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Key findings/messages  

An effective enabling environment for achieving LDN  

1. Institutional enabling environment 

A common national long-term vision and commitment to LDN is perceived as critical for 
implementation of LDN, and good progress is evident in target-setting and institutional 
coordination.  However, gaps remain in mainstreaming of LDN targets, vertical coordination, 
and the overall political importance given to LDN amongst competing priorities.   

1. A common national long-term vision and commitment to LDN is ranked in the survey as the most 

important measure to support LDN implementation.  

2. Overall, good progress is evident in the survey and TSP reports on LDN target-setting, 

establishing a lead agency (primarily environmental or agriculture ministries), horizontal 

coordination mechanisms, and multi-stakeholder consultation.  

3. Gaps are evident in the mainstreaming of targets into national plans, establishing vertical 

coordination mechanisms, institutional capacities in enforcement, securing land tenure and 

resolving conflicts, as well as the overall importance given to LDN amongst competing political 

priorities. 

 

2. Financial enabling environment 

A national budget for LDN is ranked in the survey as an important measure for 
implementation, however few countries have assessed financial needs or secured finance for 
LDN.  

4. A national budget for LDN is ranked in the survey as one of the most important measures to 

support implementation, while the lack of finance was ranked as an important challenge to LDN 

moving forward.  

5. The GEF is identified as another important source of finance, while UNCCD-GM was considered 

a key enabler of finance.  

6. There is very limited information in the TSP reports on financial needs and costings, which 

suggests that this is an important gap in progress.   

7. Overall, a minority of survey respondents (16%) indicate that they have secured finance for LDN 

to date. 

3. Policy/regulatory enabling environment 

Secure land tenure and access to land are important enablers for LDN implementation1, 
however national progress and capacity remains low. Limited national progress is evident in 
establishing effective integrated land use planning systems and, in particular, embedding 
neutrality mechanisms. 

8. Secured land tenure and access to land is ranked in the survey as an important measure for LDN 

implementation, while national capacity for securing land tenure arrangements is rated as low.  

9. The TSP reports provide limited evidence to support the importance of land tenure security, as 

very few reports consider land tenure. In the few cases where it is addressed, it is identified as a 

                                                                    
1 The survey evidence presented here is strongly corroborated by literature findings, See Annex 1 paragraph 
4.2. 



Annex 2   

3 
 

weakness or barrier to SLM. This suggests that land tenure and governance arrangements 

represent an important capacity gap for national implementation of LDN. 

10. The majority of survey respondents rate their integrated land use planning systems as modest or 

limited, while there is limited reported adoption of neutrality mechanisms in land use planning.   

11. Very few TSP reports evaluate the effectiveness of integrated land use planning systems or make 

reference to a neutrality mechanism. Integrated land use planning and neutrality mechanisms 

appear to be important capacity gaps. 

4. Science-policy enabling environment 

Countries are using the three global indicators2, however gaps remain in national capacities 
to set baselines and track progress, particularly for land productivity dynamics and SOC. 
Despite these gaps, in most cases national data systems are adequate for making data 
available for land use planning decisions.  

12. Survey respondents rate the lack of awareness and understanding of LDN and its key concepts 

as a key challenge for LDN moving forward. Gaps in technical capacities for implementing LDN 

are apparent in both the survey and TSP reports. 

13. Most respondents to the survey confirm that they would use the three global indicators, however 

national capacities to set baselines and track progress are rated comparatively low.  

14. The TSP reports highlight considerable progress in setting national baselines for the global 

indicators. Stronger capabilities are evident in land cover mapping and land change assessment, 

and national datasets are often utilised. However, limited capabilities in monitoring land 

productivity dynamics and SOC are reported, with reliance upon global datasets.  

15. Despite these gaps, the survey results highlight that in most cases national data systems are 

considered adequate for making data available in land use planning decisions, and data is 

perceived as a lower priority challenge for LDN implementation moving forward.  

16. Both the survey results and the TSP reports highlight stronger capabilities and better progress on 

land degradation and potential assessments, but limited progress and capacities on resilience 

and socio-economic assessments. 

Multiple benefits for well-being, livelihoods and the environment 

Stakeholders expect a range of multiple benefits on human well-being and livelihoods to 
materialise as a result of SLM and LDN. Important measures mentioned for leveraging 
multiple benefits include the full and effective participation from local communities and 
stakeholders, mainstreaming of LDN into existing plans and programs, and evaluating 
economic, social and environmental trade-offs during program design. Capacity gaps remain in 
assessing multiple benefits and trade-offs and managing these during project design.  

17. Over 90% of survey respondents agree or strongly agree that they expect positive effects on 

human well-being and livelihoods as a result of SLM and LDN. Respondents also expect to see a 

broad range of multiple benefits from implementing LDN, in particular increased food security, 

enhanced local livelihoods, increased biodiversity, increased yields/productivity, and increased 

resilience to drought.  

18. The TSP reports highlight that countries are identifying these linkages and benefits to varying 

degrees, with some adopting leverage plans.  The main leverage opportunities included enhanced 

food security, poverty reduction, conservation, agricultural productivity, climate resilience, water 

security, hunger eradication, household income, economic development, in tandem advancing 

SDG implementation. 

                                                                    
2 Land productivity, soil carbon stocks, land cover. See Orr et al. (2017). 
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19. The survey results and the TSP reports highlight some important measures for leveraging multiple 

benefits as the full and effective participation from local communities and stakeholders, 

mainstreaming of LDN into existing plans and programs, greater engagement of central planning 

and finance ministries, evaluating economic, social and environmental trade-offs during program 

design, and prioritising livelihood outcomes. 

20. While there is strong agreement from survey respondents that the consideration of multiple 

benefits makes planning for LDN easier, less than half agree that it is clear how to manage trade-

offs, and considerable gaps in the availability of data for monitoring multiple benefits are 

apparent. This highlights potential gaps in national capabilities for assessing multiple benefits and 

trade-offs, and designing projects and programs that maximise multiple benefits and manage 

tensions or unintended consequences. 
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1. Introduction 
The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) adopted by the UN General Assembly in September 

2015 include as a target (15.3) achieving Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN). To support 

implementation of this ‘LDN target’, the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the UN Convention to 

Combat Desertification (UNCCD) directed the Science-Policy Interface (SPI) of the convention to 

provide scientific guidance for the operationalisation of the voluntary LDN target (decision 

21/COP.12).  As a result, the SPI developed a Scientific Conceptual Framework for LDN to assist 

countries in formulating national LDN targets and initiatives (Orr et al., 2017, Cowie et al., 2018).  

The Framework creates a common understanding of the LDN objective and consistency in 

approaches to achieving LDN. The Framework recommends a range of technical preparatory 

assessment, integrated land use planning incorporating a ‘neutrality mechanism’ to counterbalance 

gains and losses, as well as three key global indicators for use by countries to set national baselines 

and targets and monitor progress.  

The Secretariat and the Global Mechanism of the UNCCD are supporting interested countries in the 

national LDN target-setting process through its LDN Target Setting Programme (TSP), including 

the definition of baselines, targets and associated measures to achieve LDN by 20303. To date, 120 

countries have participated in the LDN TSP across all five UNCCD Regional Implementation 

Annexes4.    

The TSP provides direct technical and financial support to all interested country Parties focused on 

three key areas: accessing the best available data for target setting; conducting multi-stakeholder 

consultation processes to mainstream LDN into national SDG agendas; and identifying investment 

opportunities for LDN implementation.  Drawing on experience from an initial Pilot Project 

involving 14 countries, four building blocks for the LDN TSP were identified which provided the 

basis for the LDN target-setting process: 1. Leveraging LDN; 2. Assessing LDN; 3. Setting LDN 

targets and associated measures; and 4. Achieving LDN.  National reports and commitments 

stemming from the TSP’s country-level assistance are available through the UNCCD Knowledge 

Hub5, providing a rich source of information on national efforts to implement the LDN target. 

To complement and build upon this initial work, the COP requested the SPI to gather science-based 

evidence on the contribution that LDN would have on enhancing the well-being and livelihoods of 

people affected by desertification, land degradation and drought (DLDD) (i.e. objective 1.2 of the 

SPI work programme for the biennium 2018-2019).  The report will contribute to the evidence base 

on land-based response options that is needed for policy design and implementation, and for 

projects by development partners, the private sector and governmental agencies involved in the 

phases that follow LDN target setting, and to advance SDG target 15.3 through maximising co-

benefits and minimizing side-effects.  

To inform the development of the report for objective 1.2 and in line with the study method, the SPI 

commissioned two complementary background papers that draw upon the available research 

literature as well as other available information and evidence.  Background Paper 1 (annexed 

separately) provides a comprehensive review of the research literature relating to the role and 

dynamics of land governance.  This paper represents Background Paper 2, which addresses the 

enabling environment for LDN and its potential contribution to enhancing well-being, livelihoods 

and the environment.  

                                                                    
3 https://www.unccd.int/actions/ldn-target-setting-programme  
4 Africa (51); Asia (27); Latin America & the Caribbean (29); Northern Mediterranean (2); Central & Eastern Europe (11).  
5 https://knowledge.unccd.int/home/country-information/countries-with-voluntary-ldn-targets  

https://www.unccd.int/actions/ldn-target-setting-programme
https://knowledge.unccd.int/home/country-information/countries-with-voluntary-ldn-targets


Annex 2   

6 
 

2. Purpose and Method 
This background paper serves as an input into the SPI report synthesizing science-based evidence 

on the enabling environment for LDN implementation, and the multiple benefits that LDN 

initiatives can deliver. The report aims to provide evidence across two key research questions:   

1. What are the main elements of an effective enabling environment for national LDN 

implementation, what progress has been made to date, and what are the remaining gaps and 

priorities? 

2. What multiple benefits are LDN initiatives perceived or expected to deliver in terms of well-being, 

livelihood and environmental outcomes? 

To address these questions, the study adopted a mixed-methods approach which synthesises the 

results from an online global survey of LDN stakeholders, combined with a systematic review of 

national TSP reports and relevant scientific and grey literature (Figure 1). The results were then 

triangulated to assess progress, priorities and gaps, and provide an overall assessment on the 

degree of confidence in the available evidence.  

 

Figure 1. Overview of research questions and method for background paper 

2.1 LDN Online Survey 
An online survey was developed in consultation with representatives of the SPI and circulated to 

practitioners and experts involved in the LDN TSP and associated activities in mid-November 2018.   

The survey was delivered via SurveyMonkey and comprised a maximum of 25 questions (Appendix 

A).  Question logic was used to determine the final set of questions viewed by respondents, based 

on their affiliation or function (i.e. national focal point, national consultant, regional consultant, 

researcher/scientist, CSO/IGO, business). As a result, the number of questions varied between 11 

and 25, depending on the function of the respondent. 

The survey was designed to collect information in two key areas: firstly, regarding what is needed to 

achieve and maintain LDN in terms of policies, incentives, and support; and secondly, how LDN 

initiatives contribute to achieving environmental objectives as well as improving human well-being 

and livelihoods.  The survey questions were developed based on advice from the SPI through 

several rounds of consultations. The majority of the questions adopted either Likert-scales or 

rating-scales to collect responses. 

2.2. Systematic review of national TSP reports 
The systematic review of national TSP reports was undertaken to provide an assessment of the 

evidence-base for developing an effective enabling environment for LDN, including information on 
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multiple benefits. This was preceded and supported by a review of the academic and grey literature 

to identify a set of criteria to assist with framing the systematic review.  

An enabling environment can be thought of as the combination of contextual elements allowing 

progress to be made towards a clearly defined goal (Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011). Drawing from the 

available literature (Orr et al., 2017, Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011, Fisher et al., 2018, Chasek et al., 

2019, Wunder and Bodle, 2019, Cowie et al., 2018, Global Mechanism of the United Nations 

Convention to Combat Desertification, 2016a, Enemark, 2010, Chasek et al., 2015, Akhtar-Schuster 

et al., 2017, Global Mechanism of the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, 2016b, 

Stavi and Lal, 2015, Grainger, 2015, FAO, 2012, IPBES, 2018, Enemark, 2012), the enabling 

environment for LDN was further defined as comprising four main dimensions and 15 elements 

(Table 1). While not capturing every potential component of an enabling environment, this 

framework was considered adequate for the purposes of supporting the systematic review of the 

national TSP reports. The framework of 4 dimensions and 15 elements provided the criteria for 

evaluating the content of each national report. 

A total of 30 national TSP reports were reviewed6. The selection of national reports was undertaken 

to ensure balance across the five UNCCD Regional Implementation Annexes, as well as balance 

within regions in terms of covering diversity in the level of development of each country and sub-

regional differences.  To ensure inter-regional balance, where available, a minimum of six countries 

were selected from each region7. To ensure intra-regional balance, the Human Development Index 

(HDI) was used as a proxy, with country selection including a spectrum of HDI values ranging from 

the lowest to highest.  Reports were reviewed in English, French, Spanish and Russian by seven 

different reviewers.  

