


5 Actors, supporting
policy instruments and
financial structures

5.1 Introduction

Chapter 3 illustrated how different perspective or organisational drivers regarding the
landscape approach are associated with different ideas on the roles of stakeholders.
Stakeholders each have their own incentives to take part in landscape approaches and can
be divided over the triple P scheme in accordance with their objectives, as shown in Figure
5.1.

Figure 5.1: Overview of the different positions of stakeholders and objectives on a
landscape level positioned within the PPP scheme.

In this chapter these different stakeholders will be discussed more in-depth in terms of their
possible incentives for taking part in landscape approaches, the most important barriers that
prevent or hamper involvement and the enabling factors that are required for the
participation of each of these stakeholder groups.
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Based on these findings, the elements will be identified that are necessary on a governance
and financial level in order to stimulate multi-stakeholder landscape initiatives.

5.2 Actors

5.2.1 Smallholders, farmers, local producers

Incentives for involvement in landscape initiatives

Rural communities can very diverse in population and activities, but in developing countries
they are often characterised by low incomes, a low degree of development and mostly
subsistence farmers, who have few alternatives to using inefficient, extensive agricultural
methods with relatively high ecosystem impacts (e.g. slash and burn agriculture) (K.
Blokland, personal communication, April 17, 2014). These stakeholders generally lack
(financial) resources for making a change towards using more sustainable production
methods. A landscape approach in which businesses, NGOs and governments support the
transition to sustainable production methods, could lower the threshold for smallholders to
become more sustainable and maintain a long-term perspective, and could foster the
transfer of required knowledge and technology to local producers. The most important
benefits that local smallholders could get from a landscape approach are higher incomes,
improvement of living conditions, resource and food security and social development.

Incentive for change as a basis for involvement

Like any other actor, smallholders will only be interested in participating in landscape
initiatives if there is a clear incentive for change. This can be a community or larger scale
issue which is perceived by the community as a problem that they need to solve; or it can be
the presence of a regulatory or stakeholder-related trigger, for example government
regulations, a risk reducing threshold (subsidies/investments) or a positive example given by
other farmers. If there is no incentive for change among smallholders, they will not be
inclined to get involved in landscape initiatives, in spite of the possible long-term benefits (J.
M. Dros and F. Hubeek, personal communication, May 8, 2014).

Possible barriers
A lack of incentive for change can be a major barrier for local stakeholders to get involved in
sustainability initiatives on a landscape level. This barrier is often related to one of the
following issues:
= Smallholders often lack the knowledge and the resources to invest in more
sustainable agriculture options.
= Many smallholders do not own land and property rights enforced by their
government. Absence of clear land tenure involves a high risk of smallholders not
being heard or acknowledged in case of land acquisitions. A consequence is that
smallholders live in uncertainty regarding the use of their land, which heavily limits
their ability to make long-term land-management or sustainability plans (Place
2009). As landscape approaches require long-term commitment, absence of land
tenure can be a serious limiting factor to involvement of smallholders.
= Sometimes smallholders, driven by increasing demand, feel the need to expand their
agricultural area in order to obtain short-term production increases, which is often
done at the expense of forest and nature areas (IIED 2013). As a result, the impact
on biodiversity increases and land reserves for agricultural activity decrease;
= Some policies and regulations complicate the possibility for adopting traditional
biodiversity-friendly production methods, including certain sustainability policies (see
for example the developments in seed regulations by the Colombian Government,
which have been detrimental to traditional farmers (Grain 2013));
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» Individual smallholders often have little power in supply chains in comparison with
businesses and governments.

Solutions
Solutions to the abovementioned barriers are largely focused on increasing smallholders’
awareness and their ability to participate in landscape initiatives, and strengthening their

position in relation to other stakeholders. These solutions include:
= Transfer of knowledge by NGOs and (international) governments to smallholders in

order to create awareness on long-term benefits and to ensure the necessary
agricultural knowledge is obtained for adopting sustainable farming methods;

= Provision of other capacity building instruments, for example supply of technological
equipment necessary for an efficiency increase in production. This can be done by
governments, NGOs or businesses;

= National and regional government support in the form of implementation of more
effective land-use planning and improvement of land tenure security.

= International, national and local government support in terms of policy, subsidies and
development aid.

= Provision of offsetting subsidies and financing from governments, businesses or
NGOs, in order to enable smallholders to overcome possible lower yields in the first
years after implementation of sustainable land-use methods;

= Building on existing trust relations between local stakeholders and NGOs. For
example, initiators of a landscape approach (often governments or NGOs) could work
with a convener (which can be the NGO that is already situated in the area) to build
trust and bring together stakeholders (IDH 2013);

= Support from governments, NGOs and businesses in the empowerment of
smallholders in farmers’ organisations. These will strengthen smallholders’ position
against powerful stakeholders. Farmers’ organisations provide, among other benefits,
bargaining power, access to new and larger markets and better opportunities to
respond to changing market trends and demands (Jara and Satgar 2008).

Two-way benefits of involving smallholders in landscape initiatives

The benefit of involving smallholders in a landscape approach is not only beneficial for
smallholders themselves. For other stakeholders, the important added value of smallholders
is their traditional knowledge on land use and agriculture (Tittonell 2013). There are many
examples of smallholder communities whose production is characterised by good land and
water management and a diversity of crop production (Bélair et al. 2010; CREM 2011;
EcoAgriculture 2012; Kissinger et al. 2013). Unfortunately, these practices are rapidly
disappearing with the arrival of modern technology. In some cases modern technology can
offer a solution to ensuring long-term production, but in other cases this could lead to
ecosystem degradation. Take for example the Arvari Basin in Rajasthan, India, where
modern production techniques were used until a severe drought in the 1980’s diminished the
chances on livelihood security dramatically due to crop failure, soil erosion and watershed
degradation. A community-led watershed restoration programme was initiated, based on
bringing back the johads, a traditional indigenous technology to collect water. The results
were overwhelming: groundwater levels were restored, forest growth improved and
production and livelihood security increased significantly (EcoAgriculture 2012).
Governments, businesses, NGOs and research institutes can learn from smallholders by
researching and documenting biodiversity-friendly traditional farming practices and
implementing these methods in landscape management plans if possible.
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5.2.2 The private sector

Incentives for involvement in landscape initiatives

Large multi-national businesses base decision-making largely on return on investment, exit
strategy and risk management. Increasing consumer awareness and demand for sustainable
products in western countries has led these businesses to invest in development of
sustainable products and to create business models for the future that take into account an
expected increase in the demand for sustainable products (Vollaard et al. 2012; G. Kok,
personal communication, May 8, 2014). The effects of these measures however are
overruled by developments elsewhere in the world: increasing prosperity in countries such as
China, India and Brazil leads to a global increase in demand for animal products, fibre and
other products that do not apply sustainability requirements. Yet also businesses in these
economies are increasingly becoming aware of the advantages of sustainable production
(Solidaridad 2014).

Secure a long-term resource supply

Businesses benefit from high production yields and long-term security of supply. This
requires efficient production methods and maintenance of ecosystem resilience. Though
biodiversity is not a main priority for businesses, businesses are becoming aware of the fact
that biodiversity is needed to ensure resource supply in the long term. Intensive agriculture,
characterised by monocultures, often comes with a high risk of ecosystem degradation (IIED
2013). By combining efforts on biodiversity conservation, efficient agriculture and
improvement of living conditions and agricultural knowledge on a local level, businesses can
bring about security of supply and economic benefits in the long term (IDH 2013; Scherr et
al. 2013; Schoneveld 2013). Additionally, the costs of investing in building trust with local
producers and improving biodiversity at an already existing production site could outweigh
the costs of shifting a whole supply chain to lower cost areas (E. Kroese and M. Martinez,
personal communication, May 26, 2014).

Increase potential for scaling up production

Another incentive for businesses to participate in landscape approaches is to strengthen
connections with local stakeholders (Brasser 2012). Due to increasing demand for food and
other products globally, businesses cannot keep depending solely on large producers: the
input from smallholders is needed to meet the demand. Individual smallholders, however,
often cannot deliver at a constant supply rate due to the small scale of their farms and often
inefficient production methods. Strengthening cooperation relationships with smallholders via
the establishment of farmers’ organisations, in combination with transfer of knowledge and
technology for improving production efficiency will not only increase smallholder loyalty
towards businesses, but also increases security of supply and possibly production yields as a
result of improved production methods (Agriterra 2013; Brasser 2012; Solidaridad 2014).

