TBI WORKING LANDSCAPES PROGRESS REPORT 2019 (GHANA)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Indicate country programme.] 


Introduction
With this Progress Report, your organisation accounts for the WL activities of 2019. This format focuses on learning about the strategies and achievements of your organization. In addition to strategic learning, the reporting on achieved outcomes and the results of capacity development, will be used for accountability to the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  NB: Information in this report may be used for online publishing on the internet (IATI), or in TBI reporting or communications. In case you have an objection to this or if you think information in this report should be made anonymous or be excluded, please inform your country contact person or include a note stating the information is confidential.  For further information on IATI, contact trudi.vaningen@tropenbos.org. ] 
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CHED		Cocoa Health and Extension Division of COCOBOD 
COCOBOD	Cocoa Board of Ghana
CREMA		Community Resource Management Areas
CSA		Climate Smart Agriculture
CSOs		Civil Society Organizations
DFCS		Deforestation Free Cocoa Standards
DoA		Department of Agriculture
EPA		Environmental Protection Agency
ERPA		Emissions Reduction Purchase Agreement
FC		Forestry Commission
FORIG		Forestry Research Institute of Ghana 
FSD		Forest Service Division
GCFRP		Ghana Cocoa Forest REDD+ Programme
GLA		Green Livelihoods Alliance
GoG		Government of Ghana
HIA		Hotspot Intervention Areas
HMB		HIA Management Board
JB		Juaboso-Bia
LBCs		License Buying Companies (related to cocoa) 
LUSPA		Land Use and Spatial Planning Authority 
MLNR		Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources
MoMo4C	Mobilizing More for Climate Project
MoU		Memorandum of Understanding
NDCs		Nationally Determined Contributions (toward global climate goals)
SFM		Sustainable Forest Management 
SLU		Sustainable Land Use
SNV		Stichting Nederlandse Vrijwilligers (Netherlands Development Organization)
SW		Sefwi Wiawso
TA		Traditional Authorities
TBG		Tropenbos Ghana
ToC		Theory of Change
VSLA		Village Savings and Loans Association
WL		Working Landscapes






SUMMARY

The Working Landscapes Project (WL) is being implemented in the Juaboso-Bia (JB) and Sefw-Wiawso (SW) landscapes of Ghana. The main activities for the year 2019 included inception meetings, context analysis, description of main issues and theory of change (ToC) which culminated in the inception report as well as baseline assessment. Below are synopses of changes in context and results in the year 2019.
Since the inception phase of the WL in Ghana, three significant changes in the context have been noted as follows:
· The Government of Ghana signed the Emission Reduction Purchase Agreement (ERPA) with the World Bank in June 2019 and launched by the President of Ghana in October 2019, aiming to achieve 10 million tonnes of emissions reduction in six years primarily using forest and trees. 
· The Government of Ghana lifted the ban on all small-scale mining activities in Ghana and proposed a new policy direction for regulated community mining.
· The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) began preparations for updating Ghana’s Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) toward global climate goals for 2021-2030. 
Results of WL activities in 2019 are as follows:
i. In the year 2019 TBG begun building networks through a number of meetings to collaborate with key stakeholders originally identified in the context analysis of the WL project. These stakeholders included the Forestry Commission (FC) and its related institutions, EPA, District and Municipal Assemblies, Department of Agriculture (DoA), Cocoa Health and Extension Division (CHED) of Ghana’s Cocoa Board (COCOBOD), traditional authorities, communities, Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), etc. Constituents of these stakeholder groups were interviewed and provided information that helped in describing WL baseline, participated in discussions and validation of WL context analysis report and description of the theory of change, and contributed of information/data for baseline report. 
ii. Baseline assessment was carried out in six districts during the last quarter of 2019. The findings of include qualitative and quantitative information on e.g. deforestation trends and hotspots, perspectives of different stakeholders on land use changes and challenges for climate smart farming and sustainable land use within the two landscapes. This assessment confirmed the fact that deforestation is an ongoing land cover change caused largely by agriculture (encroachment of cocoa farms) into forest reserve which started on a small scale twenty-five years ago and sharply increased in the last decade. There is also land use change, e.g. old cocoa farms in valleys of Bodi District are being turned into rice farms. Moreover, it was found that the FC is using the modified taungya system (MTS) for reforestation of degraded forest reserves. Again, the practice of smallholder agroforestry is not widespread around Akontombra, Bodi and Juaboso where farmers generally are reluctant to retain or grow timber trees on their farms. 
One major challenge that was encountered during the baseline assessment was that reliable quantitative data at the community, district and landscape level was rarely available. This made it almost impossible to set baseline indicators with certainty. For instance, data on size of degraded areas and size of restored areas was not available at the district level.
iii. The Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources (MLNR) accepted proposals from CSOs’ (sponsored by GLA of TBG) to amend the timber concessions Act, Act 124 as a key step towards tree tenure security for on-farm tree planting. This was facilitated through intra-collaboration with the GLA programme.
iv. The EPA began processes for updating Ghana’s NDCs with enhanced inclusion of CSOs, community groups and other stakeholders of land and forests. TBG is now officially recognized member of the forestry sector working group, currently collaborating with the Climate Change Directorate (CCD) of the FC for updating forestry sector priorities and strategies of the NDCs.
v. The FC widened participation of CSOs in the REDD+ implementation strategies through the hotspot intervention areas (HIA) approach. For example, the FC signed a memorandum of understanding (MoU) with TBG as collaborative partner of the Sefwi-Wiawso HIA.
vi. Traditional authorities demonstrated enhanced appreciation of the need to protect forest reserves, ensure sustainable land use, and responsible cocoa livelihood (business) through the involvement of the paramount chief of Sefwi-Wiawso in signing of Ghana’s ERPA in October 2019.
vii. Some communities have expressed the need for them to be able to alleviate the impacts of climate change. They are now willing to restore degraded lands and plant trees on their farms and stressing the need for measures to assure them of full benefits from restoration activities. 
viii. Civil Society Organizations and the private sector are enhancing their collaboration towards the fight against cocoa-led deforestation in the two landscapes. TBG has officially joined the Sefwi-Wiawso HIA consortium with Rainforest Alliance and Olam which jointly spelt out areas of common interest to the partners and also strategies to build synergies in climate resilience and responsible business. Touton SA has also shown willingness to collaborate with TBG on implementation of sustainable land use interventions in the Juaboso HIA led by the former.
ix. The Cocoa and Forest Initiative (CFI) secretariat, i.e. IDH Sustainable Trade Initiative, is working with CSOs including TBG to enhance implementation and monitoring of the CFI commitments made by the cocoa industry players. There are seven licensed buying companies (LBCs) currently operating in the JB and SW landscapes with deforestation free cocoa commitments. However, there is no common standard among the cocoa commodity chain actors. 
Thus, considering the ongoing processes for updating Ghana’s NDCs and the fact that trees and forests have been given attention through the forestry sector programmes, stated deforestation free commitments of LBCs, as well as the results highlighted above, WL Ghana ToC propositions and underlying assumptions are still valid, recognized by key stakeholders such as the, FC, landowners and land users as pathway towards climate resilience in the JB and SW landscapes. Nonetheless, given that major LBCs already have stated commitments towards reducing cocoa-led deforestation, an intervening outcome for WL is proposed as “cocoa stakeholders implement actions toward their deforestation free cocoa commitments”.
1 Report on achievements
Context
Three changes in the context of WL were observed in Ghana after the inception phase of WL in the year 2019 as elaborated below.