Table 1. Criteria for evaluating progress on establishing an enabling environment for LDN 

Dimension of Enabling 
Environment: 

Element or Criteria: 

1. Institutional 1.1 National political commitment and agenda: high-level commitment; clear priorities and 
targets set; targets mainstreamed into NAP and National Development Plan 

 1.2 Coordination: lead national agency responsible for LDN and integrated land-use 
planning; mechanisms in place for horizontal and vertical coordination 

 1.3 Multi-stakeholder consultation: inclusion of civil society and other stakeholders; 
participatory process 

 1.4 Institutional capacities: in planning, policy development, monitoring, enforcement 
  

2. Financial 2.1 Finance needs assessment or costings identified for LDN implementation (e.g. 
operational, monitoring, evaluation etc.) 

 2.2 Identified sources of finance: instruments, mechanisms described or identified; 
earmarked funds in budget; additional sources of finance 

  

3. Policy/ regulatory 3.1 Land tenure considered: user rights; access rights; control rights; transfer rights and 
tenure security 

 3.2 Integrated land-use planning system considered/mentioned 

 3.3 Neutrality mechanism to counterbalance losses and gains discussed or proposed; 
consideration of avoid, reduce, reverse hierarchy 

 3.4 Regulations and rules around LDN considered: policies, procedures, incentives 

 3.5 Policy coherence: policy alignment; consideration of synergies/ trade-offs (e.g. 
synergistic policies operationalised at the same time by different ministries) 

  

4. Science-Policy 
interface 

4.1 Effectiveness of data and monitoring systems considered; consideration of 3 global 
indicators 

                                                                    
6 Asia: Nepal, Cambodia, Bangladesh, Viet Nam, Jordan, China, Sri Lanka; Africa: Niger, Cameron, Eritrea, Malawi, Benin, Swaziland, 
Equatorial Guinea, Algeria; Central Eastern Europe: Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Armenia, Georgia, Bosnia Herzegovina, Belarus; Latin America 
& Caribbean: Guyana, Nicaragua, Bolivia, Dominican Republic, Colombia, Grenada, Chile; Eastern Mediterranean: Turkey, Italy.  
7 In the case of the Northern Mediterranean region, only 2 country reports were available. As such, an additional country from each of the 
other four regions was selected to reach a total of 30 reports. 
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 4.2 Consideration of technical capacities in the country for LDN target setting and 
implementation 

 4.3 Consideration of information on causes/effects of land degradation and LDN - ecological, 
social, economic (or information to conduct preparatory assessments) 

 4.4 Information on multiple benefits of SLM and LDN considered (e.g. biodiversity, climate, 
livelihoods etc.) 

 

A rating scale and scoring template were developed to provide a consistent approach for evaluating 

the reports across each of the criteria. The rating scale adopted a simple scoring approach (Table 2). 

Reviewers were asked to use this rating scale to evaluate the evidence of an effective enabling 

environment for LDN contained in the TSP reports. An evaluation table was used by reviewers to 

capture the results of their evaluation in a consistent format, as well as corresponding notes and 

justification for the allocation of scores.  An initial review of seven national reports was conducted 

by a single reviewer, and the results were shared with other reviewers to provide additional 

guidance and enhance consistency.  

Table 2. Rating scale for evaluating criteria 

Rating Category  Score Descriptor 

Completed or 
achieved 

Evidence that criteria is 
fully met or very 
advanced progress 

● 4 Very advanced progress made. Evidence that the 
enabling criteria is fully met. Country has completed or 
achieved this criterion. 

On track Evidence of good 
progress  

● 3 Good progress made.  Evidence that the enabling 
criterion is expected to be met in future.  Country is 
considered on-track on this criterion. 

Some 
Advancement 

Evidence of some 
progress 

● 2 Some progress made.  Evidence that some progress has 
been made on the enabling criterion, but that the 
criterion is only partially met.  Country progress is 
considered fair or demonstrates some advancement for 
this criterion. 

Off Track Evidence of no or 
limited progress 

● 1 Very limited or no progress made.  Evidence that limited 
or no progress has been made on the enabling criterion, 
and the enabling criterion is not expected to be met.  
Country is considered off-track on this criterion. 

Insufficient Data ● NA (1) Insufficient information to make an assessment of the 
enabling criterion. 

 

2.3 Triangulation of the results from the TSP report review and LDN survey 
The final step was to triangulate the results from the online survey and the review of national 

reports in order to evaluate overall progress and potential gaps, priority challenges moving forward 

with LDN implementation, and key messages. The degree of certainty and clarity of these 

conclusions was also qualified, using a two-axes plot (Figure 2) which evaluated both the quantity 

and quality of the information (horizontal axis) as well as the level of agreement between the two 

sources of information (vertical axis). This provided an indication of the level of agreement between 

the results from the LDN survey and the TSP review, and whether or not key findings were 

supported by both sources of information.  
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Figure 2. Triangulation of the results from the qualitative review of reports and survey results 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Results  
The results from both the systematic review of national TSP reports and the LDN global survey 

provide insights into the key components of an effective enabling environment for LDN.  These are 

presented here, starting with the systematic review of TSP reports and then followed by the results 

from the survey.  In both cases, the results are structured around the four main dimensions of the 

enabling environment developed as part of the study methodology: 1. institutional, 2. financial, 3. 

policy/regulatory, and 4. science-policy interface.  Results relating to the multiple benefits of 

achieving LDN for human well-being, livelihoods and environmental security are presented as part 

of the fourth dimension.  

In presenting the results from the survey, values in the charts represent either the proportion of 

responses that fall into each Likert scale category or ranking, or weighted averages calculated 

across scales and rankings.  This enables easy comparison of the results across different options and 

clear identification of the most important options identified by respondents overall. Given that the 

number of respondents varies across the different questions (due to the survey logic adopted), the 

number of respondents is also indicated for each chart. 

3.1 Results from systematic review of TSP reports 
The full results from the systematic review of TSP reports are provided in Excel format as 

supplementary materials (Appendix B).  Figure 3 provides a summary of the results, presenting the 

average scores (out of a maximum of four) for each of the 15 criteria calculated across all 30 reports 

reviewed.   

Based on these results, there was greater evidence of progress in terms of the institutional enabling 

environment than other enablers, in particular in establishing the national political commitment 

and agenda (including target setting) (criterion 1.1), coordination mechanisms (1.2), and 

stakeholder consultation (1.3). Other criteria that scored relatively high included regulations and 

rules around LDN (3.4), policy coherence and alignment (3.5), data and monitoring systems (4.1) 

and consideration of causes and effects or drivers of LDN (2.4).   

Based on the average scores, key gaps were evident in terms of establishing financing needs and 

costings (2.1), consideration of land tenure/rights (3.1), integrated land use planning (3.2) and 

establishing or embedding a neutrality mechanism (1.2). However, it is important to note that these 

lower scores may also reflect a lack of adequate information in the reports relating to these criteria. 
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For the purpose of calculating the averages, where insufficient information was available, the values 

were treated as ‘1’ or ‘Off Track’, which reduced the average for these criteria. For example, very 

few national reports specifically referred to a neutrality mechanism (only 3 out of 30), and only two 

countries were considered to have made good progress on this criterion (Colombia and Guyana). 

Similarly, the national reports tended to lack adequate information regarding the land tenure and 

rights arrangements (16 out of 30 reports did not mention land tenure at all) as well as on integrated 

land-use planning systems (19 out of 30 reports did not address this). 
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Figure 3. Summary of results from the review of 30 TSP reports: mode and average scores for each criterion. Results are presented based on the four 

dimensions and 15 criteria developed for evaluating the enabling environment for LDN.  Numbers in the outer ring represent criteria numbers, as listed in the associated text boxes. The 

results from the scoring across all 30 reports are presented as mode values (coloured bars) and average values (dots with numbers). Scores are out of a maximum of four points across all 

reports reviewed. Scores can be interpreted as follows: 4 = ‘Completed or Achieved’; 3 = ‘On Track’; 2 = ‘Some Advancement’; 1 = ‘Off Track’ or ‘Insufficient Information’.  
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When mode values are substituted for averages, the variation in progress across the four 

dimensions and 15 criteria becomes more stark. These results highlight that a greater number of 

countries have individually made good progress (scores 3 or 4) on the institutional enabling 

dimension (1.1 to 1.4) as well as on regulations and rules around LDN (3.4) and consideration of 

policy coherence and alignment (3.5). Overall, stakeholder consultation had the highest mode value 

(mode = 4/4).  Enabling criteria lagging furthest behind in terms of individual country progress 

correspond to the financial dimension (2.1 and 2.2), some elements of the policy/regulatory 

environment (3.1 land tenure, 3.2 integrated land-use planning, and 3.3 neutrality mechanism), as 

well as national technical capacities for LDN assessments and implementation (4.2).  

Averages for each of the four enabling dimensions were also aggregated across all regions as well as 

for each of the five regions (Figure 4). This highlights that overall, the institutional enabling 

dimension showed greatest progress (score =2.8/4), followed by the science-policy interface (2.2/4). 

In most regions (except for Northern Mediterranean), greater progress was evident in the 

institutional dimension compared with other dimensions.  Progress on the science-policy interface 

dimension was higher in the Northern Mediterranean and Latin America and Caribbean (LAC) 

regions. Overall progress was slowest in terms of the financial dimension, in particular in Africa and 

LAC, while progress on the policy/regulatory environment also lagged behind, particularly in 

Northern Mediterranean, Central Eastern Europe and Africa.  

 

Figure 4. Average scores for enabling dimensions across all countries reviewed, by region (score 

out of a maximum of four)8.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

3.2 Results from the global LDN survey 
The detailed summary of the results from the survey across all questions is provided in the 

supplementary materials (Appendix C). A subset of the results is presented here, firstly covering the 

survey responses and important elements of the enabling environment as ranked by respondents, 

and subsequently covering results corresponding to each of the four dimensions of the enabling 

                                                                    
8 CEE = Central Eastern Europe; LAC = Latin America and Caribbean; NM = Northern Mediterranean.  
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environment as per the study methodology. Results relating to multiple benefits of LDN are 

presented under dimension four.  

3.2.1 Summary of survey responses 

A total of 353 responses to the survey were received by the cut-off date of 24 December 2018.  

Overall, the results show good coverage and balance in terms of the affiliation, expertise and 

regional location of the respondents.  

With regard to their function, respondents comprised three relatively balanced groups: national 

focal points or consultants (35%), researchers/scientists (35%), and civil society, intergovernmental 

organisations or private sector (30%) (Figure 5). The most common areas of expertise were land 

degradation (62%) and environmental management (56%), with a relatively small proportion 

having expertise in economics (7%) or social sciences (13%) (Figure 6). Close to 50% of respondents 

indicated that they had been involved in the implementation of an LDN initiative in a specific 

country or countries across all five of the UNCCD regional groupings (Figures 7 and 8).  Finally, a 

total of 61% of respondents indicated that they had participated in the LDN TSP.  

 
Figure 5.  Affiliation of respondents (% of respondents; n = 353) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Figure 6.  Expertise of respondents (% of respondents; n = 353) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

21%

11%

3%

35%

27%

3%

National Focal Point National Consultant Regional Consultant
(multiple countries)

Researcher/ Scientist Civil Society/
Intergovernmental

Organisation

Business/ Private
Sector

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

62%

22%

7%

13%

26%

56%

19%

Land
degradation

Policy Economy Social science Soil Environmental
management

Other (please
specify)

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%



Annex 2   

14 
 

 
Figure 7.  Respondents involved in the implementation of an LDN initiative (% of respondents; 

n = 353) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Figure 8.  Location in which respondents had been involved in an LDN initiative (% of 

respondents; n = 199) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

3.2.2 Important elements of the enabling environment for LDN 

Respondents were asked to rank the three most important policies, procedures and incentives that 

can help implementation of measures to avoid, reduce and reverse land degradation. Based on a 

selection of ten potential options, those with the highest rankings were ‘a common national long-

term vision and commitment to LDN’ (35% ranked in first place), a ‘national budget for LDN’ (18% 

ranked in first place), and ‘secured land tenure and access to land’ (12% ranked in first place) (Figure 

9).  These three measures also ranked the highest based on their relative weighted averages 

calculated across all three rankings, with ‘a common national long-term vision and commitment to 

LDN’ identified as a clear overall priority by respondents (Figure 10).  
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Figure 9. The three most important policies, procedures and incentives that can help 

implement LDN (% of respondents in each rank; n=204) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Figure 10. The three most important policies, procedures and incentives that can help 

implement LDN (weighted average out of 3 across all rankings; n=204) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

The sensitivity of the results to the type of respondent were also analysed to highlight differences in 

priorities. Figure 11 shows the differences in the top-ranked (i.e. rank = 1) most important measure 

for implementing LDN across three stakeholder groupings: national focal points (NFP) and 

consultants; researchers/scientists; and civil society organisations (CSO), intergovernmental 

organisations (IGO), and business.  This highlights a high degree of consistency across the three 

groups, however some variation can be seen for specific measures. For example, the 

CSO/IGO/business grouping gave a stronger preference for secured land tenure and access to land 

than the other groups, while NFPs/consultants rated the capacity to enforce policy implementation 

as more important than other groups.  
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Figure 11. The most important (i.e. rank = 1) policy, procedure or incentive that can help 

implement LDN, by respondent type.9 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Respondents were also asked to rank the five most important challenges to the implementation of 

LDN moving forward. Based on a selection of 11 potential options, those that were ranked the 

highest were ‘insufficient awareness of LDN and understanding of concepts’ (24% ranked in first 

place), ‘insufficient finance’ (16% ranked in first place), and ‘insufficient high-level commitment to 

LDN’ (13% ranked in first place) (Figure 12).  Again, when the results are converted to relative 

weighted averages based on all five rankings, these three options ranked clearly ahead of other 

options in first, second and third place, respectively (Figure 13).  