License to produce: the role of consumers

Increasing consumer demand for sustainable products pushes companies to invest in
sustainability options. As the demand for such products is only expected to rise in the future,
businesses will need to shift to sustainable production methods on an increasingly larger
scale in order to remain their license to produce. A growing number of companies is
becoming aware of this trend and tries to anticipate to expected future changes in demand
(PUMA 2011; Vollaard et al. 2012; G. Kok, personal communication, May 8, 2014).
Consumer awareness does not only guide companies. In turn, leading businesses in the field
of sustainability increase awareness among consumers and thus encourage the increase of
consumer demand for sustainable products. Agriterra and Utrecht University (K. Blokland,
personal communication, April 17, 2014; M. van Kuijk and P. Verweij, personal
communication, April 24, 2014) advocate to increase the role of such companies: give them
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the means to present the successes of their sustainability initiatives in order to further boost
consumer awareness.

Possible barriers

According to several research institutes and NGOs, businesses are not being involved in
integrated landscape initiatives to a sufficient degree (Brasser et al. 2014; Ferwerda 2012;
Milder et al. 2014; Solidaridad 2014). The Commonland Foundation (Ferwerda 2012)

mentions five main barriers that prevent businesses to invest in landscape approaches:
»= Silo thinking: stakeholders working in isolation. For example, businesses focus

mainly on production chains. Without involvement of governments or NGOs
businesses might not become aware of the added value of investing in cross sectoral
sustainability approaches.

= Lack of long-term thinking among businesses. Businesses tend to look at short-term
financial returns. Investments in landscape sustainability, however, generally lead to
financial benefits in the long term, which are not always recognised or valued by
businesses. Governments should also lead by example.

= Poor understanding of the economic value of ecosystems. This is related to the fact
that knowledge available at research institutes does not reach businesses: there is a
large gap between business and science (also recognised by Utrecht University: M.
van Kuijk and P. Verweij, personal communication, April 24, 2014).

= Local communities continue an existing, destructive pattern. As stated before, this
patterns is maintained partly because of a lack of knowledge and partly because local
communities lack the necessary resources to invest in sustainability or efficiency.
Additionally, new technologies introduced by businesses are sometimes too complex
and require too large an adjustment of smallholders, which reduces smallholder
incentive to commit to using these technologies and hampers effectiveness, in the
long run (G. Kok, personal communication, May 8, 2014).

= Solutions are often presented overly complex and stakeholders often speak from
very different point of views, which might make it difficult for stakeholders to
understand each other.

Solutions

Businesses are becoming increasingly aware of the necessity of resilient production
landscapes for long-term resource security. Therefore, willingness to invest in sustainable
production chains is increasing. The barriers to business involvement can be successfully

addressed via the following methods:
= Stimulate holistic thinking among businesses and other stakeholders (Ferwerda

2012). Calculate the actual costs and benefits of landscape use from the viewpoint of
the world as a closed system, for example through TEEB studies (TEEB 2010). In
this way, businesses are made aware of the value of biodiversity and ecosystem
services and are stimulated to switch from silo thinking to systemic thinking.

= Clarify the value (monetary and other) of ecosystem services in a specific landscape
to all stakeholders in that landscape, including those from the private sector.
Combine this with multi-stakeholder discussions on alternative future scenarios,
taking into account projected climate change, continued or reduced deforestation,
possible interventions jointly agreed by the stakeholders etc. Jointly observe and
discuss the costs and benefits of these alternative scenarios for each of the key
stakeholders. This then forms the basis of a jointly agreed integrated land
management plan for the landscape. This is the line of thinking of the Sustainable
Land and Water Program of IDH, as currently under development (M. van Gool,
personal communication, May 22, 2014).

= Stimulate businesses to incorporate the value of natural capital into their cost-benefit
analyses. PUMA has made a great attempt to do this (PUMA 2011).

= To bypass short-term thinking and burocratic and political decision-making among
businesses, NGOs or governments should focus on involving businesses and impact
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investment funds that have more long term plans, for example family owned
companies and pension funds (W. Ferwerda, personal communication, April 14,
2014).

= Break the destructive production patterns of smallholders, for example through
certification or offering the prospect of better incomes (e.g. via subsidies or financial
compensation from governments or businesses) (Ferwerda 2012; Waarts et al.
2013).

= Close the knowledge gap between the scientific world and businesses by making
knowledge more accessible for businesses (e.g. through the Dutch ‘Helpdesk
Bedrijfsleven en Biodiversiteit’ (Business and Biodiversity) of CREM and Nijenrode:
www.bedrijfslevenenbiodiversiteit.nl), inviting businesses to take part in research
programs and using an understandable language to show businesses the positive
effects of integrated sustainable landscape management (M. van Kuijk and P.
Verweij, personal communication, April 24, 2014). For example by filming the effects
or giving business a platform to show their successful sustainability initiatives
(Vollaard et al. 2012).

= Use benchmarking to stimulate businesses to become more sustainable (M. van Kuijk
and P. Verweij, personal communication, April 24, 2014). The Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI) for example encourages businesses to make sustainability reporting
standard practice. Results of the past years have shown that sustainability reporting
has shifted from a pioneering phase towards becoming mainstream (GRI 2011).

= Focus on gradual technological improvement and production increase. Governments
should make sure that new technologies are implemented gradually and adjusted to
the local situation, so that local producers have the chance to get used to changes in
agricultural practices.

5.2.3 NGOs

Incentives for involvement in landscape initiatives

NGOs, often with support of donor governments, have traditionally been the initiators of
landscape-based development projects (e.g. WWF, IUCN). In general, NGOs recognise the
added value of working towards integrated goals on sustainable development and will be
inclined to participate in landscape initiatives. The incentives for participation vary depending
on the specific objectives of NGOs. An important (and traditional) incentive for NGOs is the
possibility that landscape approaches offer to include biodiversity as an objective and to
adopt a long-term focus on ecosystem and climate resilience (Ferwerda 2012; Petersen and
Huntley 2005). In addition, NGOs regard the landscape approach as an effective method to
stimulate multi-stakeholder dialogues (Ecosystem Alliance 2012).

Barriers for involvement
The effectiveness of NGO participation in landscape approaches is largely related to their

donor driven nature and reluctance to cooperate with other (powerful) stakeholders.
= Not all NGOs are willing to work together with stakeholders, such as businesses,

large farmers or governments (Ulleberg 2009; J. M. Dros and F. Hubeek, personal
communication, May 8, 2014), though this attitude was more common in the 1970s
and 1980s than it is today (Van Tulder 2010). Nowadays, there is generally more
readiness for cooperation among stakeholders, including NGOs. Still, involvement of
the business sector is currently not as mainstream as desired and requires further
encouragement, as was clearly shown by the case study assessment of Milder et al.
(2014).

= Also between NGOs there are large differences regarding perceived best practices for
sustainable development, especially between local and international NGOs (Agg
2006). This could lead to conflicts about approaches and goals when it comes to
implementing landscape initiatives locally. A lack of trust between local and
international NGOs and between NGOs and other stakeholders (impairing for
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example local acceptance of foreign organisations) could form a serious obstacle in
the success of landscape approaches.

= Another limiting factor, related to NGOs’ reluctance to involve investors, is that NGO
projects are often donor driven (Ferwerda 2012; Milder et al. 2014). The long-term
success of such projects is often uncertain, as projects are sometimes ended at an
early stage when subsidies are not continued.

Solutions: share knowledge with NGOs and increase awareness on the
benefits of multi-stakeholder processes

In order to increase the effectiveness of their participation, NGOs need to become aware of
the importance of an integrated landscape approach in which all stakeholders have the
possibility to participate. Knowledge transfer by research institutes to local NGOs and the
establishment of round tables, such as for palm oil, where all involved stakeholders can
discuss their issues and reach consensus on the measures to be taken. In addition, long-
term stability of a project can be ensured if research institutes and governments can
convince NGOs to rely more on financial input of investors.