The Government of Ghana signed the Emission Reduction Purchase Agreement (ERPA) with the World Bank in June 2019 and launched by the President of Ghana in October 2019. As a result-based carbon emission reduction or climate change mitigation programme, Ghana, through the Ghana Cocoa Forest REDD+ Programme, aims to achieve 10 million tonnes of emissions reduction in six years primarily using forest and trees. This gives impetus to WL’s expected outcomes on restoration of degraded areas.  

Prior to the inception phase of the WL, the Government of Ghana had banned small-scale mining activities in Ghana with the intention of developing a new regulatory framework for artisanal small-scale mining. In the latter part of 2019, the Government lifted this ban on small scale mining and proposed a new policy direction toward regulated community mining licensing. This, however, is yet to be accompanied by concrete plans for restoration of mined out sites. Again, some members of the communities within the landscapes are anticipating a possibility of getting approved lands for small-scale mining, e.g. Asempanaye. This has implications on which communities the WL will initiate restoration activities so as to ensure effective restoration. Therefore, in our activities of identifying areas suitable for restoration of degraded lands, we will have to clearly mark off and avoid e.g. tree planting in areas that communities members know as having high potential for mining in the near future. This also means that advocacy efforts under the GLA programme should be stepped-up in the year 2020 to ensure effective restoration and responsible limited mining in the landscape.

In addition to the above, the  EPA begun processes for  updating Ghana’s NDCs toward global climate goals for 2021 -2030. The EPA indicated their intention to bring more CSO’s on board to participate in the updating processes. Therefore the EPA  expressed readiness to work with TBG in the NDCs strategies and thus providing a scope for inclusive sustainable land use (SLU) and sustaianable forest management (SFM) strategies in the NDCs whereby community groups, farmers’ representatives, women and youth contribute to the process and actions for achieving the NDCs.

The initial context analysis included only four districts. However, the baseline covered two adjoining districts that are part of the lands of Sefwi people with one paramount chief. Thus, Bodi and Akontombra Districts which do not fall within the current boundary of the HIAs defined by the FC’s REDD+ secretariat, have been added.
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Theory of Change 2019
Add a figure of the latest version of your ToC. Describe any changes you have made to the ToC in 2019 and explain why if not yet explained in section 1.1.  For reference please include the numbers of the ToC outcomes and use the same numbering in section 1.4. 
1.4 MLNR and FC use feasible forest restoration and tree planting investment models as implementation strategy of Ghana’s NDC at the landscape level (2020)
1.5 MLNR /FC provide secured rights to trees in farming systems (2020) 
1. Landowners and cocoa farmers increase forest cover and the number of trees in the landscape to enhance climate change mitigation and adaptation backed by progressive reforms
2. Farmers stop encroachment of forest reserves for cocoa farming by implementation of a sustainable forest management and climate-smart cocoa supply chain policies of Government of Ghana (GoG) and LBCs, with support of CREMAs, farmers’ groups, CSOs and traditional authorities
4.  EPA and FC actively include local communities, smallholder farmers, women and the youth to participate in sustainable land use and sustainable forest management decision making and implementation through Ghana’s NDCs processes and actions.
3.5 LUSPA enforce adherence to land use and spatial plans that support climate smart agriculture and restoration of degraded landscapes ((2020 & beyond)
4.2 EPA revises the SLU and SFM strategies of the NDCs in an inclusive way, together with community groups, farmer representatives, women and youth for inclusive implementation (2020)
 (2020)
3. Smallholder farmers are resilient through the adoption of climate-smart practices and income diversification
3.4 Farmers apply climate smart practices to increase resilience to climate vulnerabilities and safeguard their productivity (2020 & beyond)
4.1 Smallholder farmers, women and youth participate and benefit from Ghana's NDCs achievements (2022)
Climate Resilient Landscape
1.1 Farmers plant and nurture shade trees in cocoa farms (2021-)
1.3 Local communities and industry support FC to restore degraded forests (2020-2023)
1.2Local communities and industry adhere to forest resources (Timber & NTFPs) harvesting standards (2021)
2.3 CSOs support LBCS to implement deforestation free cocoa commitments under the CFI 2020))
2.2b  LBCs implement deforestation free cocoa strategies under CFI commitments  (2022)
3.2 Smallholder famers and SMEs are integrated into product value (2022) 
3.1 Smallholder farmers have diversified and sustainable incomes from investment in climate smart practices (2023)
2.4 Landscape Management Boards (LMBs) and HIA Management Board (HMB) facilitate implementation of DFCS at the community level (2020)
2.5 Cocoa stakeholders harmonize, agree on, and share among themselves DFCS 2020)
2.1 Local communities and farmers cease farming in forest reserves (2023)

2.2a  COCOBOD supports LBCs to  implement deforestation free cocoa commitments to exclude cocoa produced illegally from forest reserves (2022)

Two changes in the ToC outcome 2 have been made. First, the outcome 2.5  on deforestation free cocoa standards has been modified to read “cocoa LBCs implement actions toward their deforestation free cocoa commitments” and second addition of sub-outcome “CSOs support LBCs to effectively implement deforestation free cocoa commitments under the CFI. The changes have been made in order to properly align the WL with what cocoa and forest stakeholders have generally agreed to do in order to halt cocoa related deforestation. Again outcome 2.3 in the 2019 plan has been deleted as the main outcome focuses on forest encroachment for cocoa farming and that outcome 2.1 and 2.4 covers that. Instead, a new outcome 2.3 is “ CSOs support LBCs to effectively implement deforestation free cocoa commitments under the CFI”.