 
Figure 12. The five most important challenges to implementation of LDN moving forward (% of 

respondents; n=190) 

                                                                    
9 CSO = civil society organisation; IGO = intergovernmental organisation; NFP = national focal point.  

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

A common national long-term vision and commitment to LDN at…

Secured land tenure and access to land

National budget for LDN

Horizontal coordination mechanism across relevant…

Vertical coordination mechanism across levels of government…

Capacity to enforce policy implementation

Farmer networks and/or forest user groups (i.e. associations,…

National extension services

Capacity development centres

Payments for ecosystem services

CSO/IGO/Business Researchers/Scientists NFP/Consultants

24%

16%

13%

7%

7%

7%

6%

6%

5%

4%

4%

10%

14%

16%

7%

6%

7%

12%

7%

5%

13%

4%

11%

7%

16%

14%

13%

5%

5%

6%

11%

7%

5%

8%

6%

10%

14%

12%

9%

10%

7%

12%

10%

3%

14%

14%

5%

10%

12%

5%

10%

9%

9%

9%

3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Insufficient awareness of LDN and understanding of concepts

Insufficient finance

Insufficient high-level commitment to LDN

Insufficient cross-ministerial collaboration

Insufficient technical support/capacity building

Insufficient data for monitoring

Insufficient LDN implementation guidance

Insufficient data for baseline

Insufficient private-public collaboration

Conflicting regulations (national, local administrative levels)

Global indicators unsuitable (additional national indicators…

Rank = 1 Rank = 2 Rank = 3 Rank = 4 Rank = 5



Annex 2   

17 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Figure 13. The five most important challenges to implementation of LDN moving forward 

(weighted average out of 5 across all rankings; n=190) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Again, the sensitivity of the results to the type of respondent were also analysed to highlight 

differences in priorities. Figure 14 shows the differences in the top-ranked (i.e. rank = 1) most 

important measure for implementing LDN across three stakeholder groupings: national focal points 

and consultants; researchers/scientists; and CSO/IGO/business.  A high degree of consistency across 

the three groups can be seen, with the same top priority challenges. However, some variation can 

be seen across the groups.  For example, the researchers/scientists grouping gave a lower priority to 

insufficient finance compared with the other groups, while NFP/consultants gave a higher priority 

to insufficient LDN implementation guidance compared to other groups.  
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Figure 14. The most important (i.e. rank = 1) challenge to LDN implementation moving 

forward, by respondent type.10 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Respondents were also asked to rank the three factors that were considered the most important for 

transforming supply chains into environmentally friendly production systems for sustained LDN. 

Based on a selection of 11 potential options, those that were ranked the highest were ‘more 

conducive regulations for sustainable consumption’ (19% ranked in first place), ‘more 

environmental, social and economic value addition’ (17% ranked in first place), and ‘policy 

incentives for sustainable production’ (16% ranked in first place) (Figure 15). Again, when the 

results are converted to relative weighted averages based on all three rankings, these three options 

ranked clearly ahead of other options (Figure 16).  

 
Figure 15. Important factors for transforming supply chains into environmentally friendly 

production systems for LDN (% of respondents; n=204) 

                                                                    
10 CSO = civil society organisation; IGO = intergovernmental organisation; NFP = national focal point.  
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Figure 16. Important factors for transforming supply chains into environmentally friendly 

production systems for LDN (weighted average out of 3 across all rankings; n=204) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3.2.3 Results on the institutional enabling environment for LDN 
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was seen as the most important enabling factor by respondents, with a total of 35% of respondents 

ranking this in first place, and 66% of respondents ranking this in the top three options (Figure 9). 

Insufficient high-level commitment was also seen as the second biggest challenge to LDN 

implementation moving forward (Figure 10).  
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and a further 27% indicating that they intended to adopt targets but that the process was yet to 

commence (Figure 18). Overall, 14% of respondents indicated that they had no intention to adopt 
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Less progress was evident in terms of mainstreaming of targets into national plans, with 43% of 
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1.07

1.03

0.93

0.79

0.67

0.44

0.39

0.35

0.32

0.31

0.22

More conducive regulations for sustainable production

Policy incentives for sustainable production

More environmental, social and economic value addition

More sustainable consumption within and beyond the…

More capacity development for farmers associations etc.

More collaboration between the public and private sectors

Improve quality assurance and storage of harvested produce

Strengthening sustainable production links with processing &…

Voluntary environmental and fair trade standards

More knowledge sharing between stakeholders

More collective marketing through cooperatives

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40



Annex 2   

20 
 

 

Figure 17. National commitment to LDN in respondent’s country (% of respondents; n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Figure 18. Completion of LDN target-setting activities (% respondents, n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

(b) Institutional coordination 

Respondents to the survey ranked horizontal and vertical coordination comparatively low in terms 

of their importance for implementing LDN (Figures 9 & 10). In particular, only 10% of respondents 

ranked horizontal coordination in the top three most important measures for LDN implementation.  

Vertical coordination scored slightly higher, with around 34% of respondents ranking it in the top 

three most important measures. 

Despite the low ranking in terms of importance for LDN implementation, cross-ministerial 
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implementation moving forward (ranked in fourth place out of 11 options, Figures 12 & 13). Overall, 

52% of respondents ranked it in the top-five most significant challenges. 

(c) Multi-stakeholder consultation 

Respondents to the survey ranked the ‘full and effective participation from local communities and 
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16%

35%

45%

3%

No/low importance Some importance High importance N/A or don't know
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

14%

17%

15%

16%

16%

27%

25%

25%

29%

30%

25%

31%

25%

26%

28%

25%

14%

18%

12%

9%

9%

14%

18%

16%

16%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Clear LDN targets have been adopted at the national level

Clear LDN targets have been adopted at other levels of
government

Clear LDN targets incorporated into UNCCD National Action
Plan

Clear LDN targets mainstreamed into national development plan

Clear LDN targets mainstreamed into other polices

Not at all & no intention Intended, but yet to commence Underway Completed N/A or Don't know



Annex 2   

21 
 

as the most important element, compared with only 13% from the closest runner-up (evaluation of 

environmental, economic and social trade-offs).  In another related indicator, insufficient public-

private collaboration on LDN was ranked comparatively low in terms of being an important 

challenge for implementing LDN moving forward (Figures 12 & 13).  

 
Figure 19. The most important elements to ensure that social co-benefits are maximised in LDN 

initiatives (% of respondents; n=190) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

(d) Institutional capacities 

When asked to rate national capacity to complete LDN-related activities, respondents rated their 

capacity for LDN target setting and alignment with policy frameworks and plans as fair-to-good 

(based on a weighted average score 3.3 out of 5, on a scale of ‘very poor=1’ to ‘fair=3’ to ‘very 

good=5’) (Figure 20). National capacity to undertake stakeholder consultation was rated slightly 

higher (average of 3.4 out of 5), while national capacity to solve land conflicts and secure land 

tenure arrangements was rated the lowest out of nine available options (average of 3 out of 5, or 

‘fair’).  

 
Figure 20. National capacity to successfully complete LDN activities (weighted average out of 5 

across all ratings; n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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3.2.4 Results on the financial enabling environment for LDN 

The lack of sufficient finance for LDN was identified by respondents to the survey as one of the top 

priority challenges in terms of moving forward with LDN implementation, with 16% of respondents 

ranking it as the top priority and a further14% ranking it as the second priority (Figure 12).  Overall, 

on average, it ranked as the third most important challenge to LDN implementation moving 

forward (Figure 13).  

Respondents also ranked the national budget for LDN of high importance for implementation of 

measures to avoid, reduce and reverse land degradation, with 50% of respondents ranking it in the 

top three priorities (Figure 9).  Based on the weighted average, it was ranked second overall (Figure 

10).  

In terms of the sources of finance, ‘national government budgets’ received the most firt-place 

rankings (27% ranked in first place), followed by the GEF (24% ranked in first place) and the UNCCD 

Global Mechanism (14% ranked in first place) (Figure 21).  However, based on the weighted average 

calculated across all three rankings, the GEF was ranked highest overall (weighted average of 1.53 

out of 3, Figure 22).   When asked if their country had secured finance for LDN as yet, only 16% of 

respondents indicated that they had.  

 
Figure 21. Main sources of finance for LDN (% of respondents; n=81) 
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Figure 22. Main sources of finance for LDN (weighted average out of 3 across top 3 rankings; 

n=81) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

3.2.5 Results on the policy/regulatory enabling environment for LDN 

(a) Land tenure and rights 

Secured land tenure and access to land was ranked by respondents as the third most important 

element out of a selection of ten potential options to support implementation of measures to avoid, 

reduce and reverse land degradation, with 12% of respondents ranking it in first place (Figures 9 

and 10).  Formal recognition of property rights and land tenure was also ranked as moderately 

important in terms of ensuring that social co-benefits are maximised in LDN initiatives, with 39% of 

respondents ranking it in the top three priorities (Figure 19).  

Respondents were also asked to rate their national capacity to complete nine separate activities 

that support LDN implementation, on a five-point scale of ‘very poor’ to ‘very good’.  Of these, 

capacity for ‘solving land conflicts and securing land tenure arrangements supporting LDN’ was 

ranked the lowest (weighted average 3 out of 5, Figure 23). Almost one-third (32%) of respondents 

rated their national capacity for this activity as poor or very poor, which was the greatest for any 

activity (Figure 24). 

 

Figure 23. Capacity to complete LDN implementation activities (weighted average out of 5; 

n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1.53

1.43

1.04

0.79

0.69

0.40

0.38

0.26

0.19

GEF

National government budgets

UNCCD Global Mechanism

LDN Fund

Green Climate Fund

Blended public-private finance

Provincial/local government budgets

Bilateral donors

Private sector

0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40 1.60 1.80

3.50

3.45

3.44

3.43

3.30

3.22

3.22

3.09

3.03

Land potential assessments and mapping

Land stratification mapping

Stakeholder consultation

Land condition and degradation assessment and mapping

LDN target setting and alignment with policy frameworks and…

Economic and social assessment

Setting baseline values for LDN indicators and tracking progress

Resilience assessment

Solving land conflicts and securing land tenure arrangements…

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0



Annex 2   

24 
 

 

Figure 24. Capacity to complete LDN implementation activities (% of respondents rated as poor 

or very poor, or good or very good; n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

(b) Integrated land-use planning system and neutrality mechanism 

The survey results highlight that the implementation of operational or advanced integrated land-

use planning systems was quite limited in countries (22% of respondents, Figure 25). Overall, 8% of 

respondents indicated that their country had no integrated land use planning at all, while 34% 

indicated that they used land use planning, but that it was not fully integrated.  

In terms of sectors integrated into land-use planning, forestry and urban planning received the 

largest proportion of responses in the category of ‘fully integrated’, at 31% and 29%, respectively 

(Figure 26). Conservation, water and agriculture were also ranked high in terms of being ‘fully 

integrated’ or ‘somewhat integrated’.  Sectors with the lowest levels of integration were energy and 

infrastructure.    

Only 8% of respondents reported that a neutrality mechanism had been fully embedded into their 

land-use planning system, while 34% reported that such a mechanism had not been embedded 

(Figure 27).  Almost half of respondents reported that a mechanism was ‘somewhat embedded’, 

while 10% of respondents simply didn’t know. 
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Figure 25. A well-implemented system for integrated land-use planning (% of respondents; 

n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Figure 26. Integration of sectors into land-use planning (% of respondents; n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Figure 27. Neutrality mechanism embedded into the national land-use planning system (% of 

respondents; n=226) 
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(c) Regulations and rules around LDN and policy coherence 

The importance of regulations and policy incentives for transforming supply chains into 

environmentally friendly production systems for LDN was evident in the results.  Overall, 

respondents ranked these as the two most important factors from a selection of 11 possible options, 

based on their weighted average across three rankings (Figure 16).  

In terms of integration of sectors into land use planning, Figure 26 highlights that a considerable 

majority of respondents reported that all seven sectors identified were fully or somewhat 

integrated, ranging from 86% in the case of forestry to 67% in the case of energy.  This suggests a 

reasonably high level of policy coherence and alignment in land-use planning decisions, at least 

across the sectors considered.  

Conflicting regulations (suggesting a lack of policy coherence) was also ranked comparatively low in 

terms of importance compared against ten options for supporting LDN implementation (weighted 

average 1.22/5, Figure 13).  

