estimated contract award date 04 September 2023 IUCH
Inception meeting and start of the evaluation 07 September 2023 Ewvaluator(s), IUCH
Ciraft im.::epﬁc-n |je-|::-|::-rt with methodological note | 18 September 2023 Evaluator(s)
and review matrix
Comments on inception report 25 September 2023 LN
Final inception report and approval 28 September 2023 E}Ewmm{ﬁ} and
Data collection and analysis phase completed 10 Mowvember 2023 Ewvaluator(s)
Draft report delivery 17 Mowvember 2023 Ewvaluator(s)
Comment on draft report 28 Movember 2023 IUCHN
Final report delivery and approval 10 December 2023 Ev;:atnr{ﬁ} and
Final presentation 15 December 2023 Ewvaluator(s)
(approx)
Two pagers summary document 15 December 2023 Ewvaluator(s)

9. Roles and responsibilities

This Mid Term Review is commissioned by IUCH and Day-to-day management and coordination

will be done by its agriculiure team. This evaluation will be undertaken by an independent
evaluation team, selected through IUCH's procurament process.,

10. Qualifications of the Evaluator(s)

IUCHM requires a person or a team of evaluators with expernence in assessing change in complex
systems and with extensive expertise and knowledge in at least one of the following fields:

6
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Organisation capacity building, project emgineering, Gowvemanoce, Research, Agriculiure,
Agronomy, Biodiversity, or a combination thereof, applied to policy instruments and practice.

In addition, the Lead team member will me=t the following technical requirements:

* At least 5 years of relevant experience in supporting, designing, planning and/or conducting
development evaluations; with demonstrated guantitative and qualitative data collection and
analysis skills, with proven record of conducting formative, process and impact evaluation;

*  Proven experience in evaluating similar projects; Prior experience in conducting evaluation
im countries where the Project is implemented would be an asset;

Proven experience in complex project management;

Advanced university degree in agriculiure, agronomy or envirenmental science is preferable.
English language fluency in both speaking and writing; additiomal fluency in Spanish and
French would be considered as an asset

Women are strongly encouraged to apply. The successful candidate will be selected based on
rmerit.

The review team members should be completely independent from any crganisation that have
been invalved in designing, implementing, executing or advising any aspect of TRL

11. Cost

The maximum available budget for this review, including travel, is EUR 20°000. The evaluator(s)
shall be paid upon completion of the following milestones:

+ 30% upon signing of the contract
¥ 30% after presentation of the draft report
+  40% after the approval of the final report
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ANNEX 2: List of consulted documents

Genera

1.

IUCN, 2020. “"Common Ground: restoring land health for sustainable agriculture”.
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2020-023-En.pdf

IUCN Operational Framework on Agriculture
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecrepattach/Operational%20Framewor

k%20Agriculture%2024032022 0.pdf

IUCN, 2023 Evaluation Policy
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2023-07/iucn_evaluation policy june-2023.pdf

IUCN Nature 2030 Vision
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/WCC-7th-001-En.pdf

5. IUCN, may 2022: Accelerating the Global Transition to Sustainable Agriculture; inception
workshop report

6. IUCN: IKEA Foundation project, biannual meeting, June 2023

7. IUCN/IKEA, 2021: Accelerating the global transition to sustainable agriculture, project
proposal, annexed to the IUCN/IKEA grant agreement

8. Terms of Reference for IUCN-led regional and country work packages under the IKEA
project “Accelerating the global transition to sustainable agriculture”.

9. IUCN (2020). IUCN Global Standard for Nature-based Solutions, First edition. Gland,
Switzerland:

10. IUCN (2020). Guidance for using the IUCN Global Standard for Nature-based Solutions. A
user-friendly framework for the verification, design and scaling up of Nature-based
Solutions. First edition. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN.

11. IUCN (2022); Meyer, K., and Hessenberger, D. Prototype database of international Nature-
based Solutions case studies: supplementary report to the CCICED special policy study on
value assessment of Nature-based Solutions. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN

12. Miralles-Wilhelm, F. 2021. Nature-based solutions in agriculture - Sustainable
management and conservation of land, water, and biodiversity. FAO and The Nature
Conservancy. https://doi.org/10.4060/cb3140en

13. Simelton E, et al. (2021) ; NBS Framework for Agricultural Landscapes. Front. Environ.
Sci. :678367. doi: 10.3389/fenvs.2021.678367

14. TUCN, 2020. Approaches to sustainable agriculture: Exploring the pathways towards the
future of farming, authors: Barbara Pia Oberc¢ and Alberto Arroyo Schnell

15. IUCN, 2020 Guidance for using the NbS standard
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2020-021-En.pdf

16. IUCN France, 2019 .Nature-based Solutions for Climate Change Adaptation & Disaster Risk
Reduction https://uicn.fr/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/uicn-g20-light.pdf
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Documents produced by the umbrella project (HQ management team)

1.

2.

Guidance Note for Common Ground Dialogues: Draft strategy paper, June 2023
Guidance Note on monitoring land health in agriculture landscapes.

Agriculture Guidance for the Global Standard for nature-based Solutions - draft 07/2023
IKEA project Annual Report June 2022

IKEA project Annual Report June 2023

Documents produced by the COUNTRIES and ROs

INDIA

Inception Workshop on "“Accelerating the Global Transition to Sustainable
Agriculture”organised on 10th November, 2022 in Patna, the state of Bihar

Sustainable Agriscapes for Future. Site visits for the Case Study Development ,19th-
22nd July, 2022

Panellists and Participants of the Inception Workshop on “Accelerating the Global
Transition to Sustainable Agriculture” organised on 10th November, 2022 in the
state of Bihar in India

VIET NAM

Report on the National Common Ground Dialogue "Sustainable Agriculture
Transformation in the Mekong Delta” -23-24 October, 2023

IPSARD presentation at common ground dialogue detailing MARD’s commitment to NbS in
agriculture

Case study: https://panorama.solutions/en/solution/flood-based-agriculture-upper-
mekong-delta

Agricultural transformation in the MD (MCF Presentation at National Common Ground
Dialogue workshop)

GUATEMALA
SOURCE: Contribution for Nature Platform
Country Study Authors:
Guatemala Study case- bases for monitoring Escobedo, Mejia, Cardona y
biodiversity at the farm level Fernandez

BURKINA FASO
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2023-11/communique-de-presse-atelier-regional-

agriculture-durable_final.pdf

ESARO

IUCN/ASARECA Regional Common ground Dialogue for Mainstreaming Sustainable Agriculture in
Eastern and Southern Africa (oct 17-18,2023)
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ANNEX 3: List of consulted persons

IKEA HQ PROJECT management TEAM

LARBODIERE Ludovic <Ludovic.Larbodiere@iucn.org>;
CARDELLINO Silvia <silvia.cardellino@iucn.org>

REGIONS — TUCN staff

ARO - Asia Region

TERAI Kosuke Kosuke.Terai@iucn.org : regional communications officer , support regional
dialogue

AMIN Raquibul Raquibul. AMIN@iucn.org : regional lead officer for Agric,

PACCO - West and Central Africa Regional Office

SOMDA Jacques <Jacques.Somda@iucn.org>

ESARO - Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office
RUTEBUKA Jules <jules.rutebuka@iucn.org>;

COUNTRIES IUCN Project implementers

India - ARO
PAHUJA Meenal <meenal.pahuja@iucn.org>; (Key point of contact for IKEA)

JAIN Nishant nishant.jain@iucn.org (Key point of contact for IKEA)

CHATTERIEE Archana <archana.chatterjee@iucn.org>; (higher level. To be always kept on
the loop)

GAUR Sandeep <Sandeep.GAUR@iucn.org>; (finance person)
Vietnam - ARO
WYATT Andrew <Andrew.WYATT@iucn.org>;

Dr Thanh Phong NGUYEN (Phong) phong.nguyenthanh@iucn.org (agri and NBS coordinator)
Guatemala - ORMACC
FERNANDEZ Sara <Sara.Fernandez@iucn.org>;

Burkina Faso

SOMDA Jacques <Jacques.Somda@iucn.org>;
Rwanda - ESARO

RUTEBUKA Jules <jules.rutebuka@iucn.org>;
Tanzania - ESARO

MHAGAMA Anthony <anthony.mhagama®@iucn.org>;

N
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PROJECT THEMATIC AREAS

Water and land (all projects)
BORGES Maria Ana <MariaAna.BORGES@iucn.org>; former IKEA Project manager
Flagship report (all projects)

(flagship report on cost/benefit analysis of transition to sustainable agriculture)
SIIKAMAKI Juha <Juha.Siikamaki@iucn.org>; Economics team
BROOKS Thomas <Thomas.BROOKS®@iucn.org>; Science team,

Biodiversity Assessment and Knowledge (IKEA)
(work around soil biodiversity extinction risk assessment)
COX Neil <Neil.Cox@iucn.org>

Finance and Budget (IKEA)

ANANINA Anna <Anna.Ananina@iucn.org> Finance team

N
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Category of | Organization | Department/Region Number of people to | Interview type Requirements /
interviewees interview Comments
1 IUCN National IUCN Country managers: 5 Emailed All country (sub)project
*Guat | oct questionnaire + 1 | managers identified with
uatemala (project manager) to 1 interviews contact details
*India
*Vietnam
*Burkina Faso
*Rwanda
2 IUCN Regional IUCN Regional manager 1 (Asia) Emailed Identified with contact
questionnaire + 1 | details
to 1 interview
2 Project IUCN Project team 3 Emailed All  project managers
coordination HQ guestionnaire (re: | identified with contact
Annex 4) details

+ 1 to 1 interview

2 IUCN IUCN Agriculture Department 3 interviews 1 to 1 interview All department managers
Departments Water and Land + Emailed ijdeetr;’?:Zied with contact
Metrics and Indicators ?Xsﬁtg)o(n;aa)ire
Biodiversity Assessment
Knowledge Management
Contribution for Nature
Finance and Budget
3 Partners State *Guatemala: Agriculture 6 1to 1 interview Contacts to be given by
governments IUCN (national teams).

*India: Bihar State

Forest
Department, and/or National Mission

+ open
questionnaire ?
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Category of
interviewees

Organization

Department/Region

Number of people to
interview

Interview type

Requirements /
Comments

on Clean Ganga, and/or Wildlife

Institute
*Rwanda:
*Vietnam: MARD fisheries

List missing for :*Burkina
Faso, *Rwanda

Participants to | Farmers India and other countries 2 (depending on the sub- | 1 to 1 interview To be identified
stakeholder organizations projects)
workshops and | or coalitions
consultations
Participants to | Academics, *Guatemala: CECON and other | 5to 6 1 to 1 interview Identify non-
stakeholder Civil society | universities, National Alliance of governmental partners in
workshops and | organizations, | Soils India (from participants
consultations NGOs KT Ao list),* BF, *Vietnam,
India: *Rwanda.
*Rwanda : Eastern Africa Farmers
Federation

*Vietnam: Can Tho University

*India:
Limited

ITC

*Guatemala:
2
consultancies

3 (depending on national
projects)

1 to 1 interview

Total

29 to 30
interviewed or
Groups

people
in Focus

1 to 1 interview
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ANNEX 4: Project narrative and (reconstructed) Logical
Framework

The final purpose of IUCN’s Land Program in general and of the AGTSA project in particular is to accelerate
action for mainstreaming land health as a powerful Nature-based Solution leading to a more sustainable
agriculture. This is expected to be achieved by:

1. Mobilising IUCN's policy influence to increase commitments to sustainable agriculture, including through convening
dialogues between agriculture and conservation sectors, starting with 6 pilot countries and 4 pilot regions - Component
1.

2. Developing, providing and communicating scientific evidence - Component 2, on the multiple
benefits of sustainable agriculture through the design and application of monitoring tools for the sustainable
management of agricultural landscapes. The project will provide: (i) scientific evidence to support
consensus-building through the testing of suitable indicators that monitor the conservation value of
sustainable agriculture, (ii) evidence of policy opportunities and legal avenues for progress, and (iii)
evidence of the economic values of enhanced environmental stewardship by farmers and associated
investment pathways.

3. Supporting the development of a portfolio of sustainable agroecological projects that include the
use of the monitoring tools, focusing in particular in the innovation of blended funding mechanisms that
involve public-private partnerships - Component 3.

“The project will provide tools and support partnership-building to capitalise on emerging consensus by
developing a pipeline of investment deals between like-minded actors in the public and private sectors. The
tool will ensure consistency in approach and alignment with the Nature-based Solutions standard and
principles of agroecology. By developing such projects with relevant partners, IUCN will be able to
demonstrate the level of support for these approaches and principles and will catalyse additional
momentum for large scale system transformation”.