Moreover, we identified the need to modify the stakeholders interest-power map for the WL and present it in Figure 1.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref41832664]Figure 1: Current Stakeholder Interest-Power Matrix. The position of a stakeholder symbol is relative to other stakeholders. Direction of arrows indicate movement whereas end of arrows indicates the point where we anticipate stakeholders to move to in order to achieve climate resilience in the JB and SW landscapes.
We expect that through the WL, there will be movements in the relative interest-power positions by the year 2023. For instance, we expected local communities to have more interest as well as increased influence decision making regarding Ghana’s NDCs and thereby contributing to increase in forest cover and number of trees in the two named landscapes.
Impact
Describe to what extent your interventions and outcomes contributed to impactful changes, using the selected key performance indicators (KPIs). Refer to the sub-KPIs for which you have set targets during the inception phase. It is not necessary to provide quantitative information, but if you have an indication, you can add an estimation of the quantitative impact in numbers of hectares or people impacted. (If you have a completed baseline, use that setup to describe changes).

	Key performance sub-indicator
	Description of observed changes in the landscape
	TBI’s Contribution
	Estimated impact in #hectares and #people

	KPI: Area affected by improved climate-smart landscape practices

	 Area under improved environmental and social standards
	Increasing number of cocoa farmers interested increasing tree cover on their farm lands
	Protection of river banks, increase us of organic pesticides and fertilizers by farmers, tree tenure security, climate smart agricultural practices.
	450 ha in 2019 and 1,200 ha by 2023

	Forest area conserved 
	Not applicable in 2019
	Reduced rate of forest encroachment (size) for farming to be measured in 2022
	300ha

	Area that has been restored or reforested
	Not applicable in 2019
	Degraded areas that can be restored/reforested will be mapped in 2020. More than 20 communities have shown interest in restoration.
	1200

	 Area under improved smallholder agroforestry and community forestry
	Not applicable in 2019
	20 communities with interest in smallholder agroforestry enlisted.
TBG initiated collaboration with Cocoa Health and Extension Division (CHED) and Forest Service Division (FSD) to support farms with seedlings of preferred tree species.
	1,100 ha of farms under agroforestry and 100 ha under community forestry by 2023

	 Area under improved company commitments
	
	
	

	Area subject to more inclusive governance and participatory planning (landscape approaches, participatory land use plans)
	No applicable in 2019
	TBG is working with Hotspot Intervention Area (HIA) consortium and GLA to map areas covered by HIA management board (HMB) and Community Resources Management Areas (CREMAs)
	1200 ha 


	KPI: Number of beneficiaries impacted by improved climate-smart landscape practices

	Number of men and women with improved access to forest and tree resources
	Not applicable in 2019
	TBG started enlisting of individuals interested in growing or maintaining timber and non-timber forest resources on their farm lands.
	1,200 (700 men + 500 women)

	Number of men and women that adopted climate-smart practices and management
	Not applicable in 2019
	TBG started sensitization of selected community members who participated in the baseline assessment on climate smart agricultural practices.
	1,200 (700 men + 500 women)

	Number of men and women involved in inclusive landscape governance initiatives
	Not applicable in 2019
	TBG will organize men and women at the two landscapes to discuss and make proposals for inputs Ghana’s nationally determined contributions (NDCs) that will be updated in 2020.
	6,000 by 2023

	Number of men and women included in inclusive business arrangements
	Not applicable in 2019
	Not applicable
	120

	
	
	
	



2019 Outcomes

Table 1a:  2019 outcomes
Describe all your harvested / achieved outcomes by completing table Ia. Summarize harvested outcomes for 2019 to the format of the table, and describe the most important outcomes in the Full Outcome Descriptions forms (Annex II). Fill in expected as well as unexpected or perhaps negative outcomes! Make ample use of the PMEL outcome table I in your 2019 work plan! Use one row for each achieved outcome for only one type of actor!

Please read the following instructions carefully before completing the table! 

Explanation for each of the columns:
1:  Achieved outcome (summary): Provide a brief description of the harvested/achieved outcome. The outcome descriptions should be as precise (SMART) as possible, formulated in one sentence, specifying who[footnoteRef:4] changed what, when and where.  [4:  Describe as precise as possible which actor it concerns, e.g. ’District X, Y and Z of province A have adopted participatory land use planning’ or, ‘Minister B of the Ministry of C has forwarded the D for approval to parliament’] 