3.2.6 Results on the science-policy enabling environment for LDN 

(a) Data and monitoring systems 

A total of 64% of respondents reported that they had national data systems in place to support 

land-use planning. However, approximately half of these respondents (49%) indicated that their 

national data systems were rated ‘fair’ in terms of providing the information necessary to determine 

land potential and assess land condition, while a further 11% rated them as ‘ineffective’ or ‘very 

ineffective’ (Figure 28). National data systems appeared to be more capable in terms of making 

data available for application in land use planning decisions, with 51% of these respondents 

reporting ‘very effective’ or ‘effective’ systems, and a further 36% reporting ‘fair’ systems.  

With regard to the three global indicators, the vast majority of respondents (88%) reported that 

their country will make use of land cover change, while 73% reported that they would use net 

primary productivity, and 68% would use soil organic carbon stocks. These results correlate with 

progress on setting baseline values for each of the three global indicators, where 70% of 

respondents had set a baseline value for land cover change, while 55% had assessed net primary 

productivity, and 53% had assessed soil organic carbon (Figure 29). These results suggest that most 

countries will use all three global metrics, with greater adoption of the land cover change 

assessment through harmonised land cover mapping compared with the other two metrics.  

In terms of important challenges to the implementation of LDN moving forward, insufficient data 

for setting a baseline as well as for monitoring progress were ranked comparatively low (second and 

third lowest out of 11 options) in terms of their overall importance based their weighted average 

(Figures 12 & 13), suggesting that these are not priority areas for further assistance. Furthermore, 

‘global indicators unsuitable’ was ranked as the lowest priority out of 11 options based on the 

weighted average (Figure 13), with a low proportion of respondents reporting that additional 

national indicators were required.  
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Figure 28. Effectiveness of national data systems (% of respondents; n=47) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Figure 29. Setting of baseline values for three global indicators (% of respondents; n=73) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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mapping’ (47%), and ‘land stratification mapping’ (48%) (Figure 24).  Technical activities with low 

levels of capacity included ‘resilience assessment’ (31% rated as ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’) and ‘economic 

and social assessment’ (26% rated as ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’). This suggests greater technical 

capacities in terms of land mapping and assessment compared with other types of preparatory 

assessments.  

 (c) Consideration of causes/effects of land degradation and completion of preparatory assessments 

In terms of the completion of preparatory assessments by countries, respondents reported higher 

completion or commencement rates for land condition and degradation assessments (18% 

completed, 45% underway), and the lowest levels for resilience assessments (5% completed, 27% 

underway) (Figure 30).  However, the vast majority of respondents reported progress as either 

‘intended, but yet to commence’ or ‘underway’ for all five preparatory assessments.  This suggests 

that considerable gaps remain in the completion of these technical assessments by countries. The 

combined information from all assessments would be important for effectively evaluating the 

economic, social and environmental causes and effects of land degradation.  

 

Figure 30. Completion of preparatory assessments (% of respondents; n=226) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

(d) Information on multiple benefits of LDN and SLM 

Respondents reported that a range of multiple benefits were expected from LDN implementation, 

with all nine multiple benefits listed in the survey expected to occur ‘often’ or ‘sometimes’ by the 

considerable majority of respondents (ranging from 90% for increased biodiversity down to 77% for 

reduced conflicts) (Figure 31). The multiple benefits expected most often on average were 

increased food security, enhanced local livelihoods, increased biodiversity, increased 

yields/productivity, and increased resilience to drought (Figure 32).  

The sensitivity of these results to the type of respondent were also analysed to highlight differences 

in expectations regarding multiple benefits from LDN. Figure 33 shows the differences in 

perceptions across three different stakeholder groupings regarding multiple benefits that are 

expected ‘often’.  The most obvious difference can be seen in the researchers/scientists grouping, 

where values are consistently below the other two groups.  This highlights that this group is 

expecting multiple benefits less often than other groupings.   

Survey respondents ranked the three most important elements for ensuring that social co-benefits 

are maximised in LDN initiatives as the ‘full and effective participation from local communities and 
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stakeholders’, ‘evaluation of environmental, economic and social trade-offs’, and the ‘identification 

of livelihood needs and prioritisation of livelihood outcomes in program design’ (Figure 34) 

In terms of the monitoring of multiple benefits, the survey results highlight considerable gaps in the 

availability of quality data across a range of different benefits. Overall, respondents reported better 

quality data in monitoring crop yields (33% assessed as good data quality), employment (32%), and 

income (30%) (Figure 35). Areas with absent or particularly poor data quality included resilience 

(56% not monitored or data quality is poor), soil organic carbon (56%), and gender equality (45%).  

Finally, respondents were also asked to identify the degree to which they supported a range of 

statements relating to multiple benefits. The vast majority of respondents either strongly agreed 

(59%) or agreed (32%) that they were expecting positive effects on human well-being and 

livelihoods as a result of SLM and LDN (Figure 36).  A majority of respondents also indicated that 

they strongly agreed (28%) or agreed (41%) that consideration of multiple benefits makes planning 

for LDN easier. However, less than half of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that it was clear 

how to manage trade-offs associated with LDN initiatives.  

 
Figure 31. Multiple benefits expected from LDN implementation (% of respondents; n=190) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Figure 32. Multiple benefits expected from LDN implementation (weighted average out of 3; 

n=190) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Figure 33. Multiple benefits expected ‘often’ from LDN implementation, by respondent group 

(% of responses for each benefit rated as ‘often’ by each group) 11 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Figure 34. Most important elements to ensure that social co-benefits are maximised in LDN 

initiatives (weighted average out of 3; n=190) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

                                                                    
11 CSO = civil society organisation; IGO = intergovernmental organisation; NFP = national focal point.  
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Figure 35. Monitoring of multiple benefits and associated data quality (% of respondents; 

n=183) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Figure 36. Level of agreement with statements relating to multiple benefits and associated 

data quality (% of respondents; n=190) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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environmental regulation, planning and policy coherence, evaluating causes and effects of LDN, 

and setting national baselines for global indicators. 

Areas that appear to be lagging behind relate to the financial enabling dimension (both assessing 

financing needs and securing financial sources), land tenure and user arrangements, integrated 

land-use planning, neutrality mechanisms for counterbalancing gains and losses, technical 

capacities needed for implementation, and evaluating multiple benefits and economic, social and 

environmental trade-offs associated with achieving LDN.  
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Table 3. Summary of triangulation of results from TSP review and LDN survey. 
In the final column, overall progress and/or capacity is reported as: ●= Good; ● = Moderate; ● = Limited. 

Dimension of 
Enabling 
Environment 

Criteria Quality/ 
Quantity of 
Information 

Level of 
Agreement 

Overall Assessment & Key Messages Overall 
Progress/ 
Capacity 

      

1. Institutional 1.1 National 
political 
commitment and 
target-setting 

High High Agreement & Supported 
Criteria of very high importance. Overall, very good progress on target-setting, less on mainstreaming 

(potential gap).  LDN commitments mainly from environment or agriculture ministries. Mainstreaming into 
NAPs, not NDPs. LDN not a top policy priority for most countries.  

● 

 1.2 Institutional 
Coordination – lead 
agency; horizontal; 
vertical 

Moderate -
High 

Moderate Supported, but unresolved  
Overall, good progress on lead agency and horizontal coordination; limited information on vertical 

coordination. Mixed results in terms of importance – lower importance of horizontal coordination for LDN 
implementation could be a reflection of good progress.  Higher importance for vertical coordination 

appears to be a gap.  Cross-ministerial coordination remains a challenge. 

● 

 1.3 Multi-
stakeholder 
consultation 

High High Agreement & Supported 
Overall, good progress and broad range of stakeholders engaged in TSP process. Good capacity in 

countries to engage with stakeholders. Considered of high importance for co-benefits 

● 

 1.4 Institutional 
capacities 

Moderate-
High 

Moderate Moderate agreement, but incomplete 
Overall, good progress in terms of land use plans, policy and regulations. Moderate capacities in policy and 
planning. Capacity gaps in enforcement and monitoring; and resolving conflicts and securing land tenure 

● 

      

2. Financial 2.1 Finance needs 
assessment or 
costings  

Moderate High Agreement, but incomplete 
Overall, very limited progress on costings and finance needs assessments.  Appears to be an important gap. 

National budget for LDN identified as priority measure to implement LDN. Flack of finance an important 
challenge to LDN moving forward. 

● 

 2.2 Sources of 
finance 

Moderate High Agreement, but incomplete 
Progress in identifying potential sources, but limited information in TSP reports. Survey highlights lack of 

finance as a top priority challenge. National budgets, GEF, UNCCD-GM as key potential sources. Few 
countries have secured finance to date. 

● 

      

3. Policy/ 
regulatory 

3.1 Land 
tenure/user rights 

Moderate Moderate Moderate agreement, but incomplete 
Lack of consideration of land tenure arrangements in TSP reports. Survey results highlight as important 

factor for LDN. National capacity for securing land tenure arrangements was low.  

● 

 3.2 Integrated land-
use planning 
system  

Moderate Moderate Moderate agreement, but incomplete  
Lack of information on integrated LUP in the TSP reports.  Some evidence of good progress in select 

countries. Survey results showed some progress in achievement of operational or advanced LUP systems, 
however the majority of countries appear to have modest or limited systems in place.  

● 

 3.3 Neutrality 
mechanism to 

Low-
Moderate 

Moderate Moderate agreement, but incomplete ● 
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Dimension of 
Enabling 
Environment 

Criteria Quality/ 
Quantity of 
Information 

Level of 
Agreement 

Overall Assessment & Key Messages Overall 
Progress/ 
Capacity 

counterbalance 
losses and gains  

Lack of evidence in TSP reports on neutrality mechanism. Appears to be very limited progress.  Survey 
highlights some limited adoption of an effective neutrality mechanism (i.e. embedded in LUP). However, 

lack of evaluation of perceived importance. 

 3.4 Regulations and 
rules around LDN 

Moderate -
High 

Moderate Agreement, but incomplete 
Good progress on policies, regulations and rules around environmental protection, forestry, soils, land 

degradation, SLM.  Limited reference to incentives frameworks. Survey established as very important for 
transforming supply chains.  However, evidence on specific priority measures is limited. 

● 

 3.5 Policy 
coherence 

High High Agreement & Supported 
Overall, relatively good progress evident on policy coherence, particularly synergies with plans associated 

with Rio conventions. High level of integration of different sectors into LUP decisions. Conflicting 
regulations does not appear to be a priority, however cross-ministerial coordination remains a challenge. 

Suggests low-to-moderate importance moving forward. 

● 

      

4. Science-
Policy 
interface 

4.1 Effectiveness of 
data and 
monitoring systems  
 

Very high High Agreement & Supported 
Moderate progress evident overall. National capabilities in landcover mapping and land change assessment 

relatively good; limited capabilities in land productivity dynamics and SOC, with reliance on global 
datasets. Some few countries establishing M&E systems. Survey results suggest most countries will use all 

3 global indicators. However, capacity to set baselines and track progress ranked quite low. Greater 
capabilities and adoption of land cover change assessment through harmonised land cover mapping than 
other indicators. In most cases, national data systems considered adequate or better in terms of making 
data available in land use planning decisions.  Lack of data considered a lower priority challenge for LDN 

implementation moving forward, suggesting the current baseline assessments are adequate. 

● 

 4.2 Technical 
capacities for LDN 
target setting and 
implementation 

Moderate- 
High 

High Agreement, but incomplete 
Lack of information in TSP reports on technical capacities and gaps. Clear reliance on global data and 

technical assistance.  Unclear what technical gaps remain. Survey results suggest greater technical 
capacities in terms of land mapping and assessment compared with other types of preparatory 

assessments. Top priority challenge was the lack of awareness and understanding of LDN and key 
concepts; also gaps in provision of technical capacity and support. 

● 

 4.3 Information on 
causes/effects of 
land degradation -
completion of 
preparatory 
assessments 
 

 Moderate High Agreement, but incomplete 
Clear evidence on completion of preparatory assessments on land mapping and degradation assessment. 

Identification of LD hotspots in many cases. Lack of quantification of drivers, causes, effects of LD. Lack of 
information in TSPs on completion of economic & social or resilience assessments. Survey results highlight 

some stronger capabilities and better progress on land potential assessments and mapping and land 
condition and degradation assessments, but limited progress and capabilities on resilience and socio-

economic assessments.  

● 

 4.4 Information on 
multiple benefits 

High High Agreement & Supported ● 
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Dimension of 
Enabling 
Environment 

Criteria Quality/ 
Quantity of 
Information 

Level of 
Agreement 

Overall Assessment & Key Messages Overall 
Progress/ 
Capacity 

Multiple benefits are expected from implementing LDN, particularly for the environment (biodiversity, 
climate change), as well as food security, increased yields and productivity, enhanced livelihoods, and 

resilience. Countries are identifying these linkages to varying degrees, with some adopting leverage plans.  
Mainstreaming of LDN into plans and programmes, and stakeholder engagement (including local 

communities) seen as key approaches for maximising multiple benefits. Also evaluating economic, social, 
environmental trade-offs, and prioritisation of livelihood outcomes in program design. Considerable gaps 

remain in terms of measuring or monitoring multiple benefits, as well as assessing synergies and trade-offs. 
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4. Discussion and Recommendations 
The results contribute to the evidence-base needed to understand key components of the national 

LDN enabling environment, as well as assessing global progress and gaps to date in implementing 

LDN, identifying priorities and challenges for national implementation moving forward, and 

highlighting the potential co-benefits and trade-offs to be expected from LDN implementation and 

how to best leverage or manage these. In line with the two key research questions of this study, the 

results are discussed here in relation to the enabling environment for LDN, followed by a separate 

discussion on the multiple benefits of LDN. 