5.2.4 Local and national governments

Incentives for involvement in landscape initiatives

Local and national governments benefit from participating in landscape initiatives in a
number of ways, including direct or indirect financial returns of government investments
(e.g. via taxes after successful business involvement or saved costs as a result of climate
mitigation); country-wide economic development; security of fresh water supply, security of
food and resources; and climate resilience (Kissinger 2014; Pfund 2010; Scherr et al. 2013).
In addition, local and national governments have an incentive to support initiatives that
reduce the risk of conflicts, which relates to increasing employment and incomes and
stimulating education and social development. In addition, the support of multi-stakeholder
decision-making could also be potentially effective reducing the risk of conflicts.

Possible barriers

= Local and national governments tend to have a short-term focus when it comes to
financial returns. This encourages them to invest in production technologies that lead
to direct economic benefits, but could be harmful in the long term, with regard to
biodiversity, ecosystem resilience, resource supply, and finally, economic
development (G. Kok, personal communication, May 8, 2014).

* Some local and national governments, sometimes while trying to comply with
international standards on sustainability, implement limiting laws and regulations
which make the implementation of landscape initiatives difficult (H. van Dijk,
personal communication, May 19, 2014). For example the earlier mentioned seed
regulations implemented by the Colombian Government. The aim was to increase the
total share of internationally accepted sustainable products. Local farmers, however,
saw themselves forced to abandon their traditional biodiversity-friendly land-use
methods in which they grew a large variety of crops. Many of those crops did not
meet international standards but due to their variety contributed to climate change
resilience and biodiversity. These smallholders either shifted to intensive (and
destructive) monocultures or, if they could not afford this investment, lost their
income from agriculture entirely (Grain 2013). In addition, some governments
prohibit smallholders to organise themselves in associations or cooperatives, which
could also compromise the position of smallholders (G. Kok, personal
communication, May 8, 2014).
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Solutions

= Knowledge transfer from NGOs, international research organisations, UN
organisations and businesses to national and local governments in order to create
awareness on the long-term benefits of biodiversity conservation and provide the
necessary agricultural knowledge for sustainable farming;

= Local and national governments should be supported in creating enabling conditions
and good governance contexts for integrated sustainable landscape management.
E.g. through the development of a level playing field and involvement of civil society
in decision making (R. Zagt, personal communication, April 17, 2014). In addition,
local and national governments should be stimulated to be flexible with the
implementation of regulations and standards and adjust these to specific situations
or areas, while maintaining a level playing field (H. van Dijk, personal
communication, May 19, 2014).

= UN, Dutch Government, NGOs and businesses should convince local and national
governments of the importance of a level playing field when it comes to landscape
level decision making. A level playing field also involves providing disincentives to
actors who operate illegally through, e.g., law enforcement (R. Zagt, personal
communication, April 17, 2014). In addition, convincing local and national
governments to support empowerment of smallholders through farmers’
organisations will boost the establishment of a level playing field even further.

5.2.5 International institutions

Incentives for involvement in landscape initiatives

International institutions, such as the UN, the World Bank and CGIAR research institutes, and
developed country governments have quite varying incentives for participating in integrated
landscape management projects. Traditionally, western governments initiated or supported
landscape approaches with the aim of biodiversity conservation and later climate change
mitigation (Milder et al. 2014). As currently the involvement of local stakeholders and the
‘people’ side of international development has gained ground in integrated landscape
thinking, other important incentives for international organisations and western governments
to participate nowadays are to increase social development, local (equity of) incomes and
employment, country level economic development (IDH 2013), or interest in transboundary
projects, such as the Nile basin initiative (Sadoff and Grey 2002).

Financial incentives

Additionally, OECD country governments have an interest in boosting trade relations and
strengthening the position of international businesses operating in developing countries (IDH
2013). For emerging international economies, this financial return would be an important
reason to participate in integrated landscape initiatives. Governments with a larger focus on
improving local and national conditions in developing countries are more inclined to attempt
to combine profit with biodiversity and development goals.

Possible barriers

= Competition with developed country governments that aim for short-term profits
complicates inclusive development based on a long-term perspective (G. Kok,
personal communication, May 8, 2014). Technologies that lead to long-term
sustainability and economic growth are often more expensive, which triggers
governments of developing countries to opt for collaboration with those governments
that have a more short-term focus.

*» Landscape transcending effects of international policies could reduce the success of
integrated landscape initiatives. For example, the EU standard for biofuels has led
farmers in developing countries to increase palm oil production. Sustainable
production, however, does not increase if plantations have options to shift
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unsustainable production entirely towards the Chinese and other Asian markets,
while remaining certified palm oil goes to the “sustainable” biofuel market in Europe
(R. Zagt, personal communication, April 17, 2014).

Solutions

Emerging economies have an important role in boosting integrated sustainable development
in developing countries. If emerging economies do not increase their focus on more
sustainable production methods, the initiatives of other countries will not lead to any large
scale or long-term results with regard to sustainability and biodiversity conservation. A
positive development is the increasing interest of countries such as China and Indonesia in
sustainability initiatives (an example is the collaboration between WWF and Chinese banks to
involve China’s financial sector in sustainable development (Eckstein 2008)). Those
countries, according to Solidaridad (J. M. Dros and F. Hubeek, personal communication, May
8, 2014), also want to be taken seriously by western countries and have therefore an aim to
adopt a CSR policy. Therefore besides financial gains, also reputational considerations and
security of supply issues are becoming more important in their decision making as well. The
awareness on climate, biodiversity and sustainability issues and possible solutions is growing
in those countries (M. van Gool, personal communication, May 22, 2014). To further increase
this awareness, knowledge sharing and transfer can be an effective method. Furthermore,
involving emerging economies in participating in landscape initiatives with expected financial
returns can increase their incentive to join in.

In order to make landscape initiatives financially more attractive, biodiversity valuation
studies such as TEEB can be used to incorporate the costs and benefits of biodiversity and
ecosystem services in business models (TEEB 2010). In addition, compensation mechanisms,
such as REDD+ and PES, can be implemented in order to equally share the costs and
benefits of biodiversity conservation.

5.3 Financing integrated landscape management

We have discussed which incentives different stakeholders have to participate in landscape
initiatives and how possible barriers can be overcome. Good governance and viable financing
structures form an essential basis for proper involvement of all stakeholders. In this section,
we discuss the financing options there are and the missed opportunities when it comes to
investment. Furthermore we will discuss what governance actions are needed to support
landscape initiatives.

5.3.1 Involving investors: landscape as a profitable business

Results from literature study and interviews implicate that there is a lot of unused potential
from investors when it comes to financing landscape approaches. Governments and NGOs
should seek to increase participation of investors who are interested in taking part in
landscape approaches. The most interesting landscapes for investors are the ones that have
high potential on returns in the form of cash, increasing cost efficiency, fulfilling the demand
of sustainable products, or reputation (Brasser 2012; Ferwerda 2012). Ferwerda (Ferwerda
2012) argues that integrated landscape initiatives should no longer be viewed from a
development aid perspective. Instead, landscape approaches should be based on a business
case of financial returns on investment in the long term, ensuring integrated landscape
initiatives to become self-sustaining after time. Such a view on landscapes has some major

benefits over relying solely on donor funds:
= Involving investors in landscape initiatives increases the potential scope of integrated

landscape management: there is simply more money to spend on integrated
landscape initiatives.
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= Whereas donor aid has a risk of (unexpectedly) running out when governments
decrease development aid funds or shift their focus and subsidies towards different
topics or areas, this risk is lower when it comes to investments of the private sector.
After all, investors expect a return on their investments, either financial or
reputational, and will therefore establish a longer term support if they aim for
benefits from landscape approaches (Ferwerda 2012).

= By encouraging investors to invest in landscape initiatives, the entire way of thinking
about international development can be changed: development aid is no longer seen
as a means for smallholders or local governments to (passively) receive money from
UN programmes or NGOs, instead development aid can be based on financial
structures with a two-way benefit: developing countries receive the means to
facilitate development, while investors have the prospect of financial returns
(Ferwerda 2012).