2:  Expected/unexpected: was the outcome expected or unexpected? If the outcome was expected refer to the number of the outcome in your 2019 work plan, or a ‘yes’ if the outcome is not numbered. If the outcome was unexpected add a ‘No’.
3:  Positive or negative?: was the outcome a positive (put ‘+’) or negative change (put ‘-‘)? 
4:  Significance: Explain the significance of the achieved outcome in relation to the end outcomes in the ToC briefly. 
5:  Significance scale:  How would you rate the significance of the change in relation to the goals of the programme? Please determine the level of significance and fill in a number between 0- 5:
“The change/outcome is not significant” 0    -    1    -    2    -    3    -    4    -    5 “The change/outcome is vital for our long term ToC goals”. 
If you rate the significance ‘3’ or higher, a full outcome statement (annex II) is necessary.
6:  Intervention(s) that contributed to the outcome (‘contribution’): Describe your interventions that contributed to the outcome, and the ones of other organisations where relevant/important. NB: more than one activity/intervention can lead to an outcome, and one activity/ intervention can lead to more than one outcome.
7:  Type of interventions: to be able to categorize and analyse the type of interventions that are successful please indicate the (main) type of intervention(s) that has led to the outcome. Use the numbers to put in this column of the following categories, e.g. put ‘2.4’ if the main activity to achieve the outcome was documentation & research (e.g. case studies, evidence finding etc.) for dialogue:
Capacity building (1)
☐ 1.1 Trainings, workshops, technical assistance etc. aiming to build capacity & skills; 
☐ 1.2 Coaching, consulting, mentoring etc. to build capacity & skills;
☐ 1.3 Field visits, exchange visits; exchange of lessons learned between actors
☐1.4 Development, implementation of- and capacity building through pilot projects; 
☐ 1.5 Awareness raising, sensitization, social events, media outreach, etc., aiming at information dissemination, including the development of material for these purposes. 
☐ 1.6 Documentation & research initiatives for capacity building interventions.
Dialogue (2)
☐ 2.1 Coalition building, networking, linking public, private and/or civil actors;
☐ 2.2 Dialogue, consultative meetings, participation in multi-stakeholder processes, (e.g. participatory planning, joint analysis, policy development, mediation etc.);
☐ 2.3 Collaborative actions with public, private and/or civil actors, including summits, conferences, etc.;
☐ 2.4 Documentation & research initiatives (e.g. case studies, evidence finding etc.) for dialogue
Dissent (3)
☐ 3.1 Advocacy, mobilize public pressure, including demonstrations, petitions, campaigning, media outreach, etc.;
☐ 3.2 Lobby, including (in)formal meetings, the development & dissemination of policy briefs;
☐ 3.3 Litigation and the use of grievance mechanisms (e.g. formal hearings, appealing to existing mediation procedures);
☐ 3.4 Documentation & research initiatives (e.g. case studies, evidence finding etc.) for lobby, advocacy & litigation efforts.
8:  Contribution scale: How would you rate your organisations' contribution towards the outcome? Please determine the level of contribution and fill in a number between 0  - 5:.
“The outcome would also have been achieved without our contribution“ 0 -  1  -   2  -  3  -  4  -  5   “The outcome would not have been achieved without our intervention(s)“
9:  Kind of actor: Please choose between (choose only one!): ☐ Public actor; ☐ Private actor; ☐ Civil actors, like community members, local leaders, community groups, individuals, etc.; ☐ Civil society actors, like networks, CSOs, NGO platforms etc.; ☐ Research Institute/ University; ☐ Media/ journalist(s)
10:  Geographic level of change: indicate the geographic level of change. Local; sub-national; national; regional; international (e.g. AU, ASEAN, EU or VN level).
11: ToC (END) Outcome(s) to which the achieved outcome (in the next column) contribute(s):  Refer to the longer term outcome in the country/thematic ToC to which the outcome in the first column contributes. If the outcome in the first column does not clearly contribute to a predefined ToC outcome, put a ‘?’
12: # (of ToC outcome): When the ToC outcomes are numbered, refer to the number of the ToC outcome in the previous column, unless the outcomes in the ToC are not numbered.  
13: Cross-cutting themes and TBI priorities:  Refer to which cross-cutting theme(s) and/or TBI prioritie(s) (see annex I) the outcome relates to (contributed to, changed, etc.). Refer to the numbers in annex I, no descriptions are needed. A combination of numbers is possible, e.g. 1.1a and 2.3 (only use numbers, no words!).





[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 1a: 2019 outcomes 
Please keep your entries in the table below brief. For instructions, see pages above.  If you need more than one, or maximum 2 sentences, refer to further explanation/ elaboration in the outcome description or analysis in Annex II or a narrative (optional) in Annex III. 
NB the first time you use an acronyms/abbreviations, please write it first in full 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13

	Achieved outcome
(summary description)
	Expec-ted? (Yes/
No)
	Pos. or neg.
(+/-)
	Significance
	Signi-ficance (scale)
(1-5)
	Intervention(s) (contribution)
	Type of interven-tions
	Contri-bution (scale)
(1-5)
	Kind of  actor

	Geographic level of change
	ToC (END) Outcome(s) to which the achieved outcome contributes 
	#
	Cross-cutting themes and strategic priorities

	More than 20 communities have expressed interest to restore degraded lands in JB and 
	Yes
	+
	This will contribute to outcome 1 (land owners and cocoa farmers increase forest cover and number of trees in the landscape…)
	2
	Sensitization that was embedded in baseline assessment
	1.5
	3
	Civil actors
	local
	Landowners and cocoa farmers increase forest cover and the number of trees in the landscape to enhance climate change mitigation and adaptation backed by progressive reforms

	1
	C
2a and 2b.

	Technical Director of Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources (MLNR) in last quarter of 2019 lauded the efforts of Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) led by Tropenbos Ghana to undertake legal study (consultancy) for proposing amendments to  the Concession Act, Act 124 for the consideration of the Cabinet.
	Yes
	+
	Amendment of the Concession Act will enhance on farm tree planting and nurturing of naturally regenerated trees. 
	2
	Informal meeting of the GLA team with the Technical Director in charge of forestry at the MLNR
	3.2
	3
	Public
	National 
	MLNR /FC provide secured rights to trees in farming systems
	1.5
	1a. 2a

	The Cocoa and Forests Initiative (CFI) secretariat, in November 2019, conducted sensitization on deforestation free commitments under the CFI for Juaboso-Bia and Sefwi-Wiawso stakeholders
	Yes
	+
	This sensitization which TBG participated set the stage for landscape level stakeholders to begin discussions on measures to curtail deforestation resulting from cocoa farming in forest reserves
	2
	TBG participated in the sensitization activities at the landscape level upon the invitation of the CFI secretariat
	1.5
	1
	Civil society
	local
	Farmers stop encroachment of forest reserves for cocoa farming by implementation of a sustainable forest management and climate-smart cocoa supply chain policies of Government of Ghana (GoG) and LBCs, with support of CREMAs, farmers’ groups, CSOs
	2
	

	Officers of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), leading Ghana’s Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) updating processes, accepted in priciple in November 2019, to boraden participation of landscape civil actors and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) in the process.
	Yes
	+
	The processes for updating Ghana’s NCCs is the stage where it is ideal to ensure inclusiveness in implementation of forest and trees for climate resilience
	2
	TBG held a meeting with two officers in directly in charge of updating Ghana’s NDCs.
	2.1
	3
	Public
	National
	EPA revises the SLU and SFM strategies of the NDCs in an inclusive way, together with community groups, farmer representatives, women and youth for inclusive implementation
	4.2
	B
3c



Narratives: If you have narratives/stories (e.g. descriptions of events and/or pictures) that further explain or illustrate the outcomes, kindly attach these in annex III. It is not strictly necessary to provide narratives, only add them if you have them in other reports, it will be much appreciated! 