IUCN — Mid-Term review of the project: Accelerating the Global Transition to Sustainable Agriculture (P 03770) _ Final
report_Annexes - March 2024



‘I

TERD'%

COOPERATIVE D’EXPERTS ENGAGES

The following diagram is a reconstructed "“Theory of change” for the project as it currently
stands (source: MTR authors ) :

Increased dislogue betwesn

RS AN Identification of a partfolic of gara;
e cesaion ecological projects to upscale B4, for
sectars is onganised AR AR
(Cbmﬁ anent 1) ~submission to partners {Companent 3)
IUCN needsto - — )
angage further in Knowledge products, manitoring tools and ' :
partnerships with  communication are developed to promote Ufm W;:"
agriculture Sustainable Agriculture and demanstrate Agriculture need be
stakeholders, benefits for both Nature and agriculture e
{Companent 2) T :
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Current (reconstructed from available documentation! ) Logical Framework for the project :

“Accelerating the Global Transition to Sustainable Agriculture”

NB : the text in black is extracted form project documents , the text in green is proposed by the consultant at this stage

GOAL “accelerate action for mainstreaming land health in sustainable agriculture, as a Nature based Solution to food and water insecurity,
climate change and other societal challenges”.
NB : This actually is the goal of the IUCN DG’s initiative .. the project is implicitly adopting that same purpose
OUTCOME | OUTPUTS / RESULTS ACTIVITIES Objectively Verifiable | Source of OVI | Hypotheses
S Indicators - OVI data collection / Risks
Specific “Strengthen IUCN capacity to advocate for — and demonstrate - Nature-
objective based Solutions in agriculture as a means for the transition to the ccing 2
(missing? ) | sustainability of the agri-food sector. (' missing ?)

Outcome 1:

Commitments to sustainable agriculture are put forward and monitored through
dialogue between conservation and agriculture actors

KPI 1: number of
international and national
partners engaged and
supported by IUCN to
promote and adopt
sustainable land-based
production systems and
agroecological
approaches

! See project documents in Bibliography items ( ANNEX 2 )
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Result 1.1. Key | Activity 1.1 A dialogue is launched
stakeholders and IUCN | with interested IUCN members and key
constituencies develop a | partners to develop a participatory
roadmap to strengthen | roadmap for IUCN engagement in the
international commitment to | promotion of sustainable agriculture; 6
sustainable agriculture, | international meetings are conducted
including implementation of
IUCN resolutions on
agroecology

- . . . . . Country
Result 1.2. Consensus | Activity 1.2 IUCN will organise two | Communication material .

. . . . h (sub)projects
points on sustainable | global and six regional multi- | for the messages to be progress
agriculture are  publicized | sectoral dialogues that will aim to | discussed at workshops. .
- . reports; A

based on 2 global and 6 | conduct similar dialogues locally to

regional “Common Ground”
dialogues between
conservation and agriculture
actors (farmers, private

businesses) and informed by
Outcome 2

reconcile agriculture production and
conservation perspectives and address
specific local challenges related to
sustainable agriculture policies design
and implementation.

Number of Common
Ground dialogues
(regional and national)
convened.

Result 1.3. A legal review
of the status and
implementation of established
policies and laws supporting
sustainable agriculture at the
international level and in
selected target countries is
published by the IUCN World
Commission on Environmental
Law

Activity 1.3 The IUCN legal unit and
the World commission on environmental
law develop an extensive study to

review most ambitious established
policies related to sustainable
agriculture, highlighting the main

developments and achievements

An extensive Survey and
Study of public policies
favourable to sustainable
agriculture is conducted,
that provides guidance for
policy makers

Publication of a
Report on
existing public
policies, legal
and regulatory
frameworks

favourable to
the promotion
of sustainable
agriculture
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Result 1.4. Partner | Activity 1.4 Encourage private | 2 online global sessions
companies report the | companies to engage and report their | organized.
contribution of their | contribution for nature and progress
sustainable agriculture | made to achieve them, which will
investments towards global | include awareness raising | 2 regional stakeholders
goals for nature through the | internationally and in the selected | group training sessions | ~cPOrts from
IUCN Contributions Platform landscapes conducted tram_mg
sessions
Result 1.5. Actors in | Activity 1.5 A global campaign of | The campaign is | Campaign
sustainable agriculture are | communication is set-up to sensitise | designed, carried out, and | instruments
mobilized through a global | widely on IUCN’s policy messages, induces commitments validated
campaign of communication
and outreach - encouraging
farmers organisations, IUCN
food-chain and civil society contribution
actors, to take ambitious platform
commitments towards
sustainable agriculture and
to register them on the
IUCN contribution
platform.
Outcome 2 : KPI 2: # of IUCN peer-
Wsigigll;\/tific evidence of the multiple benefits of sustainable agriculture is communicated :—r:‘\‘l;ewe:u;:)ig;st,ioﬁ:alysgrs‘
sustainable land-use and
land-based activities as
NbS
Result 2.1. A | Activity 2.1 Development of an | Adequate global | Reports on
comprehensive land health | agrobiodiversity monitoring tool, | agrobiodiversity countries case
monitoring tool is developed | selecting the most parsimonious but | monitoring tool | studies
for use at the national, | comprehensive set of SMART indicators
landscape, farm and soils
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based on
and

levels,
agrobiodiversity
socioeconomic indicators

for assessing functional diversity by
ecosystem types.

elaborated , tested and

disseminated

Online user and
data collection
platform made

available
IUCN Academy’s training
for the tool constructed.
Result 2.2. An extinction | Activity 2.2 Carry out Expert | Soil species extinction | IUCN

risk assessment of selected
soil fauna (on The IUCN Red
List of Threatened Species) is
conducted within the IUCN
Species Survival Commission,
connected to and informing
the FAO soil biodiversity work

consultations to elaborate and publish
an assessment report on the extinction
risk of selected soil fauna on The IUCN
Red List of Threatened Species. This
report will be the platform for further
dialogue on the establishment of a
dedicated Soil Fauna group of specialists
in the Species Survival Commission.

Report published on IUCN
Red List website

publications

Result 2.3. A flagship
report developing a global
analysis and regional sub-
analyses of barriers and

opportunities to transitioning
to sustainable agriculture,

Activity 2.3 Elaboration of a flagship
report including a global analysis and
regional case studies, that will explore
barriers and opportunities, as well as a
cost-benefit analysis to transitioning to
sustainable agriculture, building on

Flagship report on
Transitioning to SA,
published

IUCN
publications list

including cost-benefit analysis | existing modelling of  transition

is produced pathways.

Result 2.4. indicators of | Activity 2.4 engage in an energetic | Number of countries | Agroecosystem
Agroecosystem functions are | outreach with international partners, | engaged with evidence of | s indicators
adopted by governments as | especially governments, to promote | established dialogue with | adopted by
part of international | land health messages and indicators in | government on public | governments.

commitments (e.g. FAO or
CBD) through training and
dialogue

national and international policy setting
processes, as a base for future
commitments

Activity 2.5 Promote the
agrobiodiversity monitoring tool and
indicators in national, regional and

international fora

policies favourable to SA
as well as the use of
agroecosystems functions
indicators;

Number of fora with a

presentation of the
agrobiodiversity
monitoring tool and

indicators
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evaluate existing projects of
IUCN and key partners

in Outcome 2.

A participatory design and approval

Outcome 3: KPI 3: number of IUCN
A portfolio of sustainable agroecological projects is developed ?:::?Iloonpro;icsttsain;g?:
agriculture and land
health
Result 3.1. An | Activity 3.1 Creation of an Publication of
agroecology design tool is | agroecology project design and . an agroecology
published to inform the | assessment tool, based on the global :Rz)eglggﬂ/.\::vcorksgzgg ( design tool to
development and evaluation of | standard for nature-based solutions, PACéO th r, It ; inform the
sustainable agriculture | using the most relevant agrobiodiversity stakeh)I?iae se_: \g?aes:) development
projects and is wused to | and socioeconomic indicators developed olders In order O | ,,4 evaluation

design a tool based on
IUCN experience , in a
participatory manner.

of sustainable
agriculture

process of the tool will be conducted in projects,
the project countries through 5 regional
workshops, guarantying the
representation of all types of
stakeholders.
Result 3.2. A pipeline of | Activity 3.2 The agroecology design | Test results for
innovative investment | and assessment tool is validated and | design/assessment tool, R ¢
projects to scale up | tested in a number of IUCN’s ongoing | from case studies eports on
agroecological approaches are | projects first, and then through | developed in 6 countries, coun_trles case
developed between state and | partner’s projects . and possibly in other studies
non-state actors (including . . . IUCN subprojects.
private investors) in at least 6 The tool is _made available online )
countries through a dedicated platform Toql made available | IUCN web
online pages
Result 3.3. Key | Activity 3.3 Following a gender-
stakeholder groups (including | responsive approach and focusing on
farmers, women land users | the needs and interest of vulnerable
and indigenous people and | groups in the agricultural sector, a | A Training package is | Training
youth) have stronger capacity | program of 6 training events in target | made available (in the 3 | package on

and opportunity to use the tool
and take action and influence

countries will build IUCN teams and
partners’ capacities to train key field

official languages) on the
design of agroecological

IUCN platform
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national
dialogues

and

international

stakeholders’ groups on Agroecological
and regenerative approaches, the use of
the agrobiodiversity index and the
design of projects using the design and
assessment tool.Activity 3.4 A
dedicated training package will be
developed in the three official languages
as part of the training module

projects (using the
assessment tools
developed by the project)

Countries
reports
training
activities

on
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ANNEX 5: “Evaluation Matrix”, and assessment questionnaires

1. Relevance

Key evaluation questions

Sub-questions

Indicators

Source of information

Data Collection Tools

Strategic alignment:

How relevant is the Project in terms
of aligning and responding to the
objectives of the current IUCN
Programme and other IUCN needs
and priorities in relation to
Agriculture?

Project objectives as
compared to IUCN
programme and
priorities

IUCN publications:
IUCN 2030 Program

IUCN
Program

IUCN DG's Initiative

Agriculture

Content of interviews

(i) Answers to emailed
survey

(ii) Interviews of key
informants within IUCN

How appropriate and relevant is the
Project approach and intervention
logic in terms of its objectives and
anticipated outcomes, and within the
global context of the Project?

To what extent is the Project fit-for-
purpose to promote its 3 expected
outcomes:

() (more) Commitments to
sustainable agriculture
(ii) Communication of

scientific evidence of the

multiple  benefits  of

sustainable agriculture
(iii) A portfolio of

sustainable

agroecological projects

Level of coherence of
the project compared
to the 3 expected
outcomes

3 Key performance
indicators ( KPIs)

(Reconstructed)
intervention logic :

Theory of Change and
Logical Framework

idem
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Has there been any change in the
relevance of the Project since it has
been launched?

If so, what are the reasons that
explain the change in relevance
and has the project been able to
adapt so as to remain relevant?

Number and
significance of
changes in the project
narrative

Project reports ;

Interviews with project
managers

Interviews with project
managers

2. Coherence

Key evaluation questions

Sub-questions

Indicators

Source of information

Data Collection Tools

To what extent were the capabilities
of different implementing partners

- What were the steps of the
participatory process in the design?

Level of satisfaction of
the partners with the

Project documents

and other counterparts carefully | Which partners did participate? design Dialogues reports Interviews of — country
considered in the design of the managers

Project?

To what extent has the project been | - Which other IUCN project has this | Number of projects | Country progress | Interviews of IUCN
aligned with other IUCN projects, | project interacted with / benefitted | AGTSA interacted with | reports departments and country

knowledge products and stakeholder
engagement processes?

from ?

- Which other NON-IUCN project
has it interacted with / benefitted
from?

- and how ?

managers

3 Efficiency

Key evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Source of information | Data Collection Tools
Has the management approach | More especially, were the Country progress

promoted by the Project led to the | (financial, human, technological) reports

most effective use of the resources, | ressources made available by the

to costs savings and to efficiencies of | project efficiently used: Quality of idem

scale in the provision of coordination | vv In terms of communication and | communication Outputs from the

and technical support? collaboration  between the | documents. project MEL system

agriculture team and the global
and national/regional IUCN
teams.
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In the management of internal
agreements and in the
monitoring of progress and
cash outflow?

In the involvement of global
and country partners in the
project implementation?

In the alignment and
coordination between the 3
components of the project:
country pipeline, knowledge
products and policy
engagement processes?

Levels of satisfaction
of different IUCN
teams.

Cost efficiency for
number and type of
knowledge products

Budget expenditure
levels VS.
achievements

Type and level of
contributions by
country partners

Are project resources managed with
sufficient transparency?