5.3.2 Support investment by increasing the role of stakeholders

Until recently landscapes have not been interesting investment objects for investors.
However, this view is subject to change: investors are starting to pay more attention to
landscape investment opportunities, especially when it comes to farmland, ever since
awareness has grown on the fact that fertile farmland is an increasingly rare resource.
Recently, EcoAgriculture Partners have performed an extensive case study research on
financing strategies for landscape approaches (Clarvis 2014). According to them, the main
factors that make investors hesitant to invest in integrated landscape approaches are high
investment costs, long payback periods, and requirement of specialised knowledge that
investors are often lacking. Nevertheless, the continuous increase in demand for agricultural
and forest products has made investment in landscapes financially a more viable option
today. Most of the abovementioned drawbacks to landscape investment can be addressed by
increasing the role of other stakeholders, as mentioned earlier in this chapter:

Support initiatives by long-term government commitment

High initial investment costs and a long payback period both result in higher risks for
investors due to uncertainty about what might happen in the future. One important way to
reduce this risk is to support these initiatives with long-term government policies and
commitment (Ferwerda 2012). Either in the form of policies that allow an organisation or
community to implement and maintain a landscape scale initiative and/or by vouching for
(part of) the financial risk that investors are taking. This will lower the threshold for investors
to take the step to financing landscape approaches.

Close the knowledge gap between the scientific world and investors
Research institutes should increase the exchange of scientific information towards investors
and use a language that they can understand. Furthermore, involving investors in research
projects is another way to help these stakeholders to strengthen their knowledge base and
steer their decision making with regard to investing in landscape approaches.

5.3.3 Leveraging integrated finance

Another way of increasing the effectiveness of integrated landscape finance is to combine
different available financing schemes. Stimulating cooperation between investors (which can
be done by governments or NGOs) can help increasing the incentive to combine investments.
Kissinger (2014) advocates therefore to increase the role of Development Finance
Institutions (DFIs). A good example of leveraging integrated finance via involvement of DFIs
is the World Bank’s Biodiversity and Watershed Conservation and Restoration Project in
Espirito Santo, Brazil (Kissinger 2014). Here, the World Bank implemented a multi-functional
financial package focused on biodiversity conservation and long-term economic development
in both public and private sectors. The leadership role of the World Bank made it possible to
incorporate smaller (sectoral) initiatives and investments into this larger package and
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increase the overall effectiveness of the project. Another example are CSR partnerships
created between the Dutch Government, Dutch businesses and local businesses in
production landscapes, which lead to joint investments in improving CSR practices locally
(Kessler and de Koning 2013).

5.3.4 The role of climate and biodiversity financing mechanisms

Not all landscape initiatives can count on investor involvement: investors will only be
interested in those landscapes that bring some sort of return. Smallholders cannot shift to
more sustainable production methods on their own, as they generally lack the knowledge
and means to do so. In addition, the costs and benefits of biodiversity conservation are often
not equally divided. For example: forest conservation to safeguard biodiversity and water
availability will be costly for a forest manager. The benefits, however, will spread out over
the landscape that the forest is part of, and will go to those stakeholders that profit from
increased ecosystem resilience and water availability. In order to stimulate equal cost-benefit
sharing, certain financing and compensation mechanisms can be implemented to bring about
the potential and incentive among smallholders to work together towards conservation of
biodiversity.

Payment for ecosystem services

The concept of payment for ecosystem services (PES) is based on the idea that those
stakeholders that benefit from ecosystem and biodiversity conservation initiatives pay for the
ecosystem services they use to those who bear the costs of ensuring the secure supply of
these services. Most current PES schemes have been locally implemented, usually on the
scale of watersheds. There are a few national (usually forest conservation) and international
(e.g. bio-carbon markets) PES schemes (Gutman and Davidson 2007). Thus so far the
effectiveness of PES schemes has been limited, partly due to the fact that PES schemes have
not yet been implemented at a large scale on national and international levels. Locally
however, PES initiatives have shown improvements in terms of biodiversity conservation,
investment in securing ecosystem services and increased local capacity to increase
sustainable production (Gutman and Davidson 2007). Besides increasing efficiency of PES
schemes through implementation on a larger (national, international) scale, efficiency of
local PES schemes can be improved via spatial targeting and safeguarding land and property
rights (de Man and Verweij 2011; Wiinscher et al. 2008).

Regulatory carbon markets, REDD and REDD+

The Kyoto Protocol has led to an increase in regulated carbon trading around the world.
Though the share of bio-carbon is as yet relatively small, bio-carbon markets are expected to
increase (Gutman and Davidson 2007). Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest
Degradation (REDD and REDD+) schemes are the most prominent ones focusing on
increasing carbon storage through forest conservation and restoration. If the implementation
of such schemes can be boosted through post Kyoto negotiations, this could significantly
increase the available finance for conservation and restoration of forest and other protected
areas (Gutman and Davidson 2007).

Voluntary guidelines

In addition to regulatory guidelines, voluntary guidelines play an important role in boosting
sustainable international development as well. Voluntary guidelines receive increasing
attention from businesses for reasons of reputation and license to produce.

Voluntary carbon markets: the example of Sierra de Piura, Peru

Alongside the regulatory carbon market, the voluntary carbon market is expected to grow as
well, considering the growing demand for sustainable products. An example of a successful
landscape project is the reforestation programme of a highland forest in Sierra de Piura,
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Peru. This forest was characterised by increasing deforestation due to climate change
impacts and a resulting reduced water supply to coffee plantations in lower areas. Café
Direct, a British coffee producer of fair trade coffee and tea and the cooperative Cepicafé
initiated a project to assist local smallholders in restoring the highland forest. By reforesting
the degraded areas, starting at an altitude of 3200m above the town of Choco, local people
who depended on subsistence agriculture received an additional source of income by
managing the tree nurseries (see Figure 5.2). Once these nurseries were established, carbon
credits were sold on the condition that 10% of the income would be invested in forest
management. This ultimately lead to successful restoration of the forest and water flow to
the production site and improved livelihood conditions of local communities. For this project
Café Direct won the 2011 ProClimate challenge in the category of coffee. Additional
investments of ProClimate have increased this success even further (ProClimate 2014;
www.cafedirect.co.uk).

/ $2~ | Chaco (3100m)
e £

Figure 5.2: schematic drawing of forest and coffee plantation situated at Sierra de
Piura (source: Bance et al. 2012).

International Corporate Social Responsibility (ICSR): incorporate landscape-level standards
The internationally acknowledged OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises set the
standards for international businesses operating in developing countries and emerging
economies. Observance of these guidelines is voluntary in principle. However, countries can
decide to regulate certain guidelines via national law or international commitments (OECD
2011). If organisations violate these guidelines, they can be held accountable. Nevertheless,
violation of guidelines is not uncommon and is a consequence of various factors which
businesses often cannot solve alone (SER 2014). Via International Corporate Social
Responsibility conventions (ICSR/IMVO) governments support businesses in their ambition
to meet the international guidelines on CSR. Through agreements between governments,
businesses and civil society organisations, collective action can be taken towards increasing
sustainability and CSR within specific sectors. Governments offer support via consistent
policy, capacity building, taking away possible regulatory barriers and up-scaling existing
initiatives. Businesses in turn commit to established agreements and report on their
performance (SER 2014).

The number one policy of the OECD guidelines towards enterprises is that they should

‘contribute to economic, environmental and social progress with a view to achieving
sustainable development’ (OECD 2011). These aims are consistent with the aims of
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landscape approaches. However, the individual guidelines formulated by the OECD remain
limited to the level of individual enterprises. For example, environmental guidelines aim to
reduce the environmental performance of individual enterprises. However, if a landscape
view is taken into account, the environmental performance of individual business should be
viewed in the light of overall environmental sustainability of a landscape. This sustainability
depends on the total of environmental footprints of all actors in that landscape. This means
that a landscape approach could theoretically require individual businesses to aim for a
higher ambition in certain sustainability areas (e.g. water or forest management) that would
according to the guidelines be strictly necessary. Incorporation of landscape-level standards
in these guidelines would be advisable in order to make them more effective for landscape
approaches and to encourage businesses to adopt a broader, landscape-wide perspective on
sustainability.