4.1 The national enabling environment for LDN 
An effective national enabling environment is needed for LDN which comprises complementary 

institutional, financial, regulatory and technical settings and capabilities (Chasek et al., 2019, 

Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011). The results from the TSP report review and the LDN survey suggest 

that there has been mixed progress in establishing effective enabling conditions for LDN, with 

stronger progress and national capabilities evident in some areas (e.g. institutional enabling 

conditions as well as establishing baselines for global indicators), and more limited progress in 

others (e.g. financial and regulatory enabling conditions, including financial needs assessment and 

securing of finance, effective land tenure and user arrangements, integrated land-use planning, and 

establishing neutrality mechanisms).   

4.1.1 Institutional enabling environment 

The institutional enabling environment for LDN is complex, involving the interplay between a range 

of stakeholders, including multiple levels and departments of government, land owners and users, 

civil society organisations, the scientific community, and the private sector (Enemark, 2012).  Each 

stakeholder plays a unique role in achieving LDN and often has different objectives, approaches, 

institutions and rules (Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011, Pierce et al., 2005).  It is therefore important that 

LDN has a national political commitment at the highest level, and that effective mechanisms are 

put in place to drive coordination, collaboration and engagement across these various actors. 

Institutional capabilities are also needed in policy coordination and planning, stakeholder 

engagement and implementation and enforcement.  

(a) National political commitment, target-setting, and institutional capacities 

A national political commitment to LDN along with clear (SMART) targets that are mainstreamed 

into a country’s national development planning framework are considered critical for enabling LDN 

(Chasek et al., 2019, Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011, Global Mechanism of the United Nations 

Convention to Combat Desertification, 2016a). Overall, good progress was evident from both the 

TSP review and survey results on several important aspects of the institutional enabling 

environment, many of which were directly supported through the TSP.  

In particular, national progress and capabilities appeared to be well-developed in establishing a 

national high-level commitment as well as clear prioritisation and LDN target-setting. Many 

countries had adopted a formal national commitment document which included their LDN targets, 

and which was signed by a relevant government minister or official, most commonly the 

environmental or agricultural minster (e.g. Nepal, Cambodia, Viet Nam, Sri Lanka, Benin, Eritrea, 

Malawi, Niger, Equatorial Guinea, Cameroon, Swaziland, Bolivia, Guyana, Nicaragua, Georgia, 

Kyrgyzstan, Moldova).  The importance of this progress is highlighted in the survey, where ‘a 

common national long-term vision and commitment’ to LDN was ranked as the most important 

measure to support LDN.   This confirms the value added by the TSP in supporting progress on this 

component of the national enabling environment for LDN implementation.  
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However, while strong progress was evident in setting national targets, there was less evidence on 

the mainstreaming of targets into National Action Plans (NAPs) for UNCCD or National 

Development Plans (NDPs). In the TSP reports, reference was made most often to mainstreaming 

LDN into NAPs or a national Biodiversity Strategy (e.g. Nepal, Cambodia, China, Sri Lanka, Benin).  

Very limited reference to mainstreaming of LDN into NDPs was evident (e.g. Malawi). The survey 

results also highlighted gaps in mainstreaming, with only 18% of respondents indicating that 

targets had already been mainstreamed into a NAP, and only 12% into a NDP. However, around 

25% of respondents indicated that this mainstreaming was underway.  

These results potentially correlate with the lower degree of importance placed on LDN in the 

national political agenda. The results from the survey highlight that less than half of respondents 

indicated that LDN was of high political importance to their country. Similarly, in the TSP reports, 

several countries highlighted that LDN remained lower in terms of priority on the national policy 

agenda and received inadequate funding and resourcing.  This may limit the mainstreaming of LDN 

targets into NDPs or relevant sectoral strategies. 

Institutional capacities in planning, policy development, monitoring and enforcement are also 

fundamental for achieving LDN, and the review of TSP reports suggests that advancements have 

been made in these capabilities in many countries. This is evidenced by the broad range of land use 

plans, regulations, and action plans relating to sustainable land management, land degradation, soil 

management, environmental protection, and desertification that have been adopted by countries.  

However, several reports identified weak monitoring and enforcement of existing policy and 

planning regimes as an important gap in institutional capabilities.  

These conclusions are generally supported by the survey, which highlighted that national capacities 

in target setting and aligning with policy frameworks were rated as fair-to-good, while national 

capacities for solving land conflicts and securing land tenure arrangements were rated the lowest 

out of the available options. These represent likely gaps in institutional capabilities that will need to 

be addressed if LDN targets are to be effectively implemented. 

(b) Institutional coordination and stakeholder consultation 

Effective institutional coordination generally requires the identification of a lead agency responsible 

for driving implementation, along with mechanisms to ensure horizontal coordination across 

different sectors and ministries, as well as vertical coordination across different levels of 

government (national, provincial, local) (United Nations Development Programme, 2017, Swanson 

and Pintér, 2007, Swanson et al., 2014).  Ensuring that a range of stakeholders are engaged through 

a participatory process in the setting of LDN targets as well as their implementation is also 

important. 

Overall, good progress was evident in the TSP reports on establishing a lead agency and horizontal 

coordination arrangements. In most cases, the lead agency corresponded to the UNCCD focal point 

agency, most often the Ministry of Environment or Natural Resources, or Ministry of Agriculture. A 

cross-ministerial working group was established for the TSP project in most countries, most often 

as a new working group but in several instances using an existing mechanism (e.g. NAP 

Coordinating Committee or SDG Coordination Mechanism).  In cases where a new TSP working 

group was established, it was often unclear if this mechanism would remain after the completion of 

the project.  The survey results were somewhat conflicting in this regard, with respondents ranking 

cross-ministerial coordination high as an important challenge to LDN implementation moving 

forward, but also ranking it of lower importance as a measure of implementation.  This may be a 
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reflection that good progress was made on horizontal coordination through the TSP project, 

however gaps remained regarding ongoing coordination arrangements.  

Vertical coordination arrangements ranked higher in terms of their importance in the survey, but 

still ranked as moderate importance overall. Such arrangements were rarely addressed in the TSP 

reports, with the exception of a few countries (e.g. Bangladesh identified a regional mechanism; 

China reported that it would establish provincial and regional implementation arrangements). This 

remains an information gap at present and it is difficult to evaluate national progress and capacities. 

However, the limited coverage in the TSP reports may be an indication of limited progress and 

capacity.   

In most of the countries reviewed, a broad range of stakeholders (government, CSOs, private 

sector, indigenous, international organisations, land users, farmers etc.) were represented on the 

project working groups and/or included in formal meetings and consultations on LDN.  In some 

cases, this was limited to government ministries alone.  This aligns well with the survey results, 

which highlight that national capacity to undertake stakeholder consultation was rated 

comparatively high. In addition, full and effective participation of local communities and 

stakeholders was identified as the most important element to maximise social co-benefits of LDN 

initiatives. This represents an important enabler in future efforts to implement LDN.  

Proposals on the institutional enabling environment: 

 Further alignment and mainstreaming of national LDN targets into NAPs and NDPs, and raising 

the profile of LDN in the national policy agenda. 

 Further developing national institutional capacities, particularly in monitoring and enforcement 

of LDN, and resolving land-use conflicts and securing land-use arrangements for LDN. 

 Ensuring that horizontal coordination and multi-stakeholder coordination mechanisms 

established through the TSP project are maintained post-project to support LDN 

mainstreaming and implementation.  

 Further evaluation of vertical coordination mechanisms that support LDN implementation, and 

national capabilities to put in place effective arrangements.  

 Ensure that local communities and stakeholders are effectively engaged in the future 

development and implementation of LDN initiatives and programmes.  

4.1.2 Financial enabling environment 

Increased resource mobilization is essential to effectively implement LDN initiatives, however it is 

unlikely that resources available from national budgets will be adequate in developing countries 

(Chasek et al., 2019).  Establishing an effective financial enabling environment includes adequate 

assessment of financial resource requirements, identification of sources of finance, and securing 

and allocating finance or setting in place instruments and mechanisms to incentivize the allocation 

of financial resources towards LDN (Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011). Financial plans or integrated 

financing strategies can help to put in place a coordinated medium- to long-term approach to 

funding, and identify and harness a mixture of financial sources, instruments and mechanisms to 

fund efforts to combat land degradation and promote SLM. Such funding sources include domestic 

public budget allocations, private sector investment (and PPPs), as well as international foreign aid, 

philanthropy and private investment.   

Evidence relating to LDN costings or financial needs assessments was limited in the TSP reports. 

Budgets associated with NAP implementation or other existing funded programs (e.g. related GEF 

projects) were included in some cases. Exceptions included Bosnia and Herzegovina, Grenada, 

Turkey and Italy which included total investment requirements for the achievement of each of their 
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national targets. Despite this gap, almost all reports identified financing as a weakness or gap in 

their assessment. The survey results supported the importance of finance for LDN which was rated 

as one of the top three priority challenges for LDN implementation moving forward. However, 

limited evidence was available regarding the amount of finance needed to achieve LDN. 

A range of opportunities for sourcing finance were identified in the TSP reports, including global 

funds (GEF, GCF, LDN Fund, REDD+), global enablers (UNCCD Global Mechanism), global and 

regional programs and development banks (World Bank, African Development Bank), international 

organisations (e.g. FAO, UNE), bilateral donors (e.g. EU, GIZ), as well as national government 

budgets. Some countries such as Grenada, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Belarus, and Sri Lanka 

identified financing sources through the development of a financial plan or integrated financial 

strategy. Other countries such as China, Armenia, Turkey and Italy identified national budgets as 

the main source of finance. 

The survey also identified national budgets as a primary source of finance for LDN. Based on 

weighted averages across all rankings, the top-three ranked sources of finance for LDN were: GEF, 

national government budgets, and the UNCCD Global Mechanism.  However, only 16% of 

respondents reported that they had secured finance for LDN by the end of 2018.  

Proposals on the financial enabling environment: 

 Finance needs assessments at the national level for achieving each national LDN target should 

be completed, including medium- to long-term financing needs (operational, monitoring, 

enforcement costs). These costs could be aggregated at regional/global scales to provide an 

indication of the volume of financing required, and the adequacy of existing sources of finance. 

 Completion of national financial plans or integrated financing strategies for achieving LDN and 

implementing NAPs. This should link the assessment of financing needs with sources of finance, 

including national budgets, investment instruments, and funds from a range of potential 

partners including global funds, private sector, bilateral donors, CSOs and philanthropy.  

 Further analysis of countries that have secured finance for LDN to date and opportunities to 

replicate or scale-up this investment in other countries.  

4.1.3 Policy and regulatory enabling environment 

Ultimately, LDN needs to be integrated into the land administration and planning system in a given 

country. This includes governance provisions for securing land tenure and equal access to land, 

which is a building block not only for LDN, but also for broader economic and social objectives such 

as the eradication of poverty and hunger (FAO, 2012).  

LDN implementation also requires that associated policy procedures in day-today operations are in 

place to enforce, monitor, and verify the impacts of national policies to ensure that an enabling 

policy environment for achieving LDN is in place (Chasek et al., 2015). Central to this is integrated 

land use planning, which seeks to balance economic, social and cultural opportunities provided by 

the land with the need to maintain and enhance ecosystem services provided by land-based natural 

capital (Orr et al., 2017). It also coordinates management strategies across sectors to ensure greater 

policy and program coherence.   

In the context of LDN, a key component of this is a ‘neutrality mechanism’, which is designed to 

assist land-use planners with maintaining at least a ‘no net loss’ objective by counterbalancing 

losses with equivalent (or greater) gains (Chasek et al., 2019, Cowie et al., 2018).  This should be 

based upon the avoid-reduce-reverse hierarchy, whereby new land degradation is avoided in the 

first instance (Global Mechanism of the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, 
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2016a). Where it cannot be avoided, it should be counterbalanced or offset, and such decisions 

should be forward-looking in the context of achieving overall neutrality (Wunder and Bodle, 2019, 

Bodle, 2018).  

Based on the survey results, secured land tenure and access to land was ranked as one of the top 

three most important elements for supporting LDN implementation, while national capacity to 

secure land tenure was rated the lowest from available options. The TSP reports provided limited 

evidence to support these results, as very few reports considered land tenure, user rights or access 

rights. In the few reports that did address it, land tenure was identified as a weakness or barrier to 

SLM, or as a cause of land degradation.  However, it was unclear if these arrangements were 

adequate in most countries.  Based on the available information, land tenure and governance 

arrangements likely represent an important capacity gap for national implementation of LDN that 

warrants further evaluation and support at the national level.    