Level of information
and satisfaction of
national teams.

Country progress report

Outputs from the

(i) Answers to emailed
survey

managers?

of activities

project MEL system

project MEL system (ii) Interviews of key
informants within and
outside IUCN
To what extent have observations Changes brought to | Outputs from the | Interview of MEL
and recommendations made through the project compared | project MEL system participants
the MEL been taken into account in to MEL feedback
order to make the project means and
resources more efficient?
Is the schedule of activities and | If not, why? Gap analysis, between | Project documents | managers of country
workplan complied with by project workplan and schedule | Outputs from the | projects

4 Effectiveness
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Key evaluation questions

Sub-questions

Indicators

Source of information

Data Collection Tools

How effective has the project been in
terms of coordinating the work
across teams and key stakeholders?

Level of satisfaction of
the different teams.
Gap analysis

Interviews

Reports

(i) Answers to emailed
survey

A t (ii) Interviews of key
NSWers to survey informants within IUCN
How effective has the Project been in Perceived Level of
terms of organising and facilitating . ) cooperation between .
the “common ground” dialogues é\/hrl::q (r:‘ogcretned I;c_)IIIOW up?to the teams for those Counttry progress | idem
(concept note design, collaboration 0 on Grou lalogues: products. reports
across teams, stakeholders mapping
and engagement, communication,
etc.)?
How effective has the Project beenin | How do you foresee that the | Number and (i) Answers to emailed
terms of compiling and | intended final beneficiaries will | dissemination of IUCN int | d survey
disseminating key findings from the | have access to the results and | communication tools tern Im r?1rr:an' 3nn i) Intervi f oK
dialogues conducted so far? And in | services provided by the project? and other products tex ler al co unicatio '(“f) e;wey:;_ ?UCNey
communicating any other key coming from the | t9°'S Informants within
achievements internally and project produced in the
externally? framework of AGTSA
How effective has the Project been in | Which relevant knowledge products idem
fostering collaboration for the | have been produced so far in your K led duct
generation of knowledge products? context? nowiedge ~ products
clearly obtained in

Which one can be attributed to the | collaboration with local

project ? actors
How effective has the Project been in Number of project | Country progress | idem
identifying new projects grant grant opportunities | reports
opportunities and developing new identified.
project proposals (country-wise as Number of projects

well and/or with a multi-country
perspective ) ?

proposals written and
submitted.
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How effective has the Project been in Number of training | Reports. Idem
training and building capacities sessions and - to the | Answers to the survey
among stakeholders? extent it exists -
possible info on
satisfaction levels
To what extent are the project | Can you qualify the adequacy of the
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning | MEL in view of:?
(MEL) strategy and tools adequate v -
and effective? E:;;Ic?slir;gry oaf degiescig:fs takaer:]cll dQuantity:md qua(ljity odf Counttry progress | idem
their consequences, level of ocunr':ens produce reports
engagement of decision by the project MEL Outputs from the
makers and their progress; system, project MEL system
v' Providing lessons from | Repository of decisions
activities and results (at
country and global level) that | Changes enacted.
contribute to the enrichment | Lessons learned
and continuous improvement
of the IUCN Agriculture
Initiative; Reports to IKEA and
v Enabling adaptation in the | IJUCN members
strategy according to changes
of stakeholders’ priorities or
conditions in the context;
v Improving reporting,
transparency and
accountability to IKEA
Foundation, and IUCN
Members through IUCN Project
Portal
Are there any unintended | Which positive unintended | Number, type and Interviews with
consequences as a result of the | consequences, if any ? negative or positive stakeholders
actions of the Project? . . . importance of
X\ézlsgquengees?aitfl\;iy ? unintended unintended
! ’ consequences
identified by

stakeholders

5. IUCN One Programme Approach :
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Key evaluation questions

Sub-questions

Indicators

Source of information

Data Collection Tools

To what extent did the project
engage all constituents of the Union
in its design or implementation so
far?

Number and level of

constituents involved
in its design and
current

implementation

Country
reports

IUCN reports

progress

(i) Answers to emailed
survey

(ii) Interviews
informants
outside IUCN

of key
within and

6. Science/policy/action interface :

Key evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Source of information | Data Collection Tools
To what extent is the knowledge or | Are any academic papers planned Project documents (i) Interviews of key
science produced or disseminated by | as a (sub)-product of the project? Publicati d informants within and
the Project likely to influence policy ud_lc: 'OES ted an outside IUCN
or actions in the future? audience targeted. Country progress

Are there policy / strategy papers reports

glri?gcetq; as a (sub)-product of the Partnerships

’ contemplated for
dissemination.

7. Gender concerns
Key evaluation questions Sub-questions Indicators Source of information | Data Collection Tools
To what extent has gender been | Has gender been an explicit | Number of inclusive | Project design (i) Answers to emailed
taken into account in the design and | concern, while designing the | farmers organizations survey
implementation so far? different components of the | involved. . .

project? Count (ii) Interviews of key

Ject: Number of gender ountry PrOgress | informants within  and
commited reports outside IUCN
. organizations or
Are there any unconscious gender
. - . - departements
biases in the project design, as well involved

as in the constituency of the
project?

Existence of a gender
analysis, or lack of.

report_Annexes - March 2024
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(English version; French and Spanish version have also been utilized)

NB : The informant will try — but is not forced to - answer each question . When he/she does not have an answer , simply note: “"N/A ™

1. Relevance

Key evaluation questions

Sub-questions

IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)
To what extent is the Project | 1.1 Are the elements mentioned in the project's Theory of change (- as
fit-for-purpose to promote its currently defined-) appropriate / relevant? X X
expected combined (in t : tiviti It ific obiecti I
outcomes (re: components, It?' etr_ms ondresou:ﬁe_:,_, ?lC?IVI ies, results, specific objective, overa
as expressed in the project objective and assumptions?)
narrative):
_ 1.2 To what extent does the specific and global objectives of the project
1. Commitments to match and support the partner country’s sectoral policies and
sustainable agriculture programs? X
2. Communication of
scientific evidence of the
multiple benefits of | 1.3 In your opinion, are the project's declared target groups/beneficiaries
sustainable agriculture the actual beneficiaries of the project? X X
3. A portfolio of sustainable
Agroecological projects
1.4 If applicable: have project managers adjusted the project design
(including its intervention logic and objective structure) during X X
implementation to make it more relevant, and if so, to what extent?
1.5 Do you see the project MEL system as (i) appropriate in design, (ii)
functional , (iii) reactive? X X

If not, what is missing?
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1.6 To what extent have the data and information collected though MEL
system informed decision-making? with a view to enhancing the

project's relevance? X X
1.7 In your opinion, how far the project is relevant in terms of aligning X
and responding to the objectives of the current IUCN Programme and
other IUCN needs and priorities in relation to Agriculture
2. Coherence
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)
2.1 Does the project take | 2.1.1 Is the project in line with local people's perception of the issues?
proper account of socio-
cultural aspects ? X X X
2.1.2 To what extent were the potential partners and counterparts
i ot
consulted at the design stage of the project X X X
2.1.3 How involved were the target beneficiaries in designing and
; ) N
implementing the project? X X
2.1.4 Does the project respect local customs and have any changes made
been locally accepted / rejected ?
2.1.5 If the target groups/beneficiaries have suffered or are likely to
suffer unplanned adverse effects from the project, have the project
managers taken appropriate measures?
2.2To what extent were the | 2.2.1 How would you qualify ( on a scale of 10 - from 1 : bad to 10:
capabilities  of  different | excellent ) the relations between the project managers, the intended X X X

implementing partners and
other counterparts carefully

beneficiaries and their representatives ?
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considered in the design of

. 2.2.2 To what extent were the capabilities of different implementing X X
the Project? . . . -
partners and other counterparties carefully considered in the design of
the Project?
2.3 To what extent are | 2.3.1 How the environmental issues were actually considered/addressed
environmental aspects - in | during the different dialogue, knowledge product, tools delivered by the X X X
particular biodiversity and its | project?
influence on land health -
adequately  taken into | 2.3.2 Has the project caused or is it likely to cause environmental
account? damage? What type of protective measures have been taken? X X
Additional observations if
any
3. Efficiency
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)
3.1 Availability of means and | 3.1.1 Are the means and resources (a) financial , (b) human, (c) tools )
resources provided or made available by all responsible parties within the desired X X
timeframe so that the planned activities can be carried out?
3.1.2 Are resources monitored appropriately enough to enable activities
to be organized in the most cost-effective way? X X
3.1.3 Are project resources managed with sufficient transparency?
X X
3.1.4 Are the resources provided or made available by all responsible X X

parties at the expected cost ?
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3.1.5 To what extent have any observations and recommendations made
during monitoring been taken into account to make the project's means

and resources more appropriate? X X
3.2 Carrying out activities 3.2.1 Is a schedule of activities (or work plan) and a calendar of available
resources available and used by project managers at country level? X X
3.2.2 If activities have been delayed in their implementation, what are
the main reasons and how the team has reacted and adapted its X X
intervention?
3.3Adaptability 3.3.1 To what extent has the Project been able to adapt to any changing X X
conditions to improve the efficiency of project implementation?
4. Effectiveness
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)
4.2 Are the technologies | 4.2.1 Are the technologies promoted by the project flexible and easy to
(human and technical) | understand? X X X
introduced and used in the
project appropriate?
4.2.2 To what extent are these technologies inspired by current
practices and knowledge, contributing to the development of local X X X
knowledge and skills??
4.3 Obtaining results 4.3.1 Given the state of implementation of the project, is the specific
objective likely to be achieved? If not, what is needed ? X X
4.3.2 Which of the objectively verifiable indicators (as mentioned in the
logical framework and / or “Theory of change”) so far been achieved ? X X
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4.3.3 Have all the results planned to date been achieved?

4.3.4 Is the achievement of results regularly and satisfactorily
monitored, and are corrective measures taken where necessary?

4.4 Effectiveness in reaching
outcomes

4.4.1 How effective has the Project been in building capacities and
training stakeholders?

4.4.2 How effective has the Project been in fostering collaboration for the
generation of knowledge products?

4.4.3 To what extent have any observations and recommendations made
during monitoring been taken into account to improve the quality of
results?

4.5 Effectivnhess in multiactor
coordination

4.51 The coordination work across teams and key stakeholders has been
effective?

(0]

4.5.2 The project could foster collaboration for joint work (eg generation
of knowledge products)?

Additional observations,
if any

5. IUCN One program
approach
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Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)
5.1 To what extentdoes | 5.1.1 How does this project contribute to the IUCN One Program Policy?
the project benefit from X X
synergies with other
IUCN initiatives in the ] ] ] o ]
context in question? 5.1._2 How effective has the Project been in aligning with other IUCN
projects, knowledge products and stakeholder engagement process? X X
5.1.3 How far IUCN could invest time and fundraising resources to build
new projects in synergy with the present project?
X X X
6 Science / policy /
action interface
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions
6.1 To what extent is the | 6.1 What knowledge / references are produced by the project for X X
knowledge or science | dissemination / influence purpose?
produced or disseminated
by the Project likely to | 6.2 What are the main actors and institutions targeted by the project for X X
influence policy or actions | policy influence?
in the future?
6.3 What are the main goals reached / defined for next year regarding X X X
policy or actions influence?
Additional observations,
if any
7. Gender
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)
7.1.1 Do the project's content and methodology sufficiently reflect a
gender-sensitive approach? X X
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7 .1 How does the project

take gender equality into

account?
7.1.2 Has the project been planned on the basis of a differentiated
analysis of the target group, taking into account the gender-specific X X
characteristics of local society?
7.1.3 Are the respective interests of men and women reflected in project
implementation at target group, institutional and political levels? X X X
7.1.4 How likely is it that there will be greater equality between men
and women once the project's results and recommendations have been X X
implemented?
7.1.5 To what extent will or is the gender-sensitive approach lead to

1 i ?

greater project impact: X X

Additional observations,

if any

8. Foreseeable
effects of the
project
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier
implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)

8.1. Under its current implementation conditions, what is the probability
that the project will have effects leading to a positive impact on a scale X X X

deemed sufficient ( on a scale of 10) ?
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8.2 To what extent have any observations and recommendations made
during monitoring been taken into account to improve effects and future

impact? X X
9. about the viability /
sustainability of the
project
Key evaluation questions | Sub-questions IUCN country | IUCN External (tier

implementors region and | 3)
(tier 1)) HQ (tier 2)

9.1 Financial/economic | 9.1.1 If the services (results) require prolonged institutional support,
viability will the necessary funds be made available? Where from? X X X

9.1.2 Are the responsible institutions assuming their financial and

. T,

economic responsibilities? X X X
9.2 Whatis thedegree of | 9.2.1 To what extent have the relevant target groups and beneficiaries
ownership of the project | been actively involved in the decision-making process concerning project X X X
by the beneficiaries, and | orientation and implementation?
what might it be once the
external assistance has
ended? . o S . .