Certification: certify landscapes instead of individual products
Certification is a widely accepted method to encourage businesses and producers to invest in
the sustainability of their production and the supply chain they are working in. There are,

however, a few major drawbacks to certification:
= Though investment in certification is usually not an issue for larger companies, the

threshold for smallholders to shift to certified production is often (too) high due to
high investment costs and standards that are sometimes difficult to meet (Leibel
2011; Waarts et al. 2013). It has been argued that many smallholders switching to
certified production did not gain from this in terms of higher incomes, as the increase
in profit usually barely covered the certification fee. Rather than the premium,
implementation of better agricultural practices leading to structural higher yields and
income should be the driver for sustainable production (Brasser 2012; Brasser et al.
2014).
= Certification is based on voluntary participation. Though an increasing number of
businesses invests in certification, there will always be businesses (potentially those
responsible for the highest environmental impacts) who are unwilling to make this
investment (Steering Committee of the State-of-Knowledge Assessment of Standards
and Certification 2012).
= Certification is done at a business or farm level. Thus, individual producers in a
landscape invest in their own share of biodiversity conservation necessary for
obtaining a certificate. This could lead to fragmentation of nature conservation and
thus inefficient conservation within the landscape as a whole (N. Visser, personal
communication, July 30, 2014).
= At the moment there is a large variety of certificates around, which needlessly
complicates decision making for consumers (Waarts et al. 2013).
To make things easier for smallholders, as well as for consumers, it is argued that instead of
certifying individual products or sectors, there should be a system of landscape certification,
or landscape labelling (Ghazoul et al. 2009). This will not only help to make biodiversity
conservation initiatives more effective, it also enables smallholders who are unable to meet
certain sustainability requirements on their own, to compensate for these by focusing
stronger on other sustainability ambitions. Such a label could be used for any kind of
product, facilitating decision making for consumers. To further lower the threshold for
smallholders and other businesses, a levelled labelling system should be implemented, in
which producers can grow in terms of their sustainability achievements (G. Kok, personal
communication, May 8, 2014).

5.3.5 Short-term versus long-term financing schemes

In the short term, the abovementioned financial schemes could boost the implementation of
integrated landscape initiatives. However, the overall and long-term effectiveness of such
instruments is criticised. According to some, the effects of PES and REDD(+) schemes, for
example, are extremely limited because of relatively low investments per hectare: the
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revenues from these financing schemes do not outweigh the opportunity cost of forfeited
production (J. M. Dros and F. Hubeek, personal communication, May 8, 2014; (Brasser et al.
2014; de Man and Verweij 2011). Regarding long-term perspectives, some organisations
believe that landscapes should not be dependent on grant finance, but instead they should
become self-sustaining, including tax- and subsidy schemes embedded in national and local
policy (Ferwerda 2012; J. M. Dros and F. Hubeek, personal communication, May 8, 2014).

5.4 Governance requirements for integrated landscape
management

Involving investors is one aspect of increasing the potential success of landscape
approaches. In addition, established financial structures for landscape development should
be supported by an enabling governance context. As we have noticed in the preceding part
of this chapter, the success of landscape initiatives highly depends on the capacity and
willingness of local stakeholders to invest in landscape sustainability, as well as the
willingness of investors to get involved. Governance systems should be focused on the
participation of these stakeholders and on policy efficiency.

5.4.1 Overview of governance requirements for successful integrated
landscape management
Literature review and interviews have resulted in the collection of a broad set of actions that
should ideally be taken to increase the potential success of landscape approaches. The table
below gives an overview of these actions and a description of the effects on people, planet
and profit levels. This concerns an overview of the theoretical success factors in landscape
approaches. In practice, in most landscapes it will be impossible to implement all the actions
described here. However, judging from the degree to which these actions can be effectively
implemented, one could decide to what extent a landscape approach could be successful and
thus determine if it makes sense to implement a landscape approach in a specific landscape.

The icons in the ‘Effect’ column represent the area (people, planet, profit) in which this effect
will be most evident. The icons stand for:

Planet S#_  People/Planet
My People e Profit/Planet
& Profit 4. People/Profit
R Triple P
Action How By whom For whom Effect
Strengthen the position of smallholders
Create clear Map and register land Local/national  Smallholders - Lonlge:jterm focus
= on lan
and secure use and land and governments, management and
land tenure property rights (part of  support by security of
systems spatial planning, see NGOs and resource supply.
v P P g . . & Strengthened
below). If possible, international incentive and
implement a cadastral institutions, capacity to adopt
system. Provide proper  UN more sustainable
. production
enforcement in case of methods.
unlawful land use.
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organisations

Action How By whom For whom Effect
Support Support education of NGOs, Smallholders Increased

. . awareness among
capacity smallholders and businesses, local/national
building and knowledge transfer to governments governments and
transfer of local/national smallholders on

the benefits and

technology governments. necessity of
and Gradually transfer new biodiversity
knowledge technologies to farms, conservation.

9 g 43¢ Strengthened
communities and incentive and
farmers’ organisations, capacity to adopt
and provide materials more sustainable

) ) production
and financial means methods.
necessary for changing
production methods.
Encourage Provide necessary NGOs, local Smallholders ~ “&% Increased share of
] knowledge among
smallholders knowledge, bring governments, smallholders.
to form together smallholders. businesses ML Strengthened
farmers’ position of

smallholders
against powerful
stakeholders.
Increased capacity
to participate in
sustainability
initiatives.

Facilitate multi-stakeholder processes

More trust among

other
stakeholders

partnerships between
stakeholder platforms
and banks.

Support Use independent NGOs, All =
_ ) . - stakeholders and
discussion, conveners to build trust governments  stakeholders broader support
negotiation and bring together for landscape
and stakeholders and assist initiatives
. . . . = Better possibilities
transparency in constructing financial = for combining and
among arrangements. leveraging of
stakeholders investments.
‘“’,:’,_, Level playing field
~ for stakeholders.
Close Involve businesses in Research Governments, ,3_.?' Increased
. o . = incentive among
knowledge research projects. institutes, businesses businesses to
gap between Encourage different governments, invest in landscape
scientific ministries to strengthen NGOs initiatives
) >, Improved and
world and cooperation and better targeted
governments/ combine existing government
businesses knowledge bases. regulation and
standards
Encourage Increase the role of NGOs, All & More and better
A . investment
cooperation Development Finance governments, stakeholders opportunities.
between Institutions (DFIs). businesses & Increased
investors and Stimulate creative effectiveness of
investments.
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Action

How By whom

For whom

Support investment and financing schemes

Effect

Lower threshold to

bench-marking and
give front runners in
sustainable
development a platform
to show their results
and encourage others.

Support Payment for ecosystem Governments, NGOs, h
. . . adopt sustainable
investments services, REDD+ NGOs businesses, production
through investments, and other smallholders methods.
subsidies, subsidies provided for Evenly distributed
. costs and benefits
funds and specific programs of of biodiversity
guidelines themes. conservation
among
stakeholders.
Encourage Encourage investors to  Governments, NGOs, &= [Increased
i} . . . effectiveness of
clustering of strengthen cooperation  investors businesses, investments.
financial flows with other investors in smallholders
the landscape. L?’ Stronger business,
= NGO and
smallholder
incentive and
capacity for
participation in
landscape
initiatives.
Encourage Use TEEB studies to Governments, ~Smallholders, Increased business
. . . @ incentive to
mainstreaming incorporate costs and research NGOs, participate in
biodiversity in benefits of biodiversity institutes, businesses landscape
business conservation in NGOs initiatives.
) &~ Increased business
models business plans. Use —

Provide proper government support and enforcement

knowledge on
financial benefits
of mainstreaming
biodiversity.

Level playing field

Implement Implement investment Governments  Businesses, =
=1"J"for stakeholders.
clear standards and smallholders
standards, encourage commitment Stronger
combined with to voluntary guidelines stakeholder
proper via international CSR incentive for
investment in
enforcement agreements and sustainability and
certification standards biodiversity
conservation.
Ensure long- Strengthen stakeholder ~Governments  NGOs, A sgsggg‘;:ed
= r
term confidence by offering businesses, confidence.
government long-term support smallholders
support through policies/funds * Increased
etc. ' incentive to
change production
methods.
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Support
proper spatial
planning
initiatives

Mapping and monitoring as a basis

Provide local and
national governments

of developing countries

with the necessary
knowledge and
technology (GIS,
remote sensing) to
implement spatial
planning on a large
scale.

Governments, Local/national _:,_,?

NGOs,
Research
institutes

governments

Improved local
government
possibility to plan
landscape
management and
model long-term
landscape effects
of policy measures.
Improved local
government
possibility to
monitor land-use
changes and apply
proper law
enforcement.

Reflect on and
steer policies
and
development
projects
through
monitoring
and evaluation

Implement a universal

monitoring scheme that

can be adjusted
according to specific
situations. Determine
indicators in advance.