Overall, there was also limited information on integrated land-use planning systems in countries, 

with little evaluation of the effectiveness of these arrangements in the TSP reports. In some cases, 

national land use plans and legislation were identified as a weakness (e.g. Jordan) or a strength (e.g. 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, China, Guyana, Turkey), however in most cases it was poorly described or 

evaluated. The survey results highlight that the adoption of effective integrated land-use planning 

systems was quite limited overall, with only 22% of respondents describing their systems as either 

advanced or operational. Again, the available information suggests that this is an important 

capacity gap with limited national progress.  This conclusion is supported by other studies which 

highlight that the pursuit of integrated land use planning has had mixed results due to a range of 

political and technical challenges (Dodds et al., 2012).  However significant improvements in recent 

times in land evaluation and administration technologies can make integrated land-use planning 

more achievable.  

Very few of the TSP reports made reference to a neutrality mechanism for counterbalancing losses 

with gains (only three out of 30 reports). In one instance, this was identified as a key gap (Sri Lanka). 

In others, the process for counterbalancing was outlined (Guyana, Colombia), and appears to be 

closely linked to monitoring, reporting and verification systems established for monitoring carbon 

emissions. The vast majority of reports identified clear quantitative targets for protection, 

restoration or rehabilitation of land, which would imply the use of a counterbalancing mechanism.  

However, the specific mechanism for avoiding, reducing, or restoring land was not identified or 

detailed. 

Only 8% of respondents to the survey reported that a neutrality mechanism had been effectively 

embedded into their land-use planning system, which suggests that progress on this measure has 

been very limited.  While the survey did not evaluate the perceived importance of such a 

mechanism to countries, given that the adoption of such a mechanism is considered fundamental to 

LDN achievement, it is apparent that this remains a priority implementation gap.  

In contrast, good progress was evident in terms of adoption of general regulations and rules relating 

to sustainable land management. This included widescale adoption of legal instruments dealing 

with environmental protection, forestry, land degradation, soils and provisions for SLM.  However, 

the TSP reports often identified weaknesses in existing frameworks, particularly in monitoring and 

enforcement. NAPs for UNCCD featured prominently in most reports as a key policy document for 

LDN, highlighting that such plans incorporate a much more detailed analysis of the strengths and 

weaknesses of the national policy and regulatory framework, as well as various measures, programs 

and projects to support LDN. The survey highlighted that regulations and policy incentives were the 
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two most important factors for transforming supply chains into environmentally friendly production 

systems. However, limited consideration was given to specific regulatory or policy measures and 

their perceived importance. Overall, based on the available information, it is apparent that good 

progress has been made in adopting regulations and policies relating to sustainable land 

management, however gaps remain in terms of the use of incentives frameworks, as well as 

monitoring and enforcement.  

Relatively good progress was also evident in terms of policy coherence of plans and strategies 

relating to LDN, with many TSP reports including a specific section on leveraging and coherence.  In 

particular, synergies were identified with the Rio Conventions, climate change, biodiversity, 

agriculture, and the SDGs, and to a lesser degree, with poverty alleviation, improved livelihoods, 

and economic development. These were sometimes framed in the context of linking LDN to 

existing programs and funding (e.g. Viet Nam, Bolivia).  The survey results also suggest a 

reasonably high level of policy coherence and alignment in land-use planning decisions, with a 

broad range of sectors being integrated, in particular forestry, conservation, water and agriculture. 

‘Conflicting regulations’ (suggesting a lack of policy coherence) was also ranked comparatively low 

in terms of its importance for LDN implementation.  However, some related weaknesses were 

apparent in terms of coordination and cross-ministerial collaboration. 

For countries with NAPs in place for UNCCD implementation, further background information and 

analysis on the policy, regulatory and planning arrangements for sustainable land management 

should be readily available. This information would provide an important complement to the results 

from this study, in terms of evaluating national strengths and weaknesses, and opportunities for 

enhancing integrated land-use planning.  

Proposals on the policy/regulatory enabling environment: 

 Further evaluation and support for the enhancement of national land tenure and user rights 

arrangements, including assistance in securing land tenure and solving land conflicts associated 

with LDN implementation.   

 Enhancement of national capacities for effective implementation of integrated land-use 

planning, including through the adoption of modern land evaluation and administration 

technologies.  

 Full integration of a neutrality mechanism in national land-use planning systems with the 

objective of counterbalancing assessed losses with equal or greater gains. This should be based 

on the avoid, reduce, reverse hierarchy. Further assistance will be required to address capacity 

gaps. 

 Increasing policy and regulatory capabilities and resources allocated to monitoring and 

enforcement of regulations and rules relating to sustainable land management. Greater 

adoption of policy incentives that can drive investment and changes in behaviour towards 

sustainable land management as well as transforming supply chains into environmentally 

friendly production systems.  

4.1.4 Science-Policy Interface enabling environment 

The Scientific Conceptual Framework for Land Degradation was developed to provide a 

scientifically-sound basis for understanding and implementing LDN, focusing on the supporting 

processes required to deliver LDN, including both biophysical and socio-economic aspects (Chasek 

et al., 2019, Cowie et al., 2018, Orr et al., 2017). The framework proposes a set of three global 

indicators for assessing land degradation and monitoring progress, and also outlines a range of 

preparatory technical assessments that ensure that decisions are guided by the best available 
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information on the potential of land, its current condition, use, resilience and socio-economic 

context including key drivers, causes and effects of land degradation. Completion of these technical 

assessments and monitoring of the global indicators will be fundamental for LDN implementation, 

placing a considerable demand on national technical capabilities.  

An effective science policy interface includes the establishment of a scientifically sound monitoring 

system and data infrastructure, technical capacities and tools to support assessment of land 

degradation as well as LDN implementation, the evaluation of economic, social and environmental 

co-benefits and trade-offs associated with achieving LDN, and the effective collation and 

translation of scientific knowledge to policy-makers and planners (Akhtar‐Schuster et al., 2011).   

A lack of awareness or understanding of LDN amongst policy makers and planners prevents 

effective policy responses and allocation of resources (Chasek et al., 2019). Previous research 

highlights that some of the major challenges to incorporating scientific knowledge into policy 

included low levels of scientific understanding by policy makers, limited openness of politicians to 

using this information, limited dissemination of research findings, and lack of incentives and 

institutional channels (Jones et al., 2009, Jones et al., 2008). 

An important finding from the survey was that ‘insufficient awareness of LDN and understanding of 

key concepts’ ranked as the top priority challenge moving forward with LDN implementation. This 

is a significant finding and suggests that while a robust scientific conceptual framework has been 

developed to support implementation of LDN, this is yet to be widely understood and applied at the 

national level.  

 (a) Data and monitoring systems and technical capacities and assessments for LDN 

implementation 

Overall, good progress was evident in terms of setting national baselines on global and national 

indicators for monitoring progress on LDN, with most countries setting clear baselines for the three 

global indicators (land cover, land productivity dynamics, and SOC). This often included trend 

analysis over the period 2000-2010 or beyond, quantified change assessment tables, baseline maps 

and associated targets. However, in most cases this assessment was based solely on global data 

provided by UNCCD, or a combination of national data on land cover and land-use change 

combined with global data on land productivity and SOC (e.g. Viet Nam, Benin, Swaziland, 

Moldova, Nicaragua, Dominican Republic, Colombia). Exceptions included China, Turkey and Italy 

where national data sources were used for all indicators (or supplemented with regional data from 

the European Union).  

The TSP reports generally lacked information regarding national technical capabilities for 

monitoring LDN indicators and undertaking key technical assessments and activities to support 

LDN implementation. Several reports identified the lack of capacity as a key challenge (e.g. Nepal, 

Cambodia, Bangladesh, Algeria, Belarus), however most reports lacked sufficient information.  The 

broad reliance on global data and assistance for setting national baselines would suggest that 

national monitoring capabilities for tracking progress on the LDN indicators as well as national data 

systems are quite limited.  

This finding generally correlates with the survey results. The vast majority of respondents reported 

that their country would make use of the three global indicators and they were generally considered 

suitable for monitoring LDN. However, respondents rated (on average) their national capacity to set 

baselines and track progress as ‘fair’. Progress on setting national baselines was highest for land 

cover change (70%), but lower for net primary productivity and SOC (~50%).  Insufficient data to set 
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baselines was not ranked as a priority challenge despite apparent national capacity gaps. This 

suggests that while there has been good progress on the setting of baselines, this relied heavily on 

global data and assistance through the TSP, and gaps in national technical and monitoring 

capacities remain.  

The consideration of both direct and indirect drivers was included in most TSP reports, however this 

was generally at a superficial level without quantification of impacts or detailed assessment. There 

were some few exceptions that included the quantification and/or ranking of the importance of 

drivers (e.g. Cambodia, Swaziland, Guyana). While the completion of land stratification mapping 

and land cover mapping was common across the reports, there was little information relating to 

land potential assessments, economic and social assessments or resilience assessments. This 

suggests that these types of assessments are yet to be completed or that information is lacking. 

However, many countries had combined available data layers to identify LDN hotspots (Turkey, 

Chile, Grenada, Guyana, Bosnia Herzegovina, Belarus, Eritrea, Malawi, Benin, Nepal).  

A majority of respondents to the survey indicated that they had national data systems in place to 

support land-use planning (64%), however only half of these respondents indicated that their 

systems were considered ‘effective’ or ‘fully effective’. The ability of these systems to assess land 

condition and determine land potential was also rated as moderate-to-low.  This is an interesting 

finding, as respondents rated their capacity to undertake land potential assessments and land 

condition and degradation assessments higher than other technical activities such as resilience 

assessments and economic and social assessments. This suggest that many countries lack the 

national technical capabilities needed for most of the core technical activities and assessments that 

support LDN implementation, and which are needed to adequately assess drivers, causes/effects 

and costs and benefits. Overall, the completion of both resilience assessments and economic and 

social assessments appeared to be particularly limited based on both the TSP reports and the 

survey results.  However, there were some apparent exceptions to this, with stronger technical 

capabilities evident in countries such as China, Guyana, Colombia, Turkey, and Italy. 

Proposals on the science-policy or technical enabling environment: 

 Greater awareness raising, communication and training to build understanding of key LDN 

concepts and the processes, mechanisms and tool to operationalise LDN.  

 Further development of national capacities to monitor progress on global and national 

indicators of LDN, and national data systems that support integrated land-use planning. 

 Increasing national technical capacities and support for the completion of core technical 

assessments needed to support LDN implementation, including resilience assessment, 

socioeconomic assessment and, to a lesser degree, land potential assessment and land 

degradation assessment.  

 

4.2 Multiple benefits of achieving LDN for human well-being, sustainable livelihoods and 

the environment 
Human well-being incorporates a person’s physical, social, and mental conditions, the fulfillment of 

their basic needs and capabilities (Doyal and Gough, 1984, Sen, 2001, Sen, 1994, Sen, 1993, Sen, 

1990), and the opportunities and resources to which they have access (McGregor et al., 2007, 

Narayan-Parker, 2000). Human well-being can and has been measured through a range of different 

frameworks and metrics.  This includes through surveys that assess subjective well-being (Petrosillo 

et al., 2013),  as well as the use of objective measures such as income, literacy or health status to 

assess predetermined conditions needed for human well-being (Oswald and Wu, 2010). 
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Related to this, livelihoods comprise the capabilities, assets and activities that lead to well-being of 

a person or household (Chambers and Conway, 1992). Livelihood resources are understood to 

include tangible assets such as natural (timber and non-timber forest resources, water, wildlife), 

physical (shelter, infrastructure, equipment), and financial capital, as well as intangible human 

(education, skills, health) and social (institutions, relationships, trust) resources (Brocklesby and 

Fisher, 2003, Schrekenberg, 2010, Agarwala et al., 2014). 

There are many ways in which livelihoods and human well-being depend upon and interact with 

their natural environment and ecosystem services (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). A 

range of studies show a positive correlation between ecosystem services and human well-being 

(Brauman et al., 2007, Chiesura and De Groot, 2003, Hancock, 2010, King et al., 2014, Knight and 

Rosa, 2011, Summers et al., 2012). However, the difficulty in effectively mapping human well-being 

linkages and benefits derived from ecosystem services prevents the integration of well-being into 

land-use planning and conservation decisions (Norman et al., 2012, Villamagna and Giesecke, 2014, 

Wilson and Howarth, 2002). 

There is an emerging literature on the socio-economic impacts and benefits associated with 

addressing land degradation (ELD Initiative, 2015, Tilahun et al., 2015, Aymeric et al., 2015, Sidibe 

et al., 2014, Mekuria et al., 2011, Görlach et al., 2004, Berry et al., 2003). However, human well-

being costs associated with land degradation are not only monetary in nature, but include negative 

outcomes for health, social cohesion and impacts on local management practices (Fisher et al., 

2018). 

Possibly the most comprehensive assessment of the literature is included in the recent land 

degradation assessment report of the IPBES which highlights that it is well-established that land 

and environmental degradation is leading to increasing poverty and worsening inequality by 

negatively affecting the agricultural sector and by reducing access to environmental incomes upon 

which poor populations are relatively more reliant (Potts et al., 2018).  The report concludes that 

land degradation has diverse and wide-reaching impacts on quality of life that cause declines in 

economic opportunity, food security, physical and mental health, water security, safety from 

conflict, and personal and cultural identity. These impacts, however, are not evenly distributed; 

affects tend to be more severe for poor and marginalized populations. 