9.2.2 How likely is it that the target groups/beneficiaries will continue

to use the services offered once the external assistance has ended? X X X
9.3 What type of political | 9.3.1 Have changes in policies and priorities had an impact on the
support is provided and | project? To what extent was the project supported by the public and X X X
how much interaction is | private sectors?
there between the project
and the political level?

9.3.2 To what extent does the project strengthen the role of non-state X X X

actors as partners in policymaking and implementation?
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9.4 To what extent does
the project contribute to
institutional and
administrative capacity
building?

9.4.1 Is the project integrated into institutional structures that will
continue after the project ends? Which are they ?

9.4.2 Are project partners adequately trained and dispoe of qualified
human resources to ensure follow-up to the project (technical, financial
and administrative)?
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ANNEX 6: Supplementary material on the proposed tools

The purpose of the present ANNEX simply is to give a hint of the complexity and diversity of definitions and already
existing “tools” aiming at soil and land health assessment on one hand (ANNEX 6A), NbS characterization in
agriculture (ANNEX 6 B & C ) on the other hand . ANNEX 6D gives some succinct information on a large-scale , long-
existing experience of “Regenerative agriculture”, namely the so-called “natural farming” in Andhra Pradesh , India
; it is suggested that this experience — and similar others elsewhere (e.g. the “bocage sahélien” in Burkina Faso )
would provide a very interesting field for testing the soil and land health assessment tools.

AGTSA’s “soil and land health guidance” recommends the following steps to assess Land Health:
1.- Define clearly the objective for monitoring

2.- Document existing information

As an example, a hypothetical summary of the functions and biodiversity to be measured in a landscape (tools
extracted and available to monitor selected species or functions on the excel attached).

Description Indicators (examples) Tools (examples)
Level 1: Biodiversity in farm soils Soil organic carbon, soil = SOC measurement, Soil
Field biodiversity,  functional = functional biodiversity index
soil diversity (under development)
Visual soil assessment, SIREN
Level 2:  Biodiversity on the farm and in field Diversity of genotype, LDSF, Biobio, cool farm tool,
Farm boundaries extent of on-farm habitat = Grassland health index

(hedgerows, woodlots), (ecological health index)

farmland set-aside Butterfly monitoring scheme
Level 3: Positive and negative externalities and off- Carbon stocks, water = ROAM, STAR, LDSF, cool farm
Landscape farm actions, e.g. habitat change, connectivity = supply & quality, species @ tool, HNV, Structural
and diversity, diversity and abundance, complexity index
habitat cover
Level 4: Impacts beyond the target landscape, e.g. LDN indicators, forest and = National SDG data sets,
National downstream pollution, ocean deoxygenation, grassland cover geoFootprint,

/Glabal displaced deforestation, telecoupling

3.- Select the ecosystems typology

4.- Select the priority ecosystem functions, services and key species of the targeted area
5.- Develop a monitoring protocol with indicators at different levels

6.- Monitor selected species, natural resources and functions

7. Incorporation of the information in a common table

‘ 39
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As an example:

Measurement Functions Indicators
level

1.1  Global/
National level

1.2 Landscape
level

1.3 Farm level

integrity

1.4 Field/soil level

Biodiversity and ecosystem

Functions targeted Services targeted

Global/National level

Landscape level

EXAMPLE OF EXISTING TOOLS:
1/ FAO’s TAPE

ITCIIZ I Characterization of Agroecological Transitions (CAET):

Descriptive scales and scores for the element of "Diversity”

INDEX
Monoculture  One crop Two or three
(or no crops  covering crops
cultivated) more than
80% of
Visualization of the results of the CAET for three farms in Western Cuba at different

cultivated
stages of agroecological transition: monoculture in conventional production, recent
area transition, and advanced transition. (Lucantoni et al., 2018).

Crops

No animals  One species  Several
raised only species, with
few animals

(including fish
and insects)

Few trees Some trees
(and/or other (and/or other
perennials) of perennials)
one species  of more than ¢
only one species

>
=
"
o
w
—
=)

(and other
perennials)

Two or three  More than 3
productive productive
activities activities
(e.g. selling

2 crops, or

one crop and

one type of
animals) ’ == Cuban conventional tobacco farm

= Cuban tobacco farm in transition to agroecology
== Cuban agroecological farm

Diversity of activities,
products and services

[ 4
04
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P9l Visualization of the results of the CAET for a vulnerabl llholder farm in a degraded
agricultural area of Central Angola, before and after a project for sustainable rural
development and improved nutrition.

Responsible governance

Circular & solidarity
economy

Homan &
social values

Co-creation and
sharing of knowledge

Culture and food

100 Diversity

Synergies

Resilience

=e= Angolan smallholder household before project
== Angolan smallholder household after project

P2 Visualization of the CAET for 25 farms in Patagonia (Argentina) after using the
S

tep 1-bis Transition Typology (Tittonell et al., 2019,

30
20
10

Homan &
soclal values

Co-creation and
sharing of knowledge

Culture and food traditions

=s= Steppe farms
== Foothills farms
== mountain farms
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2/ CORNELL’s Soil health assessment tool

reflects the quantity of water that a distusbed sample of soil can store for

Available Water Capacity:
:pnh;:“u::df:;sgd:[:g::::;::;t::mwmswmdnﬁddmpamyandanhewz}ungpomt.md;s SOI L H EALTH :

‘Susface Haxdaess: is 2 measure of the maximum soil surface (0 to 6 inch depth) penetration resistance
(psi), or compacti ined using 2 field p

Subsurface Hardness: is 2 measure of the i i (psi) in the soil between

6 to 18 inch depths using  field penetrometer.

Aggregate Stability: is 2 measure of how well soil aggregates resist disintegration when hit by rain
drops. It is measured using a standardized simulated rainfall event on a sieve containing soil aggregates . ¢
between 0.25 and 2.0 mm. The fraction of soil that remains on the sieve determines the percent Source: Cornell U ‘s

2ggregate stability. Manual on the

i : is a measuse of all carbonaceous matesial that is desived from living organisms. The | .

percent OM is determined by the mass of oven dred soil lost on combustion in a 500°C furnace. ‘ Com p reh ensive

Soil Protein: s a measure of the fraction of the soil organic mattec which contains much of the Assessmentof soil health
organically bound N. Microbial activity can mineralize this N and make it available for plant uptake.
This is measured by extraction with a citrate buffer under high temperature and pressure.

i : it a measure of the metabolic activity of the soil microbial community. It is measuzed | | . i 1cri H
by se-wetting air dried soil, and capturing and quantifying carbon dioxide (CO,) produced. | NB : This multicriterion

a core criterion

PHYSICAL

PHYSICAL

- )
e i s e o7 e il porion o e s e | assessment includes
lﬂﬂablefoodmmcefo(soﬂnnmobe thus he fuel and maintain a healthy soil food web. It is
;| Pl e e e NO DIRECT
o

Add-on Indicators:

measurement of
species presence and

‘ low-groun
ially Minesalizable Nitrogen: is a combined measure of soil biological activity and substrate | belo grou d
available to mineralize nitrogen to make it available to the plant. It is measured as the change in | H H H
mineralized phnt-avaihblg nitrogen present after a seven day anaecobic incubation. biodive I'Slty
: 2 standacd soil test analysis package measutes levels of pH and plant
nutrients. Measured levels are i s in this of and excess but ‘
10 cop specific recommendations ate provided.

Add-on Indicators: |

|
Root Pathogen Pressure Rating: is 2 measure of the degree to which sensitive test-plant roots show i
symptoms of disease when grown in standardized conditions in assayed soil. Assessed by rating washed | |
£oots theough visual inspection for disease

e

ity: Salinity is 2 measure of the soluble salt ion in soil, and is d via
electrical conductivity. Sodicity is a calculation of the sodium absosption ratio (SAR) and is measured
using ICP sp Tto ine Na~, Ca**, Mg™ fons and using an equation to calculate
the absosption satio.

CHEMICAL

Heavy Metals: is 2 measure of levels of metals of possible concern to human or plant health. They are
measured by digesting the soil with d acid at high

‘P

Recent history of academic papers containing

the three terms, from 2011-21
Source :
AGROECOLOGY, REGENERATIVE
AGRICULTURE, AND NATURE-BASED
SOLUTIONS ; Competing framings of
food system sustainability in global
policy and funding spaces — Source:
iPES FOOD ; Inst. Devt. Studies , 2022

N

AGROECOLOGY

®

NATURE BASED
SOLUTIONS

@
REGENERATIVE o0
AGRICULTURE
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3/ Examples of use of a soil health assessment tool ( VSA ) in Viet nam in the framework
of AGTSA

Field/Soil level:Soil health assessment for 3 rice crops in Dong Thap province with VSA methods
Table 1: Visual soil asessment (VSA) result : Moderate

VISUALSOILASSESSMENT

Visual indicators Visual score (VS) Weighting | VS ranking
of soil quality 0 = Poor condition

1= Moderate condition
2 = Good condition

Soil texture 1 x3 3 .

Soil Structure 1 x3 3 Fleld IeVeI °
Soil porosity 1 3 3 Example of soil assessment
soil colour 0.75 x2 15 in Viet Nam
Number and colour of soil mottles 0.5 x2 1

Potential rooting depth, m 0.5 x3 1.5

Surface ponding 2 x1 2

Surface crusting and surface cover 2 X2 4

Soil erosion (wind/water) 2 X2 4

SOIL QUALITY INDEX (sum of VS ranking) 23

Soil Quality Assessment Soil Quality Index

Poor <15

Moderate 15-30

Good > 30

Soil health assessment for 3 rice crops in Dong Thap province based on VSA methods:

4007 Farm level : Diversity of aboveground

pest species—

30.041 continuous rice farming system
25.0 4

35.0 1 34.0

=
=
2
(=]
Species

20.0 4

29349 15.0 4
Natural enemies 10.0 -

Harmful species 5.0 3.0

0.0 -

H o

Natural i Har Har

Numbers of aboveground pest species in triple rice in
August 2023 - Cao Lanh district - Dong Thap

Natural enemies = Harmfulness species = Harmlessness species

Numbers of different functional pest groups in triple rice from
RIPMS in August 2023 (Cao Lanh district - Dong Thap)

[ 4

43
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The rationale of the section is to give examples of the abundance and diversity of positions and
approaches regarding NbS.

I/ Synonymous generic terms and their interpretation in the NbS framework

Among the approaches that capture complex interactions between humans and nature are some with
a distinct focus on farming practices, such as sustainable agriculture (Daryanto et al., 2018),
ecological intensification (Garibaldi et al., 2019), climate-smart agriculture (FAO, 2013), and some
more conceptual, such as, agroecology (de Schutter and Vanloqueren, 2011), functional
agrobiodiversity (Delbaere et al., 2014), ecosystem services (Holt et al., 2016; Karabulut et al., 2019),
and landscape approach (Holt et al., 2016). Some turn to nature for solutions, for instance ecological
engineering uses, mimics, recovers, or modifies ecosystems to reduce or solve a pollution or resource
problem in an ecologically sound way (Haller et al., 2018), similar to ecological infrastructure (Rosas-
Ramos et al., 2018) and green infrastructure (GI). Others again focus more on the stewardship and
use of land resources while assuring long term environmental functions, such as Sustainable Land
Management (Altieri and Nicholls, 2017). The Nature's Contributions to People framework involves
positive and negative contributions of living nature, or ecosystem goods and services for the quality
of life to people, stressing the role of culture and local knowledge (Diaz et al., 2018).