Governments, All
NGOs,
Research
institutes,
businesses,
investors

stakeholders

((

( e

Increased
knowledge on good
practices.

Increased
effectiveness of
investments.

Increased
awareness on
effects of
biodiversity
conservation and
sustainable
production
initiatives.

5.4.2

Limitations to landscape approaches

The landscape approach may not be the best approach to take in every situation. One should
keep in mind the practical applicability of landscape approaches in different social and
governance contexts in landscapes. The landscape approach involves establishing multi-
stakeholder collaborations and broad land-use plans, which can be a time-consuming, costly
and sometimes impossible venture. There could be landscapes in which governance or
stakeholder incentive is of such character that an integrated multi-stakeholder approach at
landscape level will simply not gain a foothold. For example situations where governments
are extremely restrictive (e.g. by prohibiting the establishment of farmers’ organisations) or
where businesses have no incentive to adopt a long-term vision on landscape sustainability.
In such cases, where the pre-conditions for successful landscape approaches are absent, it
might be wiser to find a different area in which the landscape approach has better chances of
success. Finally, it is up to the people who work in those landscapes and are well aware of
the governance and social contexts to make a proper assessment in deciding whether or not
to implement a landscape approach.

Business limitations
Business incentive can be decisive in determining whether or not to implement a landscape
approach. If Businesses do not show an incentive for long-term commitment to a production
area, they may not be interested in participating in landscape approaches (Kissinger et al.
2013). Also, sustainable land use is not the only way for businesses to safeguard security of
supply. Some companies use diversification of sourcing areas as a strategy to cope with the
impact of climate change. These companies effectively secure long-term resource supply, but
may be less inclined to invest in the resilience of their sourcing areas (Kissinger et al. 2013).
This reduces their incentive to participate in landscape approaches, which means that
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perhaps a different approach (less based on multi-stakeholder collaboration) could be more
effective.

Government limitations

In practice, existing governance contexts are often far from ideal. In the case of lacking
governance or restrictive regulations, implementation of landscape initiatives can become
very difficult, if not impossible. As smallholders, being the most vulnerable of all
stakeholders when working individually, are usually the ones most affected by the negative
impacts of ineffective governance systems, there might be more chance for success when
smallholders organise themselves in an association or cooperative.

Keep in mind a broader perspective

African Studies Centre warns governments not to exclude ‘difficult” areas altogether in their
sustainability ambition (H. van Dijk, personal communication, May 19, 2014). Avoiding
landscapes with low potential for stakeholder cooperation or politically unstable areas could
lead to an increase of discontentment in such areas, potentially increasing political instability.
Governments should try to invest in those landscapes in which a positive effect of landscape
approaches is expected, but at the same time development aid should be allocated to those
areas that fall outside the scope of landscape approaches.

5.5 Conclusions

There is a trend of increasing stakeholder readiness to participate in integrated landscape
initiatives. Incentives for involvement include food and resource security, improving local
livelihoods, increasing productivity, increasing market access, biodiversity conservation,
economic development, social development, returns on investment in biodiversity
conservation, improving reputation, meeting (future) demand for sustainable products.
Barriers for involvement are mainly related to lack of knowledge and awareness, lack of
means to switch to more sustainable production methods, limitations due to regulatory or
land tenure constraints, lack of long-term perspectives and long-term support of
governments and financers, and lack of trust between stakeholders. Knowledge transfer is
essential for raising awareness on the multiple and joint benefits of landscape sustainability.
This includes informing stakeholders on the actual costs and benefits of (good) landscape use
and the added value of multi-stakeholder approaches. For smallholders, capacity building is
essential in order to provide them with the means to shift to more sustainable land-use
practices. Long-term government support and a long-term vision of businesses increases the
potential success of landscape initiatives. Finally, initiatives based on a landscape approach
should not solely be seen as development aid projects running on donor funding. Instead,
landscape approaches should, when possible, be based on a business case of (financial)
returns on investment in the long term, ensuring integrated landscape initiatives to become
self-sustaining in time. Care should however be taken not to exclude certain difficult
landscapes where the long-term societal return on investment could easily outweigh the
short-term gains of focusing only on high economic potential landscapes.
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6 Analysis of Dutch
policy on sustainable
development

6.1 Introduction

Three departments of the Dutch Government play a role in achieving goals on sustainable
international development. These are the Ministries of Foreign Affairs (BZ), Economic Affairs
(EZ) and Infrastructure and the Environment (IenM). Here, as a first step towards a potential
more robust future analysis, each department is described in terms of their international
development goals and the budgets allocated to these goals. As overall budget allocation
might not be a clear reflection of the actual actions taken to reach specific development and
biodiversity goals, the overviews of budget allocations only serve as an indication. It is
impossible to tell what effects are reached in practice with these budget and to what extent a
budget for a specific theme has positive effects on other themes or goals as well. Therefore,
this chapter will conclude with an overview of the different development programs in place
that are relevant when it comes to landscape approaches. These programs will be discussed
in terms of their strengths and weaknesses. finally, they will be viewed in the light of the
overall development aid and biodiversity ambitions of the Dutch Government.

6.2 The Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs (BZ)

6.2.1 Policy targets

The Ministry of BZ has documented their most recent aims regarding international
development in the 2013 note by Minister Ploumen of Foreign Trade and International
Development on development aid, trade and investments (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2013b).
In this strategy paper, three types of country relationships are described on which

development policy is focused:
= Aid relationships: relationships with (post)conflict countries and fragile nations that

lack the institutional capacity to fight poverty on their own. The Dutch Government
helps by combining poverty alleviation initiatives with activities focused on safety and
diplomacy. Countries with which the Netherlands have an aid relationship are
Afghanistan, Burundi, Mali, Yemen, Rwanda, South Sudan and the Palestinian
Territories.

* Transition relationships: relationships with countries with which the Netherlands
have both aid and trade relationships. As the trade relationship with those countries
strengthens, the necessity for poverty alleviation reduces over time, and trade can
receive more attention. Important countries in this category are currently
Bangladesh, Benin, Ethiopia, Ghana, Indonesia, Mozambique and Uganda.

* Trade relationships: relationships with countries with which the Netherlands have
a trade and investment relation. Activities within this category aim for improvement
of the success of Dutch businesses abroad. The Dutch focus is concentrated in
relationships with Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, Germany,
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France, the Gulf States, India, Iraq, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, Nigeria, the Ukraine,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Singapore, Turkey, Vietnam, the United Kingdom, the
United States, South Africa and South Korea.

Ploumen’s note focuses on three main goals:
= Eradication of extreme hunger and poverty within one generation;

= Sustainable inclusive growth around the world;
= Prosperity of Dutch businesses abroad.

6.2.2 Analysis of policies and budgets

= An analysis of the Ministry of BZ's budget on international development (Ministry of
Foreign Affairs 2013a) reveals that the budget allocations fits in well with the goals
mentioned in Ploumen’s note: There is a large focus on people-oriented aims, such
as social development (35% of the total budget of almost 2.8 billion euros on
international trade and development cooperation), peace and safety for development
(25% of the total budget on international trade and development cooperation), food
security and drinking water provision. Another 35% of the total budget on
international trade and development cooperation is allocated to sustainable trade and
investments.

= No budget is directly allocated to biodiversity conservation. Part of the water
management budget could possibly indirectly have a positive influence on
biodiversity, as well as some targets on sustainable use of natural resources and
climate resilience. However, judging from the budget report the main focus regarding
climate seems to be on climate change mitigation (CO, reduction) instead of
biodiversity conservation or ecosystem resilience (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2013a).

= Monitoring is not mentioned in the budget report, though known to be part of
individual programs. For example, the Ministry of BZ finances the new Sustainable
Land and Water Program, part of The Sustainable Trade Initiative (IDH). An
important part of this programme is creating a universal monitoring framework.