Potential benefits associated with sustainable land management are also addressed to some degree 

in the literature. For example, research looking at the effect of protected areas in Costa Rica and 

Thailand has shown that communities near protected areas generally have lower rates of poverty 

than communities that are not (Andam et al., 2010).  Other research suggests that the cause of this 

is the increased income and employment from the tourism that results from the presence of 

protected areas (Ferraro and Hanauer, 2014). Other studies show similar results, where projects to 

restore or rehabilitate degraded ecosystems have improved employment opportunities, agricultural 

income, environmental incomes, and other aspects of well-being such as health, equity, livelihood 

resilience, empowerment, and livelihood diversification (Adams et al., 2016, Sendzimir et al., 2011, 

Reij and Garrity, 2016, Das, 2017).   

However, evidence also suggests that this may not always be the case, and incomes can also decline 

post-restoration (Wang and Maclaren, 2012, Xu et al., 2007).  Effective project design, consultation 

with stakeholders and communities, and appropriate prioritisation of different outcomes and 

ecosystem services are critical to ensuring that positive outcomes are maximised and negative 

impacts minimised (Bullock et al., 2011, Lamb et al., 2005, Stanturf et al., 2014). Trade-offs need to 
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be made explicit, and the prioritization of biophysical characteristics alone is unlikely to deliver the 

best livelihood outcomes (Potts et al., 2018).   

In a survey of 46 research studies on the livelihood impacts of restoration projects, 60% of studies 

identified governance structures as being key to socio-economic outcomes (Adams et al., 2016). 

Other studies underscore several institutional factors considered important for ensuring positive 

outcomes from restoration, in particular, clear access and use rights to land, an effective 

identification of local livelihood needs, and the early engagement of local stakeholders (Budiharta 

et al., 2016, Mansourian and Vallauri, 2014, Widianingsih et al., 2016). 

4.2.1 Discussion of study results relating to multiple benefits of LDN 

Overall, synergies and multiple benefits associated with LDN were considered in most of the TSP 

reports reviewed, however these tended to focus on environmental linkages such as linkages to the 

Rio Conventions, biodiversity and climate change. Fewer reports mentioned multiple benefits 

associated with socioeconomic or well-being outcomes.   

Some reports included more detailed analysis of multiple benefits through an LDN leverage plan 

(Jordan, Cambodia, Malawi, Swaziland, Moldova, Guyana, Bolivia, Colombia). The main leverage 

opportunities identified included enhanced food security, poverty reduction, conservation, 

agricultural competitiveness, climate resilience, water security, hunger eradication, household 

income, economic development, and SDG implementation. Common recommendations for 

leveraging multiple benefits included mainstreaming of LDN targets into national development 

plans (e.g. Jordan, Malawi) or into relevant sectoral plans (primarily National Action Plans for LDD, 

biodiversity, climate change), incorporating LDN outcomes into existing programs funded through 

GEF or with climate finance (e.g. Swaziland, Guyana), as well as greater engagement of central 

planning and finance ministries as well as land users and stakeholders.  

These results align well with responses to the survey. The vast majority of respondents expected to 

see a range of multiple benefits from LDN implementation, in particular increased food security, 

enhanced local livelihoods, increased biodiversity, increased yields/productivity, and increased 

resilience to drought. Over 90% of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that they were 

expecting positive effects on human well-being and livelihoods as a result of SLM and LDN. While 

there was strong agreement that the consideration of multiple benefits makes planning for LDN 

easier, less than half agreed that it was clear how to manage trade-offs, and considerable gaps in 

the availability of data for monitoring multiple benefits were apparent. This suggests that countries 

have limited national capabilities for assessing multiple benefits and trade-offs, and designing 

projects and programs that maximise co-benefits and manage tensions or unintended 

consequences.  

Finally, survey respondents ranked the three most important elements for ensuring that social co-

benefits are maximised in LDN initiatives as the ‘full and effective participation from local 

communities and stakeholders’, ‘evaluation of environmental, economic and social trade-offs’, and 

the ‘identification of livelihood needs and prioritisation of livelihood outcomes in program design’.  

This aligns well with previous studies that concluded that effective project design and engagement 

of local communities are critical for identifying and addressing trade-offs and maximizing co-

benefits.  
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Proposals on achieving multiple benefits  

 Early engagement with local communities and affected stakeholders during the development of 

LDN programs and initiatives to ensure that livelihood needs and outcomes as well as potential 

trade-offs and co-benefits are effectively identified, discussed, and prioritised. 

 Building national capacities to evaluate environmental, economic and social trade-offs, and 

ensuring that these are adequately assessed during the design of LDN programs and initiatives, 

including quantification wherever possible. This should aim to inform decisions on the best 

approach for balancing well-being, livelihood and environmental outcomes from LDN 

initiatives.  

 Developing national leverage plans to maximise multiple benefits from LDN and minimize 

trade-offs or unintended consequences.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: LDN Survey 
Introduction 

Land degradation neutrality (LDN) essentially means “no net loss” of productive land and healthy 

land-based ecosystems.  

This survey seeks to collect information from practitioners and experts in two key areas: firstly, 

regarding what is needed to achieve and maintain LDN in terms of policies, incentives, and support; 

and secondly, how LDN initiatives contribute to achieving environmental objectives as well as 

improving human well-being and livelihoods.  

We highly value your input and assistance in completing the survey which will contribute to 

improved information to support effective LDN implementation. Responses will be stored 

anonymously and the results of the survey will be presented in aggregate format without 

identifying individuals.  

Taking part in this survey is voluntary; you may choose to discontinue participation at any time.  

Responses under ‘Optional’ boxes can be written in Spanish, English or French. 

There are between 11 and 25 substantive questions in total, depending on the type of respondent. 

Estimated completion time for the survey is between 10 and 20 minutes.  

The deadline for completing the survey is 24 December 2018. 

Please contact Mr Cameron Allen at cameronallen01@hotmail.com if you require technical assistance 

to complete the survey. 

Section 1: Preliminary Questions 

1. Please select your affiliation/function: national focal point, national consultant, regional 

consultant, researcher/scientist, CSO/IGO, business. 

2. Please select your expertise: land degradation; policy; economy; social science; soil; 

environmental management; other. 

3. Have you been involved in the implementation of an LDN initiative(s) in a specific 

country/region?  Yes – in one country; Yes – in multiple countries; No. 

4. Please select which country/countries: drop down list. 

5. Did you participate in the Global Mechanism LDN Target Setting Project? 

 
Section 2: Preparation and Planning for LDN 

2.1 National commitment and capacities 

6. How would you rate the national commitment to Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) in your 

country/countries - i.e. how important is achieving LDN to the national government and 

politicians?  

1. No/low 
importance 

2. Some 
importance 

3. High 
importance 

N/A or Don’t 
know 
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7. In your country/countries, to what degree have the following target-setting activities been 

completed (or are intended): 

 1. Not at all & 
no intention 

2. Intended, 
but yet to 

commence 

3. Underway 4. Completed N/A or don’t 
know 

Clear LDN targets have been 
adopted at the national level 

     

Clear LDN targets have been 
adopted at other levels of 
government 

     

Clear LDN targets 
incorporated into UNCCD 
NAP 

     

Clear LDN targets 
mainstreamed into national 
development plan 

     

Clear LDN targets 
mainstreamed into other 
polices 

     

 

8. How would you rate capacity in your country/countries to successfully complete the following 

activities that support LDN implementation? 

 1. Very poor 2. Poor 3. Fair 4. Good 5. Very 
Good 

N/A or 
Don’t 
know 

LDN target setting and 
alignment with policy 
frameworks and plans 

      

Solving land conflicts and 
securing land tenure 
arrangements supporting 
LDN 

      

Stakeholder consultation       

Land potential assessments 
and mapping 

      

Land stratification mapping       
Land condition and 
degradation assessment and 
mapping 

      

Resilience assessment       
Economic and social 
assessment 

      

Setting baseline values for 
LDN indicators and tracking 
progress 

      

 

2.2 Land use planning system 

9. Does your country have a well-implemented system for integrated national land use 

planning**? 

1. No integrated 
land use 

planning at all 

2. There is land 
use planning 
but not fully 
integrated 

3. A modest 
level of 

integration in 
land use 

4. Integration of 
sectors in land 
use planning is 

operational 

5. An advanced 
system of 

integrated land 

N/A or Don’t 
know 
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planning is 
achieved 

use planning is 
in place 

      
** Land use planning that seeks to balance the economic, social and cultural opportunities provided by land with the need 

to maintain and enhance ecosystem services provided by the land-based natural capital. It also aims to blend or 

coordinate management strategies and implementation requirements across multiple sectors and jurisdictions. 

Optional, please describe the state of integrated land use planning in your country in no more than 200 

words: 

 
 

 

10. To what extent are the following sectors integrated into land use planning in your 

country/countries: 

 1. Not 
integrated 

3. Somewhat 
integrated 

5. Fully 
integrated 

N/A or 
Don’t know 

1. Agriculture     
2. Urban planning     
3. Forestry     
4. Conservation     
5. Infrastructure     
6. Water     
7. Energy     
Other (please specify     

 

11. To what degree has a neutrality mechanism for LDN been embedded into the land use 

planning system in your country/countries? (i.e. a formal framework for categorizing, tracking 

and accounting for land use changes and their cumulative impact, with a ‘no net loss’ target) 

1. Not 
embedded 

2. Somewhat 
embedded 

3. Fully 
embedded 

N/A or Don’t 
know 

    

 

2.3 Preparatory assessments 

12. To what degree have the following preparatory assessments been completed in your 

country/countries to support LDN implementation? 

 1. Not at all & 
no intention 

2. Intended, 
but yet to 

commence 

3. Underway 4. Completed N/A or don’t know 

Land potential 
assessments and 
mapping 

     

Land stratification 
mapping 

     

Land condition and 
degradation 
assessment and 
mapping 

     

Resilience assessment      
Economic and social 
assessment 
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13. What are the three most important policies, procedures and incentives that can help 

implementation of measures to avoid, reduce and reverse land degradation?   

Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

 Rank the top 3 
issues  

(1, 2, 3) 

Don’t 
know/opt out 

 

A common national long-term vision and commitment to LDN at the highest level 2  
Secured land tenure and access to land   
National budget for LDN   
Horizontal coordination mechanism across relevant sectors/ministries    
Vertical coordination mechanism across levels of government (national t0 local) 1  
Capacity to enforce policy implementation   
Farmer networks and/or forest user groups (i.e. associations, cooperatives) 3  
National extension services   
Capacity development centres   
Payments for ecosystem services   

 

14. Please identify three of the following factors that you consider most important for your 

country/countries for transforming supply chains into environmentally friendly production 

systems for sustained LDN.   

Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

 Rank the 
top 3 issues  

(1, 2, 3) 

Don’t 
know/opt out 

 

More sustainable consumption within and beyond the national level   
More environmental, social and economic value addition within your country (not only 
export of raw resources) 

  

Voluntary environmental and fair trade standards that consider national contexts   
Improve quality assurance and storage of harvested produce while ensuring food 
security at (sub)national level 

  

More collective marketing through cooperatives    
More capacity development for farmers associations, cooperatives and forest user 
groups  

  

More conducive regulations for sustainable production at national level (e.g. regulations 
for avoiding land degradation, extended producer responsibility legislation, mandatory 
sustainability certification) 

  

Policy incentives for sustainable production at the national level (e.g. tax breaks for 
SLM practices, emission trading schemes, education/training, Landcare networks) 

  

More collaboration between the public and private sectors   
Strengthening sustainable production links with processing of food products and supply 
chains at subnational and national levels 

  

More knowledge sharing between stakeholders  
 

  

Others (please specify)   

 

15. Do you have national data systems in place to support land use planning? 

 Yes/No/Don’t know - checkbox 
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16. If yes, how effective are your national data systems in terms of: 

a. Providing the information necessary to determine land potential and assess land 

condition?  

1. Very 
ineffective 

2. Ineffective 3. Fair 4. Effective 5. Very effective N/A or Don’t 
know 

      

b. Making data available for application in land use planning decisions? 

1. Very 
ineffective 

2. Ineffective 3. Fair 4. Effective 5. Very effective N/A or Don’t 
know 

      

 

Section 3. Monitoring and finance 

17. Has (or will) your country/countries made use of the 3 global indicators (or other indicators) for 

monitoring progress toward achievement of LDN over time?  

 Land cover change (check boxes: yes/no/unsure/other-specify) 

 Land productivity (check boxes: yes/no/unsure/other-specify) 

 Carbon stocks (check boxes: yes/no/unsure/other-specify) 

 Other (please specify) 

18. Has your country/countries set baseline values for each of the 3 global indicators (or other 

indicators) using the recommended metrics? 

 Land cover change assessed through harmonized land cover mapping (check boxes: 

yes/no/unsure/other-specify) 

 Land productivity assessed through NPP in tDM/ha/yr (check boxes: 

yes/n0/unsure/other-specify) 

 Carbon stocks assessed through soil organic carbon in tC/ha to 30 cm (check boxes: 

yes/no/unsure/other-specify) 

 Other (please specify) 

19. What do you anticipate being the three main sources of finance for LDN in your 

country/countries? 

Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

 Rank the top 3 issues  
(1, 2, 3) 

Don’t 
know/opt out 

 

National government budgets   
Provincial/local government budgets   
GEF   
UNCCD Global Mechanism   
LDN Fund    
Green Climate Fund   
Bilateral donors   
Private sector   
Blended public-private finance   
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20. Has your country secured any finance for LDN yet? Yes/no 

Section 4: Multiple benefits of LDN 

21. Please identify the degree to which you support the following statements:  

 “I am expecting negative effects of land degradation on human well-being and 

livelihoods” 

1. Strongly 
disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly 
Agree 

N/A or Don’t 
know 

      

Optional: please provide examples in no more than 200 words: 

 
 

 

 “I am expecting positive effects on human well-being and livelihoods as a result of 

sustainable land management and initiatives which address LDN” 

1. Strongly 
disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly 
Agree 

N/A or Don’t 
know 

      

Optional: please provide examples in no more than 200 words: 

 
 

 

 “It is clear to me how to assess multiple benefits associated with LDN initiatives trade-

offs” 

1. Strongly 
disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly 
Agree 

N/A or Don’t 
know 

      

Optional: please outline the main reasons for this in no more than 200 words: 

 
 

 

 “It is clear to me how to manage trade-offs associated with LDN initiatives” 

1. Strongly 
disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly 
Agree 

N/A or Don’t 
know 

      

Optional: please outline the main reasons for this in no more than 200 words: 

 
 

 

 “The consideration of multiple benefits makes planning for LDN easier” 

1. Strongly 
disagree 

2. Disagree 3. Neutral 4. Agree 5. Strongly 
Agree 

N/A or Don’t 
know 
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Optional: please outline the main reasons for this in no more than 200 words: 

 
 

 

22. What benefits are you expecting from LDN implementation that you have been involved with? 

 1. Never 2. 
Sometimes 

3. Often N/A  

Reduced conflicts      
Enhanced local livelihoods (i.e. more diversification, 
more resilience) 

    

Increased incomes     
Increased employment     
Increased yields/productivity     
Increased food security     
Increased water security     
Increased biodiversity     
Increased resilience to drought     

 

 

23. Which of the following multiple benefits from LDN implementation are measured and 

monitored in your country/countries, and are data adequate to enable effective monitoring? 

 Monitored? 
(yes/no) 

Data Adequacy? 

  1. Poor 2. Fair 3. Good N/A  

Soil organic carbon Yes/no     
Biodiversity      
Crop yields      
Employment      
Income      
Resilience      
Gender equality      
Water security      
Food security      

 

24. What are the most important elements to ensure that social co-benefits are maximised in 

LDN initiatives?  

Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

 Rank the 
top 3 issues  

(1, 2, 3) 

N/A/opt 
out 

 

Full and effective participation from local communities and stakeholders (inclusion of traditional 
knowledge in decisions) 

  

Formal recognition of property rights and land tenure   
Evaluation of environmental, economic and social trade-offs   
Identification of livelihood needs  and prioritization of livelihood outcomes in program design   
Community resource management   
Conservation payments   
Effective and fair socio-political institutions   
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Section 5: Moving forward - Constraints and barriers to LDN implementation 

25. Moving forward, what are the most important challenges that you perceive to 

implementation of LDN?  

Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

 Rank the 
top 3 issues  

(1, 2, 3) 

N/A/opt 
out 

 

Insufficient awareness of LDN and understanding of concepts   
Insufficient LDN implementation guidance   
Conflicting regulations (national, local administrative levels)   
Insufficient high-level commitment to LDN   
Insufficient cross-ministerial collaboration   
Insufficient private-public collaboration   
Global indicators unsuitable (additional national indicators required)   
Insufficient data for baseline   
Insufficient data for preparatory assessments   
Insufficient data for monitoring   
Insufficient technical support/capacity building   
Insufficient finance   

 

Respondent Details 

26. Optional: Please enter your personal information.  

 Full name: 

 Country: 

 E-mail Address: 
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Questions asked to different categories of respondent 

# Question 
National 

Consultants 
Regional 

Consultants 
NFPs 

CSO / Business/ 
researchers 

1 Please select your affiliation/function YES YES YES YES 

2 Please select your expertise YES YES YES YES 

3 
Have you been involved in the implementation of an LDN 
initiative(s) in a specific country/countries? 

YES YES YES YES 

4 Please select which country/countries YES YES YES YES 

5 
Did you participate in the Global Mechanism's LDN 
Target Setting Project? 

YES YES YES NO 

6 

How would you rate the national commitment to Land 
Degradation Neutrality (LDN) in your country - i.e. how 
important is achieving LDN to the national government 
and politicians? 

YES NO YES YES 

7 
In your country, to what degree have the following 
target-setting activities been completed (or are 
intended): 

YES NO YES YES 

8 
How would you rate capacity in your country/countries to 
successfully complete the following activities that 
support LDN implementation? 

YES NO YES YES 

9 
Does your country have a well-implemented system for 
integrated land use planning? 

YES NO YES YES 

10 
To what extent are the following sectors integrated into 
land use planning in your country? 

YES NO YES YES 

11 

To what degree has a neutrality mechanism for LDN 
been embedded into the land use planning system in 
your country? (i.e. a formal framework for categorizing, 
tracking and accounting for land use changes and their 
cumulative impact, with a ‘no net loss’ target) 

YES NO YES YES 

12 
To what degree have the following preparatory 
assessments been completed in your country to support 
LDN implementation? 

YES NO YES NO 

13 
What are the three most important policies, procedures 
and incentives can help implementation of measures to 
avoid, reduce and reverse land degradation? 

YES YES YES YES 

14 

Please identify three of the following factors that you 
consider most important for transforming supply chains 
into environmentally friendly production systems for 
sustained LDN? 

YES YES YES YES 

15 
Do you have national data systems in place to support 
land use planning? 

YES NO YES NO 

16 
If yes, how effective are your national data systems in 
terms of: 

YES NO YES NO 

17 
Has (or will) your country made use of the 3 global 
indicators (or other indicators) for monitoring progress 
toward achievement of LDN over time?  

YES NO YES NO 

18 
Has your country set baseline values for each of the 3 
global indicators (or other indicators) using the 
recommended metrics? 

YES NO YES NO 
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19 
What do you anticipate being the three main sources of 
finance for LDN? Please rank only the top 3 options. 

YES YES YES NO 

20 Has your country secured any finance for LDN yet? YES NO YES NO 

21 
Please identify the degree to which you support the 
following statements 

YES YES YES YES 

22 
What benefits are you expecting from LDN 
implementation that you have been involved with? 

YES YES YES YES 

23 

Which of the following multiple benefits from LDN 
implementation measured and monitored in your 
country/countries? Are data adequate to enable effective 
monitoring? 

YES NO YES YES 

24 
What are the three most important elements to ensure 
that social co-benefits are maximised in LDN initiatives? 

YES YES YES YES 

25 
Moving forward, what are the most important challenges 
that you perceive to implementation of LDN? 

YES YES YES YES 

26 Respondent details YES YES YES YES 
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Appendix B: Summary of results from review of TSP reports 

 

  

Pillar of Enabling 

Environment Criteria

MODE - ALL 

REGIONS

AVERAGE - ALL 

REGIONS Mode Average Mode Average Mode Average Mode Average Mode Average

1. Institutional 1.1 3 3.3 4.0 3.6 4.0 3.4 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.1 3.3
1.2 3 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.2 2.0 2.9 2.8
1.3 4 2.7 2.0 2.4 4.0 2.9 3.0 2.7 4.0 3.1 1.5
1.4 3 2.3 2.0 2.1 1.0 2.1 1.0 1.8 3.0 2.6 3.0 3.0

2. Financial 2.1 1 1.8 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.4 1.0 2.3 1.0 1.6 3.0 3.0
2.2 1 2.1 2.0 2.1 1.0 1.9 2.0 2.3 1.0 1.7 3.0 3.0

3. Policy/Regulatory 3.1 1 1.7 1.0 1.4 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.3 1.0 2.3 1.0 1.0
3.2 1 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.0 1.8 1.0 1.9 1.0 2.4 2.0
3.3 1 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.7 1.0 1.0
3.4 3 2.5 3.0 2.9 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.3 3.0 2.7 2.5
3.5 3 2.6 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.6 3.0 2.3 2.0 2.4 2.0 2.0

4. Science-Policy 

Interface 4.1 2 2.5 2.0 2.4 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 4.0 3.1 4.0 4.0
4.2 1 1.9 1.0 1.7 1.0 1.4 1.0 1.9 3.0 2.3 3.5
4.3 2 2.4 2.0 2.3 2.0 2.6 1.0 1.4 3.0 2.8 3.5
4.4 2 2.1 2.0 2.6 2.0 2.1 1.0 1.7 1.0 2.1 1.0 1.0
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Appendix C: Results from LDN Survey - Summary charts across each question. 
Q1. Please select your affiliation/function (% of respondents; n=353) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q2. Please select your expertise (% of respondents; n=353) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q3. Have you been involved in the implementation of an LDN initiative(s) in a specific 

country/countries? (% of respondents; n=353) 
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___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q4. Please select which country/countries. (% of countries in each region; n=199) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q5. Did you participate in the Global Mechanism's LDN Target Setting Project? (% of 

respondents; n=120) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q6. How would you rate the national commitment to Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) in 

your country - i.e. how important is achieving LDN to the national government and politicians? 

(% of respondents; n=226) 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q7. In your country, to what degree have the following target-setting activities been 

completed (or are intended)  

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=226) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each activity – maximum score of 4 (n=226) 
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Figure. Clear LDN targets have been adopted at the national level 

 

Figure. Clear LDN targets have been adopted at other levels of government 

 

Figure. Clear LDN targets incorporated into UNCCD National Action Plan 
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Figure. Clear LDN targets mainstreamed into national development plan 

 

Figure. Clear LDN targets mainstreamed into other polices 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q8. How would you rate capacity in your country to successfully complete the following 

activities that support LDN implementation? 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=226) 
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Figure. Weighted average for each activity - maximum score of 5 (n=226) 

 

Figure. Respondents reporting 'Very good/good' or 'Very poor/poor' capacity for the following 

activities (n=226) 

 

Figure. Solving land conflicts and securing land tenure arrangements supporting LDN (% of 

respondents; n=226) 
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Figure. Resilience assessment (% of respondents; n=226) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q9. Does your country have a well-implemented system for integrated national land use 

planning? (% of respondents; n=226) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q10. To what extent are the following sectors integrated into land use planning in your 

country?  

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=226) 
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Figure. Weighted average for each sector - maximum score of 3 (n=226) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q11. To what degree has a neutrality mechanism for LDN been embedded into the land use 

planning system in your country? (% of respondents; n-226) 

 

___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q12. To what degree have the following preparatory assessments been completed in your 

country (e.g. to support LDN implementation)? 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=226) 
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Figure. Weighted average for each activity – maximum of 4 points (n=226) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q13. What are the three most important policies, procedures and incentives that can help 

implementation of measures to avoid, reduce and reverse land degradation? Please rank only 

the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each rank (n=204) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each activity – maximum of 3 points (n=204) 
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____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q14. Please identify three of the following factors that you consider the most important for 

transforming supply chains into environmentally friendly production systems for sustained 

LDN.  Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important). 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=204) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each activity – maximum of 3 points (n=204) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q15. Do you have national data systems in place to support land use planning? (% of 

respondents; n=73) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q16. If yes, how effective are your national data systems in terms of: (% of respondents; n=47) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q17. Has (or will) your country made use of the 3 global indicators (or other indicators) using 

the recommended metrics of Net Primary Productivity, Land Cover, and Soil Carbon Stocks? (% 

of respondents; n=73) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q18. Has your country set baseline values for each of the 3 global indicators (or other 

indicators) using the recommended metrics? (n=73) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q19. What do you anticipate being the three main sources of finance for LDN?  Please rank only 

the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most important 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each ranking (n=81) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each source – maximum of 3 points (n=81) 
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____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q20. Has your country secured any finance for LDN yet? (n=73) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Q21. Please identify the degree to which you support the following statements 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=190) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each statement – maximum of 5 points (n=190) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q22. What benefits are you expecting from LDN implementation that you have been involved 

with? 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=190) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________

______ 

Figure. Weighted average for each benefit – maximum of 3 points (n=190) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________

______ 
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Q23. Which of the following multiple benefits from LDN implementation are measured and 

monitored in your country, and are data adequate to enable effective monitoring? 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each category (n=183) 

 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each benefit – maximum of 4 points (n=183) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q24. What are the three most important elements to ensure that social co-benefits are 

maximised in LDN initiatives? Please rank only the top 3 options (1 to 3, where 1 is most 

important). 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each ranking (n=190) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each element – maximum of 3 points (n=190) 

 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q25. Moving forward, what are the five most important challenges that you perceive to 

implementation of LDN? Please rank only the top 5 options (1 to 5, where 1 is most important). 

Figure. Proportion of respondents in each rank (n=190) 

 

Figure. Weighted average for each element – maximum of 5 points (n=190) 
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