Table A6. B1 Excerpt from: NBS Framework for Agricultural Landscapes in : Front. Environ. Sci., 05
August 2021
Sec. Interdisciplinary Climate Studies Volume 9 - 2021 | https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2021.678367

Generic terms Interpretation in the framework for NBS in agriculture
Conservation agriculture Sustainable practices

Climate-smart agriculture Sustainable practices (depend on the CSA practice)

Low emissions agriculture Sustainable practices (mitigation)

Organic agriculture Sustainable practices

Resilient agriculture Sustainable practices

Sustainable agriculture Sustainable practices

Landscape approach NBS on a larger scale

Landscape ecology Similar to NBS without agriculture focus

Functional agrobiodiversity Synonym to NBS

Nature’s contributions to People | Synonym to NBS, with cultural focus and focus on whole
(NCP) ecosystems

Ecosystem services Essential functions of NBS

Agroecology Subset of NBS, conservation

A habitat which has been affected directly or indirectly by human

Semi-natural habitat activity: hence NBS if it fits one of the NBS activity categories

Management NBS is a management tool

Sustainable forest management Subset of NBS,

(SFM)

. sustainable practices with long-term mitigation and conservation
Sustainable land management -
(SLM) objectives
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Generic terms

Interpretation in the framework for NBS in agriculture

Integrated land management

(ILM)

Integrated coastal zone | Subset of NBS at landscape scale, can involve green
management (ICM) infrastructure, adaptation and ameliorative functions

Sloping Land Agriculture . . .
Technology (SALT) Subset of NBS, sustainable practices and GI technologies
_Sustalnable and resilient Subset of NBS, broader than GI

infrastructure

Ecological infrastructure

Subset of NBS, using whole ecosystems

Ecological engineering

Subset of NBS, engineering within ecosystems

Restoring natural flows

Management of water, using natural processes, may be an
element of several NBS activity categories

Water harvesting

A subset of soil conservation

Low impact development

Stormwater urban GI

Building with nature

Synonym of GI

Multifunctional systems

Depends on context, can be considered as sustainable practices

Low emission
strategies

development

Depends on context

Ecosystem based adaptation

NBS to reduce adverse climate impacts

Ecosystem-based disaster risk
reduction

NBS for disaster risk reduction

Community based adaptation

Depends on context, can involve NBS to reduce adverse climate
impacts

Ecological intensification

Depends on context

Sustainable intensification

Depends on context, can be considered as sustainable practices
that reduce agricultural pollutants to soil and waters

Precision agriculture

No defined NBS objective, can be considered as reducing
agricultural pollutants to soil and waters

Good Agricultural Practice

No defined NBS objective, can be considered as reducing
agricultural pollutants to soil and waters, contributing to
improving soil health

Bio-engineering

Broader than NBS and GI: application of principles of biology
and the tools of engineering to create usable, tangible,
economically viable products

Responsible  Investment in
Agriculture and Food Systems

Depends on context, can be considered as social benefit of NBS,
or a corporate social responsibility (CSR) investment to NBS
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Criterla

1. NbS effectively

address socletal
challenges

2. Design of NbS Is
Informed by scale

3. NbS result in a net
galn to blodiversity and
ecosystem Iintegrity™

Nb& must be designed
s aresponse o a
societal challenge as
described by IUCN

NDS design must
recognise the
complexity and
uncertainty that occur
in living dynamic land/
seascapes. Scale applies
to the biophysical,
geographic perspective
and the influence of
economic systems,
policy frameworks and
cultural perspectives

NbS design and
Implementation must
avoid undermining the
integrity of the system
and instead proactively
seek to enhance the
functionality and
connectivity of the

2T, ensuring
long-term resilience and
durability of NbS

COOPERATIVE D'EXPERTS ENGAGES

IUCN Global Standard for NbS criteria and indicators.
(Source: Nature-based Solutions for corporate climate targets, IUCN 2023)

Indical

The most pressing societal challenge(s) for rights-holders and
beneficiaries are prioritised

The societal challenge(s) addressed are clearly understood
and decumented

Human well-being outcomes arising from the NbS are
identified, benchmarked and periodically assessed

The design of the NbS recognises and responds to
interactions between the economy, society and ecosystems

The design of the NbS is integrated with other
complementary interventions and secks synergies across
sectors

The design of the NbS incorporates risk identification and risk
management beyond the intervention site

The NbS actions directly respond to evidence-based
assessment of the current state of the ecosystem and
prevailing drivers of degradation and loss

Clear and measurable blodiversity conservation outcomes are
identified, benchmarked and periodically assessed

Monitoring includes periodic assessments of unintended
adverse consequences on nature arising from the NbS

Opportunities to enhance ecosystem integrity and
connectivity are identified and incorporated into the NbS
strategy

4. NbS are economically
viable

The economic feasibility
of NDS projects, the
return on investment,
the efficiency and
effectiveness of the
intervention, and equity
in the distribution of
benefits and costs are
key determinants of
success for an NbS

The direct and indirect benefits and costs associated with
the NbS —who pays and who benefits — are identified and
documented

A cost-effectiveness study is provided to support the choice
of NbS, including the likely impact of any relevant regulations
and subsidies

The effectiveness of the NbS design is justified against
available alternative solutions, considering any associated
externalities

The NbS design considers a portfolio of resourcing options,
such as market-based, public sector, voluntary commitments
and actions to support regulatory compliance
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E. NbS are based on
inclusive, transparent
and empowering
governance processes.

ke )

6. NbS equitably balance
trade-offs between the
achievement of their
primary goal(s) and the
continued provision of
multiple benefits

=

MBS must acknowledge,
involve and respond

to the concerns of a
wvariety of stakeholders,
especially rights-
holders, and have

. governance
arrangements in place
that adhere to prevailing
legal and regulatory
provisions, with clear
legal responsibilities

NbS propononts

must acknowledoge

the trade-offs in land
and natural resources
managerment and follow
a lair, transparent and
inclusive process to
balance and manage
them over both time
and geocgraphic space

A defined and fully agreed upon feedback and grievance
resolution mechanism is available to all stakeholders before
an Nbs intervention is initiated

Participation is based on mutual respect and equality,
regardless of gender, age or social status, and upholds the
right of Indigenous peoples to free, prior and informed
consent

Stakeholders who are directhy and indirectly affected by the
MNbS have been identified and involved in all processes of the
NbS intervention

Decision-making processes docurment and respond to
the rights and interests of all participating and affected
stakeholders

Where the scale of the NbS extends boyond jurisdictional
boundaries, mechanisms are established to enable joint
decision-making of the stakeholders in the affected
Jurisdictions

The potential costs and benefits of associated trade-offs of
the NbS intervention are explicitly acknowledged and inform
saleguards and any appropriale corrective actions

The potential costs and benefits of associated trade-offs of
the NBS intervention are explicitly acknowledged and inforrm
safeguards and any appropriate corrective actions

The rights, usage of and access 1o land and resources,
along with the responsibilities of different stakeholders, are
acknowledged and respected

The established saleguards are periodically reviewed to
ensure that mutually agreed trade-off limits are respected
and do not destabilise the entire NbS

7. NbS are managed
adaptively, based on
evidence

-

MNbS implernantation
must include provisions
to enable adaptive
ranagement as a
response to uncertainty
and as an oplion o
harness ecosystern
resilience effectively

An NbS strategy is established and used as. a basis for regular
monitoring and evaluation of the interventi

A monitoring and evaluation plan is developed and
implementad throughout the intervention lifecycle

Adramework for iterative learning thal enables adaplive
management is applied throughout the intervention lifecycle

The NbS desian, implementation and lessons learnt are
shared to trigger transformative chan:

8. NbS are sustainable
and malnstreamed
within an appropriate
Jurisdictional context

NbS interventions

must be designed and
managed to ensure
long-Lterrm sustainability,
considering working
with and allgnlng with

The NbS informs and enhances facilitating policy
and regulation frameworks to support its uptake and
mainstreaming

Where relevant, the NbS contributes to national and global
targets for human well-being, climate change, biodiversity
and hurman rights, including the United Nations Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)




TERD

COOPERATIVE D'EXPERTS ENGAGES

Table A7.2 (source: Simelton et al . in: Simelton E, et al. (2021) ; NBS Framework for Agricultural Landscapes. Front. Environ. Sci: 678367.doi:

10.3389/fenvs.2021.678367 ; supplementary material )

Here, ++ and + denote more and less demonstrated secondary functions and (+) a possibility to select species that further contribute to the function.

NBS typology

Literature review

Sustainable
infrastructure

Bioremediation

Conservation

Demonstrable
primary function

engineering

a | Must have a beneficial
biochemical, biological

or microbial function

Must have a species

preservation benefit

Key references

*) added after the
literature search

Generic Practice c g 5 2 " 5 EED
] 4 ) o i = =) 2 5 =0
] + ) = 0 e c - O o L >~
) c © 4= o © © © 5 o E 2 v
=) o El 5 o i 5 © e o ==
= = = i — % = o S a > s ©
@ =] IS] © IS ) © () o I Q3
o 2 = ) & (7]
a c o ) () a o 3 5 c O
| N mE8 - N m5 | - N mZ — 5 NS &
— — - E| o I N ® ™ ™ ) <+ © <+ 0T
Agricultur | Inter-cropping + ++ (Iverson et al., 2014)*
e with legumes
Irrigated Irrigation + (+)
agricultur | systems
e smart
management
systems
Agrofores | Alley + (McIvor et al., 2017;
try with Wolz  and DelLucia,
and/or trees 2018)
Reference database for
tree selection (ICRAF,
2021)*
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NBS typology

Literature review

Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must have a | Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species | ,
- - . . . ) . . . ) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice c g 5 2 " 5 LES
IS) 0 u| o G = = 25 =30
e - ) = 0 C O = >~
O c © ©= o © © O 5 O & 2 o
3 Q E e o +— + O ®© [e) > Q
© fu = (O] n E B b = > S ©
o = 5 "E; = = o 17} o P o O
jul > (o) wn o — ') n to ]
a c o 2 ) Q aQ a 5 C c O
| N w8 A N @& | = N oF ~ 3 NS
— — - E| « N N® ™ ™ ) < © <+ 0T
Silvo-pastoral + + + + + + (Chandler et al., 2018)
systems for
livestock
husbandry
Silvo-arable ++ (+ | + ++ | + ++ (Golosov and Belyaev,
systems for ) 2013; Zhu et al., 2019)
cultivation;
intercropping
Silvicultur | Reduced impact | ++ + + (Hoque Mozumder et
e logging al., 2018)
Continuous ++ + + + + + (Angelstam and
forest cover Lazdinis, 2017)
Native species | + + + + + (+) (+) (+) (+) (Chu et al., 2019)
plantations +
Aquacultu | Multi-trophic + ++ ++ (d'Oultremont and
re aquaculture Gutierrez, 2002; Li et
al., 2019)
Agri-/ Faunal-aquatic | ++ + + (Mohanty et al., 2009)*
Aquacultu | systems
re
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NBS typology

Literature review

Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species *) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice < 2 s 8 " 5 _ S
S 0 ol © i = = 25 SO
) + +~ = 0 C = >~
9] c © 4= o © © =] 8E 2o
= 2 El 5 o 3 5 © S e o o
= = = L — & = 2 s a > s ©
o 5 T| ® S 0 5 ke’ ] i 93
a c o = 7] 1) a a g o ¥
| N w8 A N @& | = N omE —~ 3 NS
— — - E o~ N N® ™ ™ ™ 0 <+ © <+ 0T
Horti-/ Silvo-aquatic ++ + + (Rahman and Mahmud,
Aquacultu | systems 2018)
re
Cover crops (+) (+ (Daryanto et al., 2018)
)
Soil Contour +
conser- planting
vation . .
Conservation + + (Singh et al., 2019)
tillage
Planted grass | (+) + ++ + (+) (Are et al., 2018; Huang
strips et al., 2019; Lenka et
al., 2017; Sinore et al.,
2018)
Planted brush | (+) ++ | ++ (+ (Ebabu et al., 2019)
structures )
Trees or shrubs ++ + (+)
planted
principally for
soil
conservation
purposes
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NBS typology Literature review
Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must have a | Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species |
- - . . . ) . . . ) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice c g 5 2 " 5 LES
S| g @ 3 3 75 | 2 £5 | 59
e - ) = 0 C ° = >~
O c © ©= o © © O 5 O & 2 o
3 Q E e o +— + O ®© [e) > Q
© fuy = (O] n > © [ = S = ©
o frs] = += = = ° H o o o o
jul > o © (o) wn o — ') n to ]
a c o 2 ) Q aQ a 5 C c O
— N nO ~ m S — o~ mn o -9 ~NES
- M . E - - - 2 - . = QO = - 0OV
— — — o o N »n ™ ™ ™M »n < © < 0
Hedgerows; (+) ++ (+ (+) (Gatto et al.,, 2019;
live fences ) Holden et al., 2019)
Terracing made | (+) | (+ (+ | + (Zuazo et al., 2011)
with living ) )
plants forming
a key structural
element
Sloping + ++ | ++
agricultural
land technology
(SALT)
Geotextiles + (+) + ++ (Bhattacharyya et al.,
made from 2012)
straw and
bamboo (with
contour
planting)
Fallow land with ++
active
management
interventions
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NBS typology

Literature review

Sustainable

practices

Green

infrastructure

Bioremediation

Conservation

Demonstrable

essential

primary function

Must
productive

have

element

Must
structural
engineering
function

have

a | Must have a beneficial
biological

biochemical,
or microbial function

Must have a species
preservation benefit

Generic

Practice

1.1 production

1.2 nutrients

1.3
microclimate

2.1 water flows
2.2 soil erosion

2.3 stabilise
slopes

3.1 pollutants
3.2 biota

3.3 carbon
sequestration

biological
diversity (field)
connectivity
(landscape)