6.3 The Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs (EZ)

6.3.1 Policy targets

In the implementation agenda on natural capital (Uitvoeringsagenda Natuurlijk Kapitaal) of
the Ministry of EZ, biodiversity receives much attention. With programmes such as the Green
Development Initiatives and Platform BEE (Business, Economy and Ecology) the Ministry of
EZ aims to scale up initiatives on biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of land and
resources from a company level to a broader (landscape) level. The Ministry of EZ states to
work closely together with the Ministry of IenM in reaching the goals on natural capital
conservation. The main goals as described in the ‘Uitvoeringsagenda Natuurlijk Kapitaal’

(Ministry of Economic Affairs 2013a) are:
*= Protection nature on a landscape level in production areas of agricultural resources;

= Restoring degraded land ecosystems;

= Bringing biodiversity and food production into balance;

= Encouraging Dutch businesses to assess the value of natural capital;

= Increasing awareness on biodiversity.
From this implementation agenda several pilot projects have emerged in Africa and Brazil,
focused on cacao production areas. The Ministry of EZ also co-organized a recent conference
(Nairobi, Kenya, July 2014) that resulted in “the African landscapes action plan” containing
19 action strategies to promote widespread implementation of the landscape approach
across Africa in six focal areas: policy, governance, business, finance, research and capacity
development (LPFN, 2014).
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In addition, the Ministry of EZ states in its budget report that in terms of international
agriculture, the aim is to increase food security by doubling production while halving the use
of resources (Ministry of Economic Affairs 2013b).

6.3.2 Analysis of policies and budgets

= Judging from the budget report, projects on strengthening the international economic
position of the Netherlands and on innovation are almost entirely focused on Europe
and developed countries with which the Netherlands have a strong trade relationship
(Ministry of Economic Affairs 2013b). There are some exceptions, which include the
programme ‘Natuurlijk Ondernemen en Green Deals’ (part of Platform BEE) and EZ's
pilot programs on implementing the landscape approach in developing countries (N.
Visser, personal communication, July 30, 2014).

*» EZ has many goals on biodiversity conservation, and shows this in the budget
allocation as well: 0.4 million euros go directly to international biodiversity. Another
1.9 million euros are allocated to sustainable food systems, and 8.3 million euros to
international sustainable entrepreneurship and green deals. Compared to the total
international development budget of BZ (2.8 billion euros), however, these budgets
are extremely small.

= Other than BZ, EZ does mention monitoring as a main target in their budget report.
For example, TEEB studies are part of the Sustainable Entrepreneurship and Green
Deals programme. EZ states that monitoring schemes are implemented in order to
track international goals on nature conservation and to serve international reports on
nature and biodiversity (Ministry of Economic Affairs 2013b).

6.4 The Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the
Environment (IenM)

6.4.1 Policy targets
Though the Dutch Ministry of IenM mainly focuses on national issues related to spatial
planning, nature and environment, two relevant international goals were mentioned in the
budget report of 2014 (Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment 2013):
= Climate change mitigation;
= Sustainability: boost the transition to a sustainable economy by stimulating
responsible resource use and strengthening natural capital resilience.

6.4.2 Analysis of policies and budgets

= the Ministry of IenM defines clear international and development goals regarding
climate and sustainability. In the budget report, however, it is hard to distinguish
which part of the allocated budget goes to these goals and which part is spent on
national targets. The water programme, ‘Partners for Water’ (an HGIS/BZ supported
initiative) is one of the few more clearly described international programs, though
this programme covers both international development and national/European
projects (Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment 2013).

= In the budget report there is a large focus on climate change mitigation, with CO,
reduction as the most important aim. Within that aim national and European goals
receive most attention (Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment 2013). With
regard to the sustainability goals, these too are largely focused on national and
European level innovation initiatives and natural capital protection on a national
level.

* Though according to the ‘Uitvoeringsagenda Natuurlijk Kapitaal’ the Ministries of EZ
and IenM are working together on international biodiversity issues, the Ministry of
IenM has no budget allocated directly to international biodiversity.
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= Though not described in the budget report, specific international development
programs are being supported by the Ministry of IenM, which include VCA (Verified
Conservation Areas) and IRP (International Resource Panel). It is not clear from the
budget allocation how these programs are financed and what the sizes of the
budgets are.

6.5

management

Relevant existing programs for integrated landscape

As stated before, an overall budget allocation might not reflect the actual actions taken to
reach specific development and biodiversity goals. Part of the budgets on international
sustainable development go to large organisations, such as the United Nations, and are not
always labelled. Therefore there is little clarity on the actual effects of Dutch money on
international development. In order to get a better idea of what the Dutch Government is
doing to reach goals at a landscape level, an analysis was done of programs relevant for
integrated landscape management which have been implemented or are supported by the
Dutch Government. An overview of these programs, their areas of focus, strengths and
weaknesses is given in the table below. Some of these programs are single-issue ones, but
there are also a number of initiatives based on the principles of the landscape approach.

6.5.1 Overview of international development programs
Programme | Suppo | Description Strengths Weaknesses Source
/ initiative rting s
depart
ment
Trade and = A
Biodiversity
IDH/SLWP Foreign | Aims to support * Active Focus on landscapes | (minjstry
] . . . involvement of that are sourcing
(inception Affairs integrated land private sector in areas for one or of
phase) management in 6 multi- more commodities Foreign
(Sustainable landscapes that stakeholder and where private Affairs
. landscape sector actors are
Trade are sourcing initiatives. interested in 2013b)
Initiative/ areas for one or = Incorporates landscape
Sustainable more agri valuation of approaches. (IDH
L ecosystem Areas that fall
Land and commodities, by services into outside this range 2013)
Water facilitating multi- business models. do not fit into this
L] Facilitates multi- programme.
Program stakeholder see
g ) stakeholders (
processes . meetings and also:
Ultimate aim of joint scenario http://w
the programme is development. ww.idhsu
to develop stainable
financially viable trade.co
governance m/)
models for
integrated land
management.
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Involves

Focus on areas that

VCA (Verified | Infrastr | Aims to develop a - . - (GDI
) businesses in are of interest to
Conservation | ucture market place for landscape financers. Areas that | 2013)
Areas) / GDI | and the integrated initiatives. fall outside this
(Green Environ landscape Stimulates interest range may (see
incorporation of not fit in this
Development | ment management by biodiversity programme. also:
Initiative) improving conservation into Possible focus on http://v-
i business models. only biodiversity
accountability and c-a.org/
Y conservation
transparency of functional for or
baselines, investors. http://gd
measures and i.earthmi
outcomes, and nd.net)
inviting
businesses to
invest.
Pilot projects | Economi | Aims to restore Involves Focus on areas that | (vjnjstry
i . ) businesses in are of interest to
Africa/Brazil c Affairs | degraded landscape financers. Areas that | Of
ecosystems and initiatives. fall outside this Economic
set up Facilitates multi- interest range may Affairs
o . stakeholders not fit in this
biodiversity- consultations. programme. 2013a)
friendly Possible focus on
agricultural only biodiversity
. . conservation
practices in functional for
landscapes which investors.
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6.5.2 Discussion on Dutch international development programs

Programs aiming for integrated landscape management already exist...

The Dutch Ministries of Foreign Affairs (BZ), Economic Affairs (EZ) and Infrastructure and the
Environment (IenM) have already implemented or are supporting a number of projects in
which the landscape approach is applied. The most prominent ones are the new Sustainable
Land and Water Program (SLWP, part of the Ministry of BZ supported IDH), the Verified
Conservation Areas approach (VCA), promoted by the Ministry of IenM, and a number of
pilots in Africa and Brazil supported by the Ministry of EZ. Most of these programs have been
established within the past ten years, which shows that there is increasing awareness within
the Dutch Government on integrating goals on international sustainable development.
Furthermore, a significant overlap between these programs was found in terms of goals and
approaches. All three departments are clearly trying to incorporate the principles of the
landscape approach in these (pilot) projects.

...but more interconnection is required...

In interviews with the ministries and the Commonland Foundation it was noted that
cooperation between the Ministries of BZ, EZ and IenM with regard to international
development is perceived as insufficient. The same goes for cooperation between the
abovementioned landscape initiatives. Instead of each implementing separate projects with
different departmental targets, an overarching international integrated agenda on
development and biodiversity should be established in which the ambitions of the three
ministries regarding landscape approaches can be combined. An important advantage of
such a step is the possibility to combine the available knowledge on integrated landscape
management. Experts involved in individual programs can now form a knowledge platform,
exchange information and ideas and reduce possible knowledge gaps between the scientific
world and different governmental departments. Furthermore, an international agenda
enables the available budgets for landscape approaches to be combined and possibly
implemented more efficiently.
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Creating trust and a level playing field is essential for proper cooperation between ministries
and landscape initiatives. Besides facilitating such cooperation, the government can offer
additional support by showing long-term commitment via budgets, policies and national and
international standards.