Table 1b: Intended outcome(s) that were not achieved (yet)
After completing table 1a, describe in table 1b intended outcome(s) for 2019  that were not achieved (yet). This is important for learning, adapting strategies and planning; and also for the 2019 Progress report to be submitted to DGIS. There could be two explanations for outcomes that were not achieved: (1) the intervention(s) took place, but for some reason this did not lead to the intended outcome(s), or (2) for some reason the interventions did not take place (yet). Use one row for each intended outcome. 
Please carefully read the footnotes when completing the table!


Table 1b: Intended outcome(s) that were not achieved (yet) 
	ToC outcome to which the intended outcome(s) in the next column would have contributed:[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Indicate the (country/thematic) longer term ToC outcome to which the intended outcome(s) in the next column would have contributed. Refer to the number of the outcome in the country/thematic ToC, unless the outcomes in the ToC are not numbered.] 

	Intended outcome[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Provide the description of the intended outcome, referring to the number of the outcome in your 2019 work plan, if these were numbered. Start by listing the intended outcomes for which interventions have taken place (reason 1, just copy and paste this from your 2019 Work Plan / PMEL framework), followed by intended outcomes for which no interventions have taken place (reason 2).] 

	Intervention(s)[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Short but specific description of intervention/activity (what, when, where, with or for whom) that did take place (but did not lead to an outcome (yet). Refer to the numbers of the activities of the outcome in your 2019 work plan, if these were numbered . If intended activities did not take place, indicate ‘did not take place’] 

	Reason(s) the intended outcome was not achieved[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Explain why the interventions did not lead to the intended outcome (yet)(1), or, why the interventions did not take place (2).] 

	Any follow-up?[footnoteRef:9] [9:  So what does this mean? What action will be taken, will the issue be dropped, is there a need to adapt the strategy?] 


	Not applicable yet
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Not applicable yet
	Follow all activities and report on this for the year 2020

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(add rows as needed)
	
	






Milestone framework
Refer back to the milestone framework in your Work Plan. What milestones have been achieved according to schedule, and which milestones for 2019 have not been achieved yet? 

	Expected outcome ToC
	Milestone(s)
	Expected date of achievement
	Achieved? If not, explain why not (yet).

	 1.3
	Communities in JB and SW, through CREMAs identify and map degraded lands; prioritize and develop degraded landscape restoration plans 
	December 2020
	On course to achieve as more than 20 communities with at least 5 in each have shown interest in restoration of degraded lands 

	 1.5
	MLNR initiate processes for amendment of the Concession Act, Act 124 to provide for farmer’s right to trees on farms (Draft Concessions Act Amendment Bill)
	September 2020
	On course as TBG (intra-collaboration between GLA and WL) and in partnership with other CSOs has drafted and submitted a memo to MLNR with proposed amendments to Act 124.

	  2.5
	LBCs, CSOs and COCOBOD jointly develop effective strategy for achieving deforestation free cocoa commitments of LBCs – to be named as deforestation free cocoa standards (DFCS)
	March 2020
	Not achieved yet. However, through TBG’s participation in CFI monitoring, discussions were held with CFI secretariat on the need for sensitization of landscape actors on CFI. TBG was invited by CFI and participated in the CFI sensitization events in the JB and SW landscapes in last quarter of 2019

	3.3
	Potential for establishing VSLAs identified and if favorable self-organized smallholder farmers’ groups facilitated to form VSLA
	March 2020
	On course; In collaboration with Mobibilizing more for climate (MoMo4C), a terms of reference (ToR) was developed for engagement of a consultant in February-March 2020.

	3.5
	LUSPA develops/revise land use and spatial plans /policy to reflect climate resilience strategies of communities
	March 2020
	Not achieved. This activity was more dependent on completion of baseline which draft report was completed in March 2020 – a period with restrictions imposed due to the novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19). Timeline for activities for engaging LUSPA lagged

	4.2
	TBG engaged with climate change units of EPA and FC in meetings that resulted in informal agreement for inclusion CSOs, men, women and the youth in the updating and implemtation of Ghana’s NDC
	June 2020
	On course to achieve.  The EPA and FC now include TBG in all communication and solicits inputs the NDCs.

	1.0
	Baseline assessment conducted
	December 2019
	Achieved. However, there were gaps in information and data, that necessitated our need for extra resources to fill these gaps. Data on areas currently under restoration are not available. 



Thematic programmes
Describe the most important achievements within the thematic programmes that apply to your country programme in the table below. 
- To what extent did you contribute to the thematic outcomes formulated in the thematic inception reports?
- Are you satisfied or not about your progress? Why/why not? What can you learn from it and how will you use these lessons learned?

	A. Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs)

	Not applicable yet

	B. Agrocommodities

	Not applicable yet

	C. Landscape restoration

	Not applicable yet

	D. Business and finance

	 Not applicable yet



Gender and Youth
TBG right from the inception of the WL has put gender responsiveness as central to our interventions. Therefore, in the baseline assessment similar attention was given to men and women as well as the youth. Implementation of all interventions will be done with maximum efforts possible to ensure gender and youth inclusiveness and results of outcomes disaggregated by gender and age as much as possible. In terms of organization set-up, TBG has a dedicated gender point of contact who reviews activities and makes recommendations to improve gender responsiveness.
2 Reflection and Learning
Progress
To what extent have you been able to execute your project(s)/interventions as planned, or did you need to make alterations?  Why? Are you satisfied with the progress? Why/why not?

Progress is being made, although at quite a slower pace, towards to Toc outcomes. TBG has built fa good foundation in 2019 for full scale implementation of WL interventions. Given the interest of stakeholders in the vision and outcomes of the WL, we anticipate successful harvest of outcomes from the year 2020.

Assumptions
Refer back to the assumptions in your Work Plan. Were you able to validate or invalidate[footnoteRef:10] assumptions that underpin your work? Please explain.  [10:  To validate an assumption means having proof that a cause -> effect relationship, e.g. a certain intervention leads to a particular outcome, worked the way you thought it would work. To invalidate is the opposite: it didn’t work the way you thought it would work.] 