4.1
4.2

Key references

*) added after the

literature search

Mulching;
crop residue
incorporation

+
+

(Are et al., 2018)

Nurse plants in
productive
plantations

(Lu et al., 2018)

Water
harvesting
systems of
collectors,
drains,
and
ponds;
trenches;
planted pits

sinks
storage
field

++

(Mishra and Mohanty,
2004)*

Soil
conser-
vation

Shelterbelts as
wind breaks

++

++ +

(Xie et al., 2018)

Encouraged
bioturbation

++

(Hoang et al., 2018)

Ameliorat
ion

Phytoremediati
on of soil
conditions

(+)

(+

(+)

++

(Zhang et al., 2019)
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NBS typology Literature review
Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must have a | Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species | ,
- - . . . ) . . . ) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice c g 5 ﬁ " 5 c E =)
o [ o o8| G| = e 25 o0
) +— — e} c O = >~
O c © ©= o © © O 5 O & 2 o
3 Q E e o +— + O ®© [e) > Q
F = = 8| _ o = 3 5 s> F=l
o 5 S ®| B n S 9 2 @ 9o
a c o 2 o L} a e} g o L5
N w8 A N @& | o N @oF -2 NES
— — - E I N N® ™ ™ ) < © <+ 0T
Phytoremediati ++ (Gikas et al., 2018)
on of water
quality
Buffer zones ++ + (Aguiar Jr et al., 2015;
Anbumozhi et al., 2005)
Denitrifying ++ + (Hassanpour et al.,
bioreactors that 2019; Sarris and
use woodchips Burbery, 2018; Woli et
or other organic al., 2010)
processes
Pollutant ++ (Hassanpour et al.,
bioremediation 2019; Quintella et al.,
2019; Sharma et al.,
2018)
Vegetation filter + + + (Gene et al., 2019)
strips / grass
buffer strips
Vegetated + + + (Vymazal and
drainage ditch Brezinova, 2015)
Constructed ++
Wetlands | reed beds and
cleaning pond
systems
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NBS typology

Literature review

Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must have a | Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species |
- - . . . ) . . . ) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice < 2 < ﬁ " _§ c S =)
b= 2 I e @ 5 1= c O o U >~
O c © ©= o © © O 5 O & 2 o
3 Q E e o +— + O ®© [e) > Q
F = = 8| _ o = 3 5 s> F=l
o 5 S ®| B n S 9 2 @ 9o
a c o 2 o L} a e} g o L5
N w8 A N @& | o N @oF -2 NES
— — - E o~ N N® ™ ™ ™ 0 <+ © <+ 0T
Constructed ++ + (Chapman, 2012; Gikas
wetlands et al., 2018; Lee et al.,
2014)
Water ++
treatment
wetlands
Riparian + (+ + + (Anbumozhi et al.,
wetland ) 2005; Li et al.,, 2019;
management; Mander et al., 2017;
buffer zones Wang et al., 2018)
Ponds for + (Mtibaa et al., 2018)
sediment
collection
Vegetated + ++ (Gene et al., 2019)
swales
Ponds for water ++ (Jia et al., 2019)
treatment
Wetlands  for ++
ecological
diversification
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NBS typology

Literature review

Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must have a | Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species |
- - . . . ) . . . ) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice < 2 s 8 " 5 _ S
] 0 o) o ‘G = = 25 o0
) + +~ = 0 C = >~
9] c © 4= o © © =] 8E 2o
3 Q E e o +— + O ®© [e) > Q
© fuy = (O] n > © [ = S = ©
o frs] = += = = ° H o o o o
jul > o © (o) wn o — ') n to ]
a c o 2 ) Q aQ a 5 C c O
— o~ M -~ o~ m S - N mng -9 NSG§
— — - E| « N NG ™ ™ 7] < © <+ o<
Ponds for +
ecological
diversification
Floodplain ++
designated
storage area
Re-connected / ++ + + (Schilling et al., 2017;
reconstructed Sgouridis et al., 2011)
floodplain
Riparian forest ++ + + (Angelstam and
Lazdinis, 2017; Turunen
et al., 2019)
Mangrove + ++ ++ (Dat and Yoshino, 2013;
forest planting Hoque Mozumder et al.,
2018)
Biodiversi | Protected areas + ++ ++
ty conser-
vati Remnant forest ++
ation
/ grassland /
wetland
patches;
ecological focus
areas
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NBS typology Literature review
Sustainable Green Bioremediation Conservation Key references
practices infrastructure
Demonstrable essential | Must have a | Must have a | Must have a beneficial | Must have a species |
- - . . . ) . . . ) added after the
primary function productive structural biochemical, biological | preservation benefit .
. . . - . literature search
element engineering or microbial function
function
Generic Practice < 2 s 8 " 5 _ S
S 0 ol © i = = 25 SO
) + +~ = 0 C = >~
9] c © 4= o © © =] 8E 2o
3 Q E e o +— + O ®© [e) > Q
© fuy = (O] n > © [ = S = ©
o frs] = += = = ° H o o o o
ful 3 8 © [e) n (@] — ') n to ]
a c o 2 ) Q aQ a 5 5 c O
| a o8 4 8 m5 | - N g > NS &
— — - E o~ N N® ™ ™ ™ 0 <+ © <+ 0T
Multifunctional + + + + ++ ++ (Mtibaa et al., 2018)
land use with +
conservation
provision
Wildflower + ++ ++ (Ganser et al., 2019)
verges or other
pollinator
habitat
Agro- + ++
biodiversity:
use of varied
provenances of
seed or
livestock
Beneficial ++ ++ ++ (Rosas-Ramos et al.,
predator 2018)
species
o (O
ntrol ’
(pest control) 2021)*
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NbS for agriculture landscapes

Source: Simelton E, et al. (2021); NBS Framework for Agricultural Landscapes. Front. Environ. Sci:
678367.doi: 10.3389/fenvs.2021.678367

TABLE 2 | The NBS framework for agricultural landscapes.

Essential function

1. Sustainable practices
Must have a productive
element

2. Green infrastructure
Must have a structural
engineering function

3. Amelioration

Must have a beneficial
biochemical, biological or
microbial function

4. Conservation
Must have a species
preservation benefit

Nature-based solution
contributory mechanism

1.1 Sustain or increase agricultural production by
means other than standard approaches to the
availability of water or nutrients, or plant breeding

1.2 Retain or increase available nutrients in soil,
water and plants, in plant-or animal-available forms

1.3 Improve microclimate at the soil surface or in
the cropping zone, by beneficial regulation of any
combination of moisture, humidity, air movement or
temperature

2.1 Regulate water flows (energy, rate or volume)
on soil surfaces, in soil masses and at water body
peripheries

2.2 Prevent soil erosion by armouring a slope or
watercourse bank, or by catching eroding material
(safeguard topsoil quantity)

2.3 Enhance slope stability against shallow mass
failures by roots or other natural products increasing
soil shear resistance, anchoring through failure
planes and supporting soil masses by buttressing
and arching (safeguard soil masses)

3.1 Remove, degrade or contain pollutants in
water, soil or air through any one or combination of
natural physical, chemical or biological agents (bio-
and phytoremediation)

3.2 Restore or stimulate beneficial biota for soil
health, pollination or pest control, in the soil, cropping
zone or nearby environment

3.3 Remove or store atmospheric carbon in soils or
plants

4.1 Increase or protect biological diversity and
habitat, either wild or modified (field scale)

4.2 Enhance connectivity, area or health of
ecosystems (large scale)

Indicative spatial scale of impact

Unit

Field

Field

Field or
landscape

Field or
catchment

Field or
catchment

Field or
landscape

Field or
catchment

Global

Field

Catchment or
landscape

People

Household: income and
food

Household: income and
food

Household: income and
food

Community: vulnerability
and well-being

Household: income and
food

Community: vulnerability
and health

Household: income and
food

Community: vulnerability
and health

Household: income and
food

Community: vulnerability
and well-being

Household: income and
food

Community: vulnerabifity
and health

Household: income and
food

All societies: vulnerability
to climate change

Household: income and
food

Community:
vulnerability, health and
well-being

Indicative
temporal scale
of effectiveness

Short to medium
term

Short to medium
term

Short to long term

Medium term

Medium term

Medium term

Medium term

Short to medium
term

Medium to long
term

Medium to long
term

Long term

Source: Landscape from ICIMOD (htto://www.icimod.org/?q=rps_riverbasins). Wave (2.1) Abstract vector created by freepik - www.freepik.com. Landslide (2.3) original icon from www.
clipartmax.com. Bee (3.2) and tree (4.1) original icons made by Smashicons from www. flaticon.com, Cow (3.8) icon made by Nhor Phai from www.fiaticon.com. All other icons made by

Freepik from www.flaticon.com.
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NbS at landscape level

: Slope stability )
f,\4 —

Prevent erosion /,{

—

Water regulationj)

S —

Microclimate

P

/
-’

Production )
—

Note : The corresponding numbers are found in the above Table .

Source: Landscape from ICIMOD (http://www.icimod.org/?q_rps_riverbasins).
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6 D: A large-scale example of regenerative agriculture: the Andhra
Pradesh Community -driven Natural Farming — APCNF

A large-scale example of Agroecology ? APCNF =
Andhra Pradesh Community-managed Natural Farming

The Principles of “Natural Farming” (close to “regenerative farming”) are:
O Soil to be covered with Crops 365 Days
O Minimal Disturbance of Soil
O biostimulants as necessary catalysts
O Use of indigenous seed
O Diverse Crops, trees 15-20 crops

O Integrate animals into farming

O increase organic residues on the soil

O Pest management through botanical extracts

O NO Synthetic Fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides

ure-1- d Non ici practices for pest and disease
management in Black gram/Green gram, Jowar, Gingelly and Minor Millets- Korra
| Monitoring
method tor Source: https://apcnf.in/packageof-practices/
decision-making
Prophylactic / on use of

| st
No

Name of
| the item

Preventive Methods/
non-negotiables

reactive/curative
method.

Curative / Reactive
method

1.Black gram/Green gram

I. Major Pests )
i)Raising of inter crops

1

Flea Beetles

White/Yellow sticky

and border crops-

traps @10-15/acre

i)Spray Neemastram
@200litre/acre or

APCNF promotes GOOD PRACTICES

romotes beneficial ii)5% NSKE . .
heects . such as ZERO synthetic chemical
i) Border crops with 3-4 re . . . .
rows of Jowar/Maize fertilisers, pesticides, herbicides,
7 Thrips Grow Marigold as Trap | i. Blue sticky Spraying of . .
[ crop (200nos/acre) traps @10- Neemastram during Weedl(:ldes
15/Acre Initial stage and 5%
NSKE (5 kg neem seed
ii. Watch for in 100 lit water) at
beneficiary later stages.
| insects viz Lady
| bird beetles and
Lace wing bugs
e l|ma . = etc.,
3 | White fly i) Raising of inter crops | Erection of Yellow' | i)Spray Neemastram
and border crops- sticky traps 10- @200litre/acre
promotes beneficial 15/acre ii)5% NSKE
insects iii)Vitex (vavilaku)
i) Border crops with 4 kashayam
raws of Jowar/Maize
|4 Tobacco i.Adopt crop rotation i.Pheromone traps | i. At early stage
‘caterpillar ii.Trap crop : Castor @ 8-10 /acre. Neemastram-

iii.Border crop: Maize, | ii.Release of egg 200It/acre
Sorghum parasitoid 1i.Spraying of
vi.1 light trap /acre Trichogramma @ Agnastram- 4 Its in
v.Bird perches @8- 50,000 adults (in 100 Itrs of water/acre
10/acre. the form of Tricho | (or) at advance instar
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iii. Spray Garlic chilli
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Re-thinking food systems in Andhra Pradesh, India - How Natural Farming could feed the future

Current challenges in India call
for food systems that:

Make farming viable and

Produce sufficient, resilient, reducing its
safe, healthy, adequate inherent physical and
and nutritious food, \  economic hardships,
accessible toall. . risks and challenges.