...as well as rethinking budgets...

Judging from the budget reports of the Ministries of BZ, EZ and IenM, Dutch budgets for
international development cooperation are for a large part allocated to people- and profit-
goals (local social and economic development, strengthening the international market
position of Dutch businesses: (Ministry of Economic Affairs 2013b; Ministry of Foreign Affairs
2013a; Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment 2013). Planet-oriented goals could be
at risk of not being adequately addressed via these budgets. It is advised therefore to
impose boundary conditions to the allocation of the existing budgets on people- and profit-
goals, thus enabling the inclusion of goals such as (functional and other) biodiversity in these
budgets. This will make sure that these large budgets can also be applied for a more
integrated approach to development issues.

...and a broader overall scope for international development via landscape
approaches

The Dutch Government applies different types of measures for development cooperation,
some are people-oriented, some profit-oriented and some planet-oriented. The existing
landscape projects are mainly implemented from a profit-perspective, and aim to involve
(Dutch) businesses that have an interest in the landscape in which the project is carried out.
This type of approach involves a risk of certain landscapes being excluded, namely those
landscapes that do not have a direct economic value to (Dutch) businesses, and certain
people- and planet- objectives not receiving adequate attention. The Dutch Government, as
promoter of public interests, could adopt a broader perspective on the landscape approach
and also implement the landscape approach in areas that might not have economic
relevance, but also landscapes in which for example biodiversity conservation is vital or
landscapes in which the incentives for becoming more sustainable are already present.

Restrictions regarding international cooperation on landscape approaches
A limitation in international cooperation on landscape approaches is the fact that
governments have their own, sometimes opposing, objectives regarding the use of natural
resources. Often, short-term financial returns are prioritised over long-term biodiversity
conservation. As states have their sovereign rights to the use of natural resources,
international conventions on issues such as biodiversity or social development cannot be
endorsed by law. Though international conventions, such as the CBD, are to a certain level
effective in working towards more sustainable landscapes, it will be difficult to establish
agreements in which all relevant stakeholders commit to aiming for integrated, sustainable
landscape management. The Dutch Government could still make a difference, however, by
showing the successes of their integrated landscape initiatives and serving as an example for
other governments.

6.6 Conclusions

The Dutch Government applies different types of measures for development cooperation,
some are people-oriented, some profit-oriented and some planet-oriented. Overall budget
allocations of the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Economic Affairs and Infrastructure and the
Environment on international cooperation indicate limited attention for international
biodiversity conservation. Though existing landscape-level initiatives supported by the
government do include biodiversity conservation in their overall objectives, the focus on
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economic goals in all of these approaches involves the risk of conservation attempts
primarily being targeted at biodiversity or ecosystem services that are valuable for
businesses (either for financial or reputational considerations). The Dutch Government, as
promoter of public interests, could adopt a broader perspective on the landscape approach
and also implement the landscape approach in areas that might not have economic
relevance, but also landscapes in which for example biodiversity conservation is vital or
landscapes in which the incentives for becoming more sustainable are already present.
Furthermore, there is a perceived lack of alignment between the Ministries of BZ, EZ and
IenM on reaching international development goals. The establishment of an overarching
international agenda on development and biodiversity could help to strengthen cooperation,
and to combine existing landscape initiatives, budgets and knowledge on landscape
approaches.

In addition, boundary conditions should be applied to the allocation of the existing large
budgets on people- and profit- goals, thus enabling the inclusion of goals such as (functional
and other) biodiversity in these budgets. This will make sure that these large budgets can
also be applied for a more integrated approach to development issues.
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7.1

7.1.1

7.1.2

7.1.3

Conclusions

Concept of the integrated landscape approach
Landscape thinking has changed over the years from a top-down, hierarchical focus
on land-use planning and conservation in the 1970s/1980s to a multi-stakeholder,
multi-objective approach today.
The landscape approach can offer major benefits for sustainable international
development and inclusive green growth, and could be implemented for a broad set
of goals, including biodiversity.
The landscape approach can be viewed from different perspectives. Depending on
the focus and priorities of stakeholders, landscape oriented initiatives can be
characterised as people-, planet- or profit-driven, or a combination of those.
For those initiating a landscape approach it is important to not lose sight of those
landscape goals that are not of direct interest to them, in order to ensure a synergy
between sustainability domains. In order to find a balance in the triple P scheme,
continuous monitoring and evaluation of the effects of an approach is desirable.
Governments play an important regulatory role in ensuring the establishment of fully
integrated landscape approaches. By implementing (and enforcing) sustainability
standards for the production and import of products from developing countries,
governments can force businesses to make their production more sustainable.
Additionally, governments can support businesses in their sustainability ambitions
by closing mutual agreements via International Corporate Social Responsibility
conventions (ICSR/IMVO) or green deals.

Implications for biodiversity
When landscape approaches are people- or profit-driven, broad biodiversity
conservation, often a common good, is at risk of being overlooked. This is related to
the unequal distribution of costs and benefits of biodiversity conservation.
Creating awareness among governments (international, national and local),
businesses and local stakeholders is the key to increasing readiness to incorporate
biodiversity objectives in landscape approaches, together with capacity building and
land tenure security on a community/farm land level.
Financial arrangements, such as Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) or Reducing
Emissions from Deforestation and forest Degradation (REDD and REDD+), are
necessary to overcome unfair distribution of costs and benefits.

Stakeholder involvement and governance context
There is an ongoing trend of increasing stakeholder readiness to participate in
integrated landscape initiatives. Recently it is increasingly being acknowledged that
businesses should be more involved in landscape approaches, as they can make
financing of landscape approaches possible. Therefore opportunities are missed in
terms of financing landscape approaches and the possibility for businesses to act as
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powerful stakeholders that can stimulate other stakeholders to participate in
landscape approaches.

Incentives for stakeholder involvement include food and resource security, improving
local livelihoods, increasing productivity, increasing market access, biodiversity
conservation, economic development, social development, returns on investment in
biodiversity conservation, improving reputation, meeting (future) demand for
sustainable products.

Barriers for stakeholder involvement are mainly related to differences in objectives,
lack of knowledge and awareness, lack of means to switch to more sustainable
production methods, limitations due to regulatory and land tenure constraints, short-
term perspectives, lack of long-term support of governments and financers, and lack
of trust between stakeholders.

Knowledge transfer is a condition for success in landscape approaches, as it helps

stakeholders to become aware of the benefits of landscape approaches and increases
their incentive and ability to participate and invest in such initiatives. This includes
informing stakeholders on the actual costs and benefits of (good) landscape use and
knowledge on the added value of multi-stakeholder approaches.

For smallholders, capacity building is essential in order to provide them with the
means to shift to more sustainable land-use practices. Furthermore, smallholder
empowerment can be facilitated via farmer’s organisations.

Long-term government support and long-term vision of businesses increases the
potential success of landscape initiatives and could support transparency and
accountability of landscape projects.

Initiatives based on a landscape approach should not solely be seen as development
aid projects running on donor funding. Instead, landscape approaches should, when
possible, be based on a business case of (financial returns on investment) in the long
term, ensuring integrated landscape initiatives to become self-sustaining in time. At
the same time, care should be taken not to exclude certain landscapes: a return on
investment is desirable, but not a necessary condition for landscape approaches.

Dutch policies
The Dutch Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Economic Affairs and Infrastructure and the
Environment already support projects that are based on the idea of landscape
approaches. The most prominent ones are the Sustainable Land and Water Program
(SLWP, part of IDH), the Verified Conservation Areas approach (VCA) and a number
of pilots in Africa and Brazil supported by Economic Affairs.
These projects are generally based on involving (often Dutch) businesses that have
an interest in the landscape in which the project is carried out. This approach
involves a risk of certain landscapes being excluded, namely those landscapes that
do not have a direct economic value to businesses.
The Dutch Government, as promoter of public interests, could adopt a broader
perspective on the landscape approach and also implement the landscape approach
in areas with little economic relevance.
In order to make landscape initiatives more effective, more cooperation between the
Ministries of BZ, EZ and IenM and between the landscape initiatives these
departments are supporting would be desirable.
Furthermore, a broader perspective is needed on the allocation of budgets. Ministries
should aim to include additional goals when allocating trade- and people- oriented
budgets.
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