What insights have you got? Is there a need to change the assumptions, because of how the programme is developing? 
The outcome on deforestation free cocoa standards must be modified to read “cocoa stakeholders implement actions toward their deforestation free cocoa commitments”. 
Beside the baseline assessment, TBG engagement the EPA and FC CCD in a number of meetings regarding updating and implement of Ghana’s NDCs towards climate goals. A formal process has begun with TBG officially expressing her interest in participating in forestry and sustainable agricultural sectors of the NDCs. TBG approached the EPA to seek collaboration on the NDCS: first on the update processes and second on implementation roles after the updates have been completed.

Interventions
What interventions worked well? Did you face any challenges? Please explain.

Joint discussion of the context, ToC and outcomes with a wide range of stakeholders was very useful in attracting interest of stakeholders in the WL project. Another intervention which is using networking to reach the EPA for discussion on making the NDCs inclusive for all relevant stakeholders has also been successful. However, the only challenge so far encountered is difficulty in obtaining reliable baseline data. It was realized that it was not practical to obtain reliable community level and to a large extent district level quantitative data on land cover and land use practices as an example.

Collaboration
Provide an overview of the main partners with which you collaborated in 2019 or is starting a collaboration. Explain how these partnerships have improved and/or affected your programme.

In the first year of implementing the WL, TBG has been building networks to collaborate with key stakeholders originally identified in the context analysis of the WL programme. Key among them are as follows:
i. Forestry Commission (District Forest Service Division, Resources Management Support Centre, Climate Change Directorate of the FC, etc) participated in discussions and validation of the draft ToC and in particular, the managers of the two forest districts in the landscapes were interviewed for the baseline assessment. Further, a memorandum of understanding (MoU) was signed with the FC for TBGs involvement in the Sefwi-Wiawso HIA. TBG was also represented during the signing of HIA agreement between the Juaboso HIA management board and the Forestry Commission.
ii. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); Official communication to join the forestry and agriculture sector working groups. TBG was asked formally by the EPA to comment on the draft plan for the processes of updating the Ghana NDCs, which was done. Further, TBG is now recognized as a member of the forestry sector working group and currently collaborating with the CCD of the FC which is leading update of the forest sector of the NDCs.
iii. District Assemblies (Development Planning Unit and Land Use and Spatial Planning Authority): They have been sensitized on the WL project. Their views on critical land use and development issues have been sough and incorporated in the baseline study. All the district assemblies welcomed the WL project and are willing to support its implementation particularly aspects that incorporate youth and gender and inclusive governance of natural resources within the landscapes.
iv. Department of Agriculture (DoA): Agricultural directorates of all the six districts have been contacted. They mainly expressed the need to synergize the WL with ongoing national programmes such as planting for food and jobs (PFFJ), Modernizing Agriculture in Ghana (MAG), Youth in Agriculture Programme (YAP), etc. 
v. Cocoa Health and Extension Division (CHED) of the Ghana Cocoa Board (COCOBOD): There is a regional office of CHED in Sefwi-Wiawso and district offices of CHED across the landscapes. Their main priority is rehabilitation of old and diseased cocoa farms, integrating trees as a means climate change mitigation and adaptation. The CHED expressed concerns that it may be onerous task to practically ensure deforestation free cocoa standards, unless the all cocoa buying beans buying companies whether small or large scale show ample commitment support farmers to improve cocoa yield per unit area.
vi. Traditional auntorities: The traditional authority in the two landscapes is headed by the Paramount chief of Sefwi-Wiawso. There are divisional and community chiefs under his jurisdictions with diverse perspectives on cocoa farming, land and forests. Whiles there is general appreciation of the need to protect forest reserves, ensure sustainable land use, among others, there appears to be some high of resistance of measures to curb encroachment of cocoa farms in admitted communities. Moreover, rehabilitation of old and diseased cocoa farms been undertaking by the government have been hindered unclarified traditional policy on land tenure. This, according to some farmers, is a disincentive for them to plan timber trees on their farms.
vii. Communities (represented mostly by assembly member and unit committee members) have expressed the need for them to be able to alleviate the impacts of climate change. Unlike about a decade ago, they are now willing to restore degraded lands and plant trees on their farms if the FC will institute measures to assure them of benefits from restoration activities. In particularly they expressed the need for full access and benefit rights to trees on farms, and thus reforms to the current law on on-farm tree tenure.
viii. Civil Society Organizations and Private sector: TBG has officially joined the Sefwi-Wiawso HIA consortium with Rainforest Alliance and Olam. Three meetings have been held which spelt out areas of common interest to the partners and also strategies to build synergies in climate resilience and responsible business synergies. There is also an ongoing discussion with Touton SA for collaboration on the Juaboso HIA led by them.
ix. The CFI secretariat (IDH Sustainable Trade Initiative). TBG has been active in the Cocoa and Forest Initiative taskforce and working groups. However, we are yet to directly reach licenced buying companies (LBCs) of cocoa that we planned to discuss the topic and strategies toward deforestation free cocoa with. IDH Sustainable Trade Initiative consulted TBG in the compilation and publication of report on mapping of CFI commitments by government, companies and CSOs with the goals of contributing to deforestation free cocoa. 

Management
Staffing and office: Give the project staff composition in 2019, explaining any major changes.
Director - 1
Project Coordinator -1
Project Assistant - 1
Accountant -1 
Accounts Officer -1
Administrator -1
Driver - 1 of 3
Field Officer – 1
Intern - 1

Internal capacity: Refer back to the Capacity Analysis Tool that you filled in during the inception phase, see also the overview of WL capacity indicators in annex V. What capacity development priorities did you define? What actions have you taken in 2019 to address these priorities and do you now have sufficient capacity to continue implementing Working Landscapes?
The following capacity needs require urgent attention in order for TBG to track outcomes at the KPI level:
Training of TBG staff in GIS, remote sensing with un-manned aerial vehicles (UAV) and data mining regarding deforestation, tree cover, etc,
Equipment to conduct GIS (spatial) analysis, aerial mapping and monitoring of forest and tree cover at the local scale.
Further training on remote team collaboration.
Detailed capacity analysis report to be sent separately.
Other remarks
Feel free to describe any other information that is important or that you would like to share.

In the year 2020, TBG will update our baseline as and when data becomes available – making explicit reference to the date when the data was gathered or become available.


Annex I: WL thematic programmes and strategic priorities
This table is to be used for completion of the twelfth column of table 1a. You only have to refer to the numbers of the themes and/or priorities below in those tables, no explanation is required in this annex and the tables. A combination of numbers is possible, e.g. 1.1a and 1.3.