Create employment and
provide good incomes for |
smallscale producers,
especlally youth, to /
reduce inequalities. <

Strengthen local capabilities,
selt-sufficiency, autonomy

Regenerate nature and -
biodiversity and reverse and resilience to external
natural resources degradation, Y & shocks and crises.
including soil, water, air S =
and ecosystems 7 0 o=
222
Reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and mitigate
the effects of climate
change
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ANNEX 7: Summaries of some projects presented as “"Case
studies”

Flood-based agriculture in the upper Mekong delta floodplain

Location: Upper Mekong Delta, Vietham
Main implementing organisation: International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)

Other implementing organisation: World Bank, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development,
Provincial Governments of Long An, Dong Thap and An Giang

T'ype of NbS intervention: Type 2 (solution for sustainable management of restored and managed
ecosystems, including innovative land-use planning protocols)

Case overview: Triple rice mono-cropping by poldering has been the dominant agricultural practice in
the floodplains of the Mekong Delta, resulting in significant losses of the seasonal floodplain in the Delta4
as well as a decline of ecosystem functions, including reduced land fertility, declining flood resilience and
decreased aquatic habitat and biodiversity. The negative impacts caused by increased flood risk also
caused transboundary challenges between Vietnam and Cambodia. Based on documented farmer
knowledge and experience, IUCN promoted and improved locally practiced, flood-based (wetland)
agriculture and livelihood models in the Viethamese provinces of An Giang, Dong Thap and Long An.
Flood-based livelihoods were encouraged as a financially viable, low risk alternative to triple rice cropping,
to enhance economic and social resilience as well as to conserve and restore the biodiversity found in
Mekong Delta freshwater wetlands/floodplains.

The NbS intervention considered three systems: floating rice systems, lotus farming systems and rice
aquaculture systems. Due to increasing weather extremes, hybrid solutions were also explored
(combination of dykes and floodplains), to enable controlled flooding and adaptive approaches to
overcome risks of drought and to manage the arrival and recession of floods. While the main focus of the
NbS intervention was on farmers adding an additional flood-based crop in open flood (no dyke) and flood
control zones (low dyke), the utility of replacing low value irrigated crops with higher value flood-based
crops in closed control zones (high dyke) was also considered. In order to achieve the full set of
biodiversity and human wellbeing benefits derived from moderated floods, interventions need to be scaled
up across the entirety of the Mekong Delta floodplain. To do so, a follow-up project is currently being
developed under the Green Climate Fund (GCF).

Table 1 : Characteristics and benefits of flood-based agriculture in the upper Mekong delta floodplain based
on the criteria of the IUCN Global Standard for Nature-based Solutions™

Overall Adequate adherence with the IUCN Global Standard for Nature-
assessment based Solutions™

Intervention The concept of flood-based agriculture as an NbS emerged as part of a
status larger Programme of Work starting with the 2013 Mekong Delta Plan, which

leveraged a number of projects that explored its feasibility. Initial studies of
farmer initiatives and proof of concept in IUCN pilot sites were completed
between 2015 and 2018. These fed into the design and implementation of
similar projects in the region (e.g. those by the World Bank, IUCN and FAO).
Efforts towards an IUCN-led large-scale and transformative GCF-funded
project for the Mekong Delta will build on and scale up the results of the
various initiatives and enhance.
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The major flood in 2011 demonstrated the increased damages incurred due
to loss of floodplains/retention areas in the Upper Mekong Delta caused by
an intensification of rice farming. A debate over the sustainability of
intensified rice farming policies that use poldering emerged. The range of
societal challenges and benefits were captured in the 2013 Mekong Delta
Plan and the preparations for a World Bank investment project (Mekong
Delta Integrated Climate Resilience and Sustainable Livelihoods Project
(ICRSL)) through consultations and interviews with farmers as well as in
scientific literature. They included loss of the Mekong Delta floodplain and
thus flood absorption capacity due to intensive rice growing by poldering,
reduction of land fertility and aquifer recharge area, decline of aquatic
habitats and biodiversity as well as growing socio-economic inequality due
to greater input costs to compensate for increased pest risk, lost fisheries,
sediment and soil fertility.

The design of the intervention recognised the challenges across the Mekong
Delta, which were also captured in the 2013 Mekong Delta Plan. The NbS
intervention strategically addressed knowledge gaps, capacity needs of
farmers and regional planning challenges, working collaboratively with other
similar initiatives. The intervention responded to interactions between the
environment and society in terms of improving livelihoods through flood-
based agriculture. The economic component was not sufficiently considered
in the design of the initial intervention, though marketable products were
identified. While initial IUCN pilot interventions remained limited and small-
scale, collaboration across similar projects and recent policy developments
currently support the development of a large-scale intervention across the
1.4 million ha of the Upper Mekong Delta floodplain.

The focus of the intervention was on modified wetland ecosystems (formally
zoned as agricultural land under private tenure) and thus excluded practices
carried out in protected and conserved areas. In light of the extensive
scientific evidence on the risks of rice intensification, it was possible to
assess the status of ecosystems as well as drivers of change and biodiversity
loss. Due to the rather small scale of the IUCN pilot interventions, no
concrete data or monitoring frameworks to capture the positive biodiversity
outcomes were implemented. Instead, outcomes were captured in general
terms, including provisioning, regulating, supporting and cultural functions of
the floodplain. Detailed monitoring for potential, unintended adverse
consequences on nature arising from the intervention was not carried out.
Key investments in biodiversity outcomes[16]: [ Investments into 450 ha of
flood-based livelihoods to enhance ecosystem functions of floodplains,
which resulted in the conservation or restoration of approx. 6.7 million m3 of
flood retention capacity supporting aquifer recharge, the reduction in land
subsidence and the conservation or restoration of aquatic
habitat/biodiversity; additional benefits were observed from wild fisheries,
mitigation of river erosion through the re-establishment of natural hydrology
of seasonal flooding and increased land fertility, including through sediment
deposition due to the seasonal flooding.

The study for a GCF proposal revealed that several hundred thousand
farmers and a number of downstream towns would benefit financially from
flooding if seasonal flood-based agriculture were applied. In addition, cost-
benefit analyses were carried out on the profitability of flood-based crops and
the cropping system as a whole in comparison to mono-rice cropping. The
NbS intervention did not consider the development of clear value chains and
business models, which hampered securing long-term funding sources to
maintain the NbS. Instead, the intervention relied on short-term, project-
based grant funding. The planned GCF project could help overcome some
of these shortcomings. Key expected economic benefits[16]: O flood-based
livelihoods have the potential to be 1.5 to five times more profitable than
intensive rice cropping; floating rice systems could generate around USD
6,400 per ha per year, while triple rice cropping systems generate only USD
3,100 per ha per year; where farmers add a flood-based crop in open flood
or flood control zones, additional income between USD 2,293 — USD 5,744
per ha per year could be generated depending on the flood-based agriculture
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system applied; in open flood and flood control zones, no investments need
to be made towards flood management, while in closed control zones (high
dykes), sluice coordination by the local government is necessary; flood-
based agriculture could serve as an incentive to stop conversion of low dykes
to high dykes, which in turn helps preserve the floodplains in the Upper
Mekong Delta.

A No grievance mechanism was put in place for the IUCN pilot NbS
interventions, due to the small-scale and limited number of farmers involved.
A grievance mechanism was put in place for the larger scale World Bank
ICRSL project implementation as was required by World Bank safeguard
policies. A stakeholder analysis provided insights into which stakeholders
were directly and indirectly affected. Stakeholders provided inputs into the
regional vision and plans for phasing out intensive triple rice crop farming. In
addition, since farmers have private tenure over their land, farmer
participation in decision-making and ownership of such decisions was
essential. National Resolution 120 entitied “For a sustainable and climate
resilient Mekong Delta” and Decision 593 defined the roles and
responsibilities of different actors in decision-making processes and
recognised the need for policy reform rather than small-scale community-
based solutions. The forthcoming Green Climate Fund proposal recognises
that transboundary solutions and coordination betweenViet nam and
Cambodia should be sought

Several cost-benefit analyses provided insights into the main trade-offs. To
compensate farmers for conserving and restoring ecosystem services of the
floodplains, they received support to cover the costs of the transition to flood-
based agriculture and resist pressures to convert additional low dyke areas
into closed control zones with high dykes. The government issued Decision
593 and Resolution 120 that defined the need for an inter-provincial
coordination mechanism. However, it is not yet operational. This constitutes
a shortcoming for the NbS intervention. For the World Bank ICRSL project,
social and environmental safeguards were put in place. However, the limits
of trade-offs were not discussed in detail. In some areas a hybrid model was
used, with low dykes controlling the timing of flood arrival/recession to
support double-cropping and flood-based cropping (instead of the traditional
third rice crop). In the case of lotus farming systems, flood-based agriculture
enabled diversification of activities, including fish raising, ecotourism and
recreational opportunities. In the future, value chains, especially for rice
production, will need to be considered in more detail to support the new
flood-based agriculture model and gain support from rice exporters.

While National Resolution 120 provided an enabling policy environment for
flood-based agriculture, examples of interventions that ran counter to the
resolution remained. This weakened the impact of the NbS intervention and
underlined that monitoring needed to be improved. There is no evidence as
to whether there has been a government response to adapt the approach.
Limited technical and institutional capacity was identified as a key factor.
Lessons learned from the IUCN pilots and experiences from other similar
initiatives are shared regularly at the Mekong Delta Development Partners
Working Group and Annual Mekong Delta Forums. Further, the emerging
interest from academia in flood-based agriculture is already producing
relevant data and information. Additionally, the preparation of the planned
Green Climate Fund proposal considers the above challenges.

The NbS intervention built on the 2013 Mekong Delta Plan, which
recommended high-value double rice cropping in combination with seasonal
flood-based agriculture/aquaculture to manage flood risks. This influenced
the promulgation of National Resolution 120, entitled “For a sustainable and
climate resilient Mekong Delta”; this policy was adopted in November 2017
and stipulates that nature-based adaptation models should be selected that
are environmentally sound and achieve sustainable development based on
‘actively living with the floods’. The Mekong Delta Forum provided a space
for knowledge exchange on lessons learned and endorsement of a common
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vision for the Upper Mekong Delta, including a move to more natural land
and water uses. An IUCN-led Green Climate Fund proposal is under
preparation to ensure continuity of efforts and to address transboundary
challenges.

Lessons learned:

e legaland regulatory framework.

Supportive legal and policy frameworks opened up opportunities for a change in land use and facilitated partnerships
across related initiatives for the adoption of flood-based agriculture in open flood and flood control zones.

e Needformarketincentives. The NbS intervention in Vietnam could have profited from a more holistic approach
regarding the diversification of marketable products derived from flood-based agriculture to provide additional
market incentives. Through consultations and analysis of lessons learned, market access and a lack of value
chain development were identified as the greatest challenges for scaling up flood-based agriculture. This is
influencing the design of the future Green Climate Fund project.

e  Overcoming small-scale and time-bound interventions.

A hybrid system of flood-based agriculture with some flooding control system of low dykes could help manage risks of
early/heavy floods and droughts. The highest potential lies in the closed flood zones with high dykes through the opening
of sluices during seasonal floods to restore the flood retention area. However, existing projects have not yet addressed
this potential. This demonstrates that for NbS interventions to achieve positive impacts at scale, small-scale (often
focussed on pilots), project-based and time-bound interventions are not sufficient to address complex societal
challenges. Nevertheless, partnerships between related interventions in the region
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Rwanda is a relatively small (26,338 km2), hilly and landlocked country in East Africa and is
characterised by mountains in the west and savanna in the east, with numerous lakes and a
temperate tropical highland climate. Rwanda’s estimated population is about 12,636,116 in 2020
with annual growth rate of 2.6% per year.2324 The country has the highest population density
(470 people per km2) in Africa.25 More than 38% of Rwandans live below the poverty line with
16% living in extreme poverty.

Rwanda is ranked the first of all African countries in terms of natural resource
dependency and is also highly vulnerable to projected climate change impacts on natural
resource dependant sectors. The agriculture sector accounted for more than 30% of GDP in
2014 and 80% of the population is engaged in the sector. About 51% of Rwanda’s land area is
agricultural and 98% of it is rain-fed.

Relevant IUCN-implemented projects

e GCF FP167: Transforming Eastern Province through Adaptation (TREPA)

The Eastern Province has the most agricultural land (439,000 ha) in Rwanda. Agriculture is
predominantly practiced by smallholder farmers4 (84% of all farmers) with agricultural production
depending almost exclusively on the amount of rainfall during the rainy seasons. In the past two
decades, climate change has increased the frequency and intensity of droughts, floods and
landslides affecting two million Rwandans. Climate change, particularly dry spells and rainfall
erosivity will exacerbate many of the ongoing land degradation processes in the Eastern Province
leading to increased soil erosion (80% caused by rainfall) and further degradation.

The project’s objective ( see ToC further ) is: to achieve a paradigm shift in land
management practices in Rwanda’s Eastern Province from landscapes that are degraded,
fragile and unable to sustain livelihoods in the face of climate change to restored
ecosystems and landscapes through building community resilience to enhance
livelihoods, food and water security of the most vulnerable rural population.

The project components and outcomes that will result in the achievement of this objective are:

Outcome 1: A shift to farming practices that build resilience against climate threats and risks.

Outcome 2: Strengthened adaptive capacity and reduced exposure to climate risks

Outcome 3: Strengthened institutional and regulatory systems for climate-responsive planning and
development

The component structure and climate impacts/benefits are :

Component 1: Restored landscapes that support climate resilient agro-ecological systems and
livelihoods in Eastern Province, will scale-up tested and diversified landscape restoration and
resilient agricultural practices such as agroforestry and silvopastoralism practices and deliver as
deliver restoration of degraded woodlots, tree plantations and ecologically critical buffer zones.

Component 2: Market and value chain development for climate resilient agricultural and tree
products linked to financial products and services for sustainable management of agro-ecological
systems, ensures the economic and financial sustainability and the incentive for scaling up of the
implemented practices for climate resilience and reinforces interventions under Component 1.

Component 3: Strengthened enabling environment to effectively plan, manage and monitor
climate adaptation outcomes from improved land use at national and decentralized levels ensures
an enabling environment through developing systems, information and capacity for the effective
planning, implementation, monitoring and upscaling of the restoration model throughout Rwanda
and further.

e Other IUCN-implemented projects of relevance are:
Sustainable forestry, agroforestry and biomass energy management for climate
resilience in Gatsibo District and the “Border to border forest landscape restoration”
project: These 2 projects funded by FONERWA and conducted by IUCN/RFA (2016-2018) focused
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on landscape restoration in Gicumbi and Gatsibo District, especially through agroforestry
promotion, restoration of public and private forests. The TREPA project took lessons from these
projects, particularly on knowledge of local context and technical issues regarding adapted species
adopted by farmers.

Landscape Restoration and Integrated Water Resources Management in Sebeya and
other Catchments: The project is implemented by Rwanda Forestry Authority (RFA) in
collaboration with the IUCN. The project aims to restore degraded lands in Sebeya and other
catchments through agroforestry interventions and early lessons will inform the TREPA
interventions.
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(Source: IUCN website / excerpts)

Sustainable agriculture supports biodiversity conservation, IUCN study confirms: findings of a
comparative study aimed at evaluating biodiversity within agricultural landscapes of the Guatemalan highland

The comparative analysis was conducted across 20 farms situated within three micro-watersheds located in

the western Guatemalan Highlands. This region is particularly vulnerable to the impacts of climate change and

is characterized by elevated poverty rates. The research focused on just over 192 hectares of agricultural

land in the Balanya, Quiejel, and Pixcayd Pampumay micro-watersheds, located in the upper part of the

Motagua River in Chimaltenango. In these territories, 10 plots implementing Ecosystem-Based Adaptation

(EbA) actions were randomly selected, together with 10 plots where conventional agriculture is practiced.
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As shown in the maps, for the selection of study plots, buffer zones with an area of 1.5 kilometers
were defined. This corresponds to the average flight range of bees and insects from the Syrphidae
family, commonly known as "flower flies," which are considered beneficial for agriculture. Photo:
Sara Fernandez / IUCN

The analysis allowed for on-site evaluation of the presence of beneficial insects for agriculture, which was
complemented by a survey of 20 producers. This survey aimed to determine whether farming practices actively
promoted biodiversity within agricultural patches. According to the study's results, when comparing
biodiversity between farms employing these two different management approaches, the biodiversity index
values were significantly higher in EbA-managed farms than in those employing conventional methods.

In terms of key indicators, particularly insect diversity, the disparity was statistically significant. EbA-managed
farms registered a count of 167 insect specimens, whereas conventional farms reported a count of only 87
specimens.

When examining the number of distinct species, EbA-managed farms boasted twice as many species as their
conventional counterparts. Specifically, EbA-managed farms showed a total of 68 distinct species, while
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conventional farms featured 34 species. This study focused primarily on insect presence because this group
serves as a highly valuable environmental indicator, owing functional roles in pollination and natural pest
control.

Bombus sp., one of the insects registered in the study. Photo: Alfredo Mejia / IUCN

As a result of observation and comparative analysis between both agricultural systems, it was possible to
determine the following as biodiversity-friendly practices in agriculture: contour farming (against the slope),
terracing following contour lines, individual terraces for fruit trees, crop diversification and rotation, and
intercropping between tree species, horticultural, and fruit crops. Additionally, the use of organic inputs for
managing diseases and phytophagous insects (those that feed on plants), including the use of organic
fertilisers, was identified as a good agricultural practice for biodiversity.

This study was conducted as part of the implementation of the project "Accelerating the global transition to
sustainable agriculture," which is being implemented in the country since May 2022, with the support of the
IKEA Foundation.Its goal is to encourage the shift from conventional agricultural practices to ecologically,
economically, and socially sustainable agriculture through the implementation of AbE (Ecosystem-based
Actions) measures, so that Guatemalan agriculture promotes an increase in biodiversity rather than
counteracting it.

\N?
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ToC for the TREPA project in Rwanda

Goal Statement

IF an integrated resilience approach is applied including 1) farmers adopt and apply a range of land managemsant and restoration practices to restore landscapes
and ecosystemn services, 2) farmer businesses are supported by improving the climate resiience of wvalue chains with access to markets and finance for resikent
investments and 3) systems ara i ed for mg and managing climate change at national and decentralized leveals. THEM farmers will have
strengthenad adaptive capacity, divarsified livelihoods and increased financial capacity 1o invest in measures that reduce exposura to climate risks and the
Eastern Province will have strengthened instituticnal and regulatory systems to deliver kow emissions and climate resilience planning. BECAUSE ecosystem
sarvices will be restored in drought and ercsion degraded landscapes and farmers will have a strengthened awareness of cimate threats and risk-reduction
processes. the adaptive capacity of farmers. businesses and value chains will be enhanced, access to affordable finance for INvestmeants N resibence Measures
would have been increased and institutional capacity for climate adaptation in land planning will be in place and implemented at the regional scale

Objective: to achieve a paradigm shift in land management practices in Rwanda's Eastern Province from landscapes that are degraded, fragile and unable to sustain
Evelihoods in the face of climate change to restored ecosystems and landscapes through building community resiience to enhance livelihoods, food and water security of
the most vulnerable rural population
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Figure 3 - Diagram of Theory of Change for TREPA project in Rwanda.
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ANNEX 8: Project budget and expenditures

Total cost

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
IUCN ‘ AfD ‘ IKEA IUCN AfD AfD

Outcome 1. Commitments to  sustainable
agriculture are put forward and monitored through
dialogue between conservation and agriculture
actors €55861| €27778|€260782 €51347 €55556 €216884 €43542 €41667 €211333 €964750

Result 1.1. Key stakeholders and IUCN
constituencies develop a roadmap to strengthen
international commitment to sustainable agriculture,
including implementation of IUCN resolutions on
agroecology €40250 €0]€130000 €0 €0 €0 €0 €0 €0| €170250

Result 1.2. Consensus points on sustainable
agriculture are publicized based on 2 global and 6
regional “Common Ground” dialogues between
conservation and agriculture actors (farmers, private
businesses) and informed by Outcome 2 €15611| €27778| €28782| €31222| €55556| €80884| €23417| €41667 €72333| €377250

Result 1.3. A legal review of the status and
implementation of established policies and laws
supporting sustainable agriculture at the international
level and in selected target countries is published by
the IUCN World Commission on Environmental Law €0 €0 [€102000 €0 €0| €30000 €0 €0 €0 €132000

Result 1.4. Partner companies report the
contribution of their sustainable agriculture
investments towards global goals for nature through

the IUCN Contributions Platform €0 €0 €0| €20125 €0| €60000| €20125 €0 €70000| €170250
Result 1.5. Actors in sustainable agriculture are
mobilized through a global campaign of
communication and outreach €0 €0 €0 €0 €0| €46000 €0 €0 €69000( € 115000

Outcome 2. Scientific evidence of the multiple

benefits of sustainable agriculture is
communicated widely € 50167 | € 100000 | € 332273 €50167 €100000 €273777 €50167 €100000 € 253950 € 1310500
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Result 2.1. A comprehensive land health
monitoring tool is developed for use at the national,
landscape, farm and soils levels, based on
agrobiodiversity and socioeconomic indicators

€ 13417

€ 33333
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€98840

€ 13417

€33333

€177 160

€ 13417

€ 33333

€ 80000

€496 250

Result 2.2. A soil biodiversity specialist group is
established within the IUCN Species Survival
Commission, connected to and informing the FAO soll
biodiversity work

€0

€0

€ 88333

€0

€0

€ 61667

€0

€0

€0

€ 150000

Result 2.3. A flagship report developing a global
analysis and regional sub-analyses of barriers and
opportunities  to  transitioning to  sustainable
agriculture, including cost-benefit analysis is
produced

€ 36750

€ 66 667

€145100

€ 36750

€ 66 667

€ 34950

€ 36750

€ 66 667

€ 44 950

€ 535250

Result 2.4. Agroecosystem functions’ indicators
are adopted as part of international commitments (e.qg.
FAO or CBD) through training and dialogue

Outcome 3. A portfolio of sustainable

€0

€0

€0

€0

€0

€0

€0

€0

€ 129000

€ 129000

Agroecological projects is developed

Result 3.1. An agroecology design tool is
published to inform the development and evaluation of
sustainable agriculture projects and is used to

€13417

€40000| € 66250

€ 53667

€210000

€247710

€ 53667

€210000

€ 602040

€ 1496 750

evaluate existing projects of IUCN and key partners €13417| €40000| €66250| €13417| €40000| €32500| €13417| €40000| €218250| €477250
Result 3.2. A pipeline of innovative investment
projects to scale up agroecological approaches are
developed between state and non-state actors
(including private investors) in at least six countries €0 €0 €0| €20125|€100000|€ 150000 €20125|€100000| €240000| €630250

Result 3.3. Key stakeholder groups (including
farmers, women land users and indigenous people
and youth) have stronger capacity and opportunity to
use the tool and take action and influence national and

international dialogues

Project Direct Costs
Overheads (15%)
Sub Total

Total

€0
€o\
€o\

€0

€0

€0‘ € 58 400
€0‘€107656

3 119444‘€ 167778‘€659306
€ 119444‘€ 167778‘€825361

€ 20125
€0
€0

€155181

€ 155181
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€ 70000
€0
€0

€ 365556

€ 365556

€ 65210
€ 82550
€123138
€738371
€944 059

€ 20125
€0
€0

€147375

€147 375

€ 70000
€0
€0

€ 351667

€ 351667

€ 143790

€ 82550
€172481
€ 1067 323
€ 1322354

€ 389250
€ 223500
€ 403275
€3772000
€4398775




Phase 1

TERD

COOPERATIVE D'EXPERTS ENGAGES

ANNEX 9: Schedule of consultancy activities

Deliverable 1 : Inception report

September

11 18 25
au au au
16 23 30

02
au
07

October

09 16
au au
14 21

23 30/10 06 13

28 04/11 11 18 25

November
20 “4//1%
1 au

au au au au 02/1

04
au
09

December

11 18
au au
16 23

25
au
30

2024
January

08 15 22 29/12 05
au au au au au
13 20 27 03/02 10

February

12 19 26/02 04
au au au au
17 24 02/03 09

March

11
au
16

18
au
23

1.1 First exchanges with IUCN project managers

N
b
/1

1.2 Data collection : a) documentary review on the
6 implemented projects

1.3 Fine-tuning of interview grids

1.4 Writing and submission of inception report D-1

1.5 Review by IUCN

1.6 Approval of D-1 by IUCN

Phase 2

Deliverable 2 : Draft report

Z.1T Data Collection: b) INtErVIEWS WIth Key

infarmantc

2.1.1.
project implementers; approx.

(discussions plus synthesis)

Interviews of key informants among
2.5 days/country

2.1.2 Interviews of key informants among
IUCN staff

2.2 Writing and submission of the draft report D-2

2.3 Review by IUCN

2.4 Approval of D-2 by IUCN

Phase 3

Deliverables 3, 4 and 5: Final report, PPT and Executive Summary

3.1 Production of the final report D-3

3.2 Review by IUCN

3.3 Approval of D-3 by IUCN

3.4 Production of the PPT presentation D-4

3.5 Webinar with stakeholders for presentation of
the MTR results and recommendations

3.6 Production and submission of D-5 : a two-
page executive summary of key findings, lessons,
recommendations and messages from the Mid Term
Review report.

3.7 Review by IUCN

3.8 Approval of D=5 by IUCN

Legend

Submission of deliverable

Review of deliverable by IUCN and partne
Activities implemented by TERO
Presentation meeting
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