WL thematic programmes
A. Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs)
B. Agrocommodities
C. Landscape Restoration
D. Business and Finance
E. Gender and Youth (cross-cutting theme)

WL strategic priorities
1. Inclusive landscape governance
1a. Inclusive decision-making
1b. Cross sectoral coordination and collaboration
2. Sustainable land use
2a. Smallholder agroforestry
2b. Forest and landscape restoration
3. Responsible business and finance
3a. Integration of smallholders in value chains
3b. Business models and financing mechanisms
3c. Private sector standards and commitments
4. Gender and youth:
4a. Equity in rights,  participation, and benefits in all of the above
4b. For youth: sufficient opportunities to attract them to stay or return to the area
Annex II: Full Outcomes descriptions (OH forms)[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Format as given in the Outcome Harvesting manual] 

Please complete one form for each Outcome harvested.

[# and name] outcome
	Outcome title

	Country/thematic programme 
	Ghana

	Landscape (if relevant):
	Juaboso-Bia and Sefwi-Wiaso Landscapes

	Harvesting organisation
	Tropenbos Ghana

	Name harvester[footnoteRef:12]: [12:  The person(s) that collected the information and wrote down the outcome description. ] 

	Kwame Appiah Owusu and Mercy Owusu Ansah

	Summary outcome description: 
Write down the actual outcome you have harvested in one sentence: Who changed what, when and where?
	The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of Ghana invited more Civil Society Organizations to participate in the processes of updating Ghana’s nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) toward climate goals in the last quarter of 2019.

	Description of change: 
Elaborate on the who, what, when and where in the outcome title. Give additional facts so an outsider can understand what your outcome title means. Describe the social actor (who) as specifically as possible and describe in max. 4 sentences what this actor did that was new or different. Be as specific as possible about when this happened and where. 
	

	Significance: 
Briefly explain why the outcome is important. E.g. compare the achieved change to the expectation in your project / the ToC. Someone who does not have knowledge of your programme must be able to understand why it is significant.
	

	Contribution: 
Describe how your programme contributed to that change. How do you know that this change was the result (partially, totally, directly, indirectly, intentionally, unintentionally) of your programme? Please be concise. Describe in a few sentences what was done by whom, when and where. 
If other actors (partners or non-partners) also contributed to the change, you can also mention this here.
	

	Source of information: On what sources of information is the outcome description based? Where relevant provide links. 
	

	Country/ thematic ToC outcome:  does the outcome contribute to any of the long term expected outcomes in your ToC? If yes, to which one? 
	Ex. Country ToC outcome 2.1: ‘The Ministry of Outcome Harvesting uses OH as the main monitoring method throughout the country’

	Confidentiality 
	☐ This outcome is not confidential and can be used for publishing outside WL.
☐ This outcome is not confidential but the actors in this outcome should be anonymised when publishing the outcome outside WL.
☐ This outcome is confidential: it contains information that can pose a risk to individuals or organisations, and cannot be published outside WL.



Annex III: Narratives (optional)

These could be descriptions of events, stories and/or pictures that further explain or illustrate the outcomes. You may use news stories or annual report stories that you prepared for other purposes. NB: this is optional, but please add them when you have them available (in other reports or documents). 


Annex IVa: Engagement, Commitment and Action (ECA) Tool[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Adapted from GLA tool] 


Purpose of the tool
For each country and driver programme a ToC has been developed, including desired outcomes for lobby and advocacy. In order to monitor progress towards realisation of the desired lobby and advocacy outcomes of the country and driver programmes an Engagement, Commitment and Action Tool has been developed based on two tools originally developed for GLA.  More specifically the tool is intended for use by CSOs for:
· Assessing the baseline situation
· Setting targets for the full programme period and each year of the programme
· Tracking progress 

How to use the tool
The tool consists of 8 levels of “engagement, commitment and action” of the target groups of our lobby and advocacy activities: government institutions and companies at local, regional, national and international level. CSOs working on realisation of the desired lobby and advocacy outcomes of the country/driver programmes will for each of the desired outcomes periodically determine the level that has been reached as well as set the desired level. This means that:
· During the inception period, CSOs will determine the baseline levels as well as set the desired levels for the full programme period
· Each September CSOs will determine the levels they have reached as well as set the desired levels for the following year. This will be included in their annual work plan and progress report. 

Policy/practice influencing processes are by their nature complex. The tool is therefore not necessarily linear and sequential, for instance certain levels could be jumped-over or levels could happen simultaneously. The tool has an inherent element of subjectivity and does not give a direct measure of only WL-partner influencing result: the level might have been reached through a variety of actors besides WL partners. That means that being higher in the scale is not always better. The scale is merely meant as tool for setting targets and as reflection for what has been achieved.
The scale and its levels 

	Level
	Description of level
	Generic examples of evidence

	Level 1
	No interest in the lobby/advocacy issue
	- No interest in or discussion on the lobby/advocacy issue among decision makers

	Level 2
	Increased awareness and receptiveness of decision makers

	- Decision makers have shown interest in information from WL partners or have consulted with WL partners
- Decision makers and WL partners have shared information 
- ‘Champions for change’ (key political, business or public figures) have emerged 
- Decision makers have referenced WL partner stance or research/case studies/campaign material in meetings and the media

	Level 3
	Lobby/advocacy issue on the political/corporate agenda
	- Specific formal political/corporate meetings have been scheduled to discuss the lobby/advocacy issue
- WL members have been invited to sit in a panel/committee/working group related to the lobby/advocacy issue
- Lobby/advocacy issue has been regularly referred to during key meetings/speeches or given ‘slot’ on agenda by decision makers
- WL partners have been requested to present particular information/evidence/cases/studies/proposals by decision makers

	Level 4
	Concrete steps taken towards development or improvement of laws, policies, guidelines or action plans
	- Political/corporate commitment to development or improvement of legislation, policies, guidelines or action plans has been expressed
- Research has been commissioned by key decision-makers to inform development or improvement of legislation, policies, guidelines or action plans
- Promising practices are being piloted 
- Formal committee/working group has been established for development or revision of legislation, policies, guidelines or action plan

	Level 5
	Developed/improved laws, policies, guidelines or action plans have been  approved 
	- Developed or revised laws, policies, guidelines or action plans have been formally approved and are seen as an improvement by WL partners

	Level 6
	Developed/improved laws, policies, guidelines or action plans are not implemented or to a poor extent 
	Policies are in place, developed or revised, but:- Governments/companies have not (yet) or poorly implemented the laws, policies, guidelines or action plans  
- No or little (increased) investment (budget, human resources, technical capacity) for implementation of legislation, policies, guidelines or action plans
- Structures/mechanisms for implementation and enforcement of legislation, policies, or action plans are not (yet) put in place or are functioning poorly

	Level 7
	Developed/improved laws, policies, guidelines or action plans are implemented to a moderate/fair extent 
	- Governments/companies have implemented the laws, policies, guidelines or action plans to a moderate extent
- Moderate (increased) investment (budget, human resources, technical capacity) for implementation of legislation, policies, guidelines or action plans
- Structures/mechanisms for implementation and enforcement of legislation, policies, or action plans are put in place and functioning to a moderate extent

	Level 8
	Developed/improved laws, policies, guidelines or action plans are implemented to a satisfactory extent

	 - Governments/companies have implemented the laws, policies, guidelines or action plans to a satisfactory extent
- Significant (increased) investment (budget, human resources, technical capacity) for implementation of legislation, policies, guidelines or action plans
- Structures/mechanisms for implementation and enforcement of legislation, policies, or action plans are put in place and are reasonably well functioning 






Annex IVb: Civil Actor Participation (CAP) tool

This Civil Actor Participation (CAP) tool has been developed to assess the baseline and set targets for WL lobby & advocacy interventions for civil actors. ‘Civil actors’ can be local CSOs, CBOs, communities or specific local community groups (e.g. indigenous people, women, youth, etc.). But it can also be regional or national level CSOs that WL southern partners train and/or connect with for L&A reasons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  This means that the CSOs that are mentioned in the generic examples in the table are not our WL southern partner CSOs, but rather CSOs targeted by them.] 


This tool is different from the Engagement, Commitment and Action (ECA) tool that WL uses for public and private actors. The civil actor’s outcomes have to be assessed differently because public and private actors are usually the ‘power holders’ contrary to civil actors. This means that for civil actors other aspects have to be assessed than for public and private actors.

The Civil Actor Participation (CAP) tool was developed based on an existing tool (Arnstein’s Ladder of Participation’).  However, realising that the WL has a wide range of interventions targeting a wide range of civil actors, many adaptions needed to be made to suit the use of this tool for the WL.

The tool has a scale of six levels. Based on the kind of objectives and activities of the WL the following three aspects are included in the different levels of the tool. These levels have been indicated with different colours. Make sure to adapt the description of the level to the content of the expected or harvested outcome you assess:
1. The level of active and legitimate influence and participation (‘inclusion’) of civil actors in decision making or key processes concerning[footnoteRef:15]:  [15:  These are the three conditions identified by WL to manage the forested land sustainably (see WL programme document)] 

· governance of forested landscapes; 
· access to land and resources (use and tenure rights)
· applying nature based sustainable practices
2. The extent to which civil actors have the capacity to exert meaningful influence, to participate and/or have access to resources (e.g. information, training, finance)[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Description of level and examples given in blue/italic in the table with the scale and its levels] 

3. The extent to which the environment/operational space is conducive for meaningful influence or participation of civil actors[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Description of level and examples given in green/italic in the table with the scale and its levels] 


The tool is intended for use by the WL Southern partners to:
· assess the baseline situation for either of the three aspects mentioned above;
· set targets for the full programme period and each year of the programme;
· track progress, assess achievements 

The baseline situation (2019) and target outcomes for civil actors for 2020 and 2019 are already described in the country/thematic programme inception reports and the 2019 southern partner CSOs work plans. For future progress tracking and IATI now the corresponding levels in the CAP tool need to be assessed, similar to the process for public and private actors with the ECA tool.

NB: Influencing processes are by nature complex. Like the ECA tool this CAP tool is not necessarily linear and sequential, the distinction between levels is gradual and a higher level in the scale is not always ‘better’!  Levels for different aspects could differ, e.g. the legitimate operational space could be level 3 (limited), while the capacity of civil actors to use this space for meaningful influence/participation might be level 1 (non-existent) . The scale is merely meant as tool for setting a baseline and targets and as reflection for what has been achieved for the distinct aspects. 


The scale and its levels
	Level
	Description of level
	Generic examples 

	Level 1

	No participation:
- No meaningful participation or influence of civil actors in decision making or processes concerning forested landscape governance. 
- Civil actor have no awareness and/or capacity or means to exert influence. 
- No conducive environment/ operational space for civil actor participation.


	· Public or private sector actors do as they like without showing any attention for the interests of, or the consequences for civil actors. Sometimes they are withholding information or giving misleading information; denying dangers/risks; dismissing critics; and/or disregarding differences of opinion
· Public or private actors urge civil actors to change their behaviour, e.g. illegal logging, poaching, mining, etc. without being prepared to discuss solutions in which they have to make commitments themselves
· Civil actors are directed (‘manipulated’) by public or private actors to agree with certain decisions without being properly informed about the issue, purpose or consequences. E.g.: local elected or traditional leaders agree to allocate communal land to a private company because of misleading information or a short term gain
· Civil actors are involved in implementing initiatives of public or private actors but have no influence on the activities/decisions and are not (made) aware of their rights, or how activities/decisions may affect them (participation for ‘decoration/show’)
· Farmer associations are not aware of the need for applying nature based sustainable practices, e.g. agroforestry, ‘climate smart agriculture’ (CSA), etc.
· Civil actors do not get the opportunity to take part in discussions or public debate about forested landscape governance issues.

	Level 2
	Passive participation: 
- Civil actors are informed/ aware, but they have no influence on decisions or processes concerning forested landscape governance. 
- Very limited capacity to influence/participate
- Possibilities to influence/ participate very limited 
	· Civil actors are informed about actions or changes and how it might affect them, but their views are not actively sought. E.g.: information meeting about the allocation of land to a palm oil company
· Village level civil actors or community based organisation (CBOs) are informed about, but not involved in natural resources governance issues
· Farmers associations are aware of the need for nature based sustainable practices, but lack the capacity to apply it
· Civil actors are aware of legislation about civil actor participation in spatial planning but they do not have the capacity to act on it
· Public and private actors are reluctant to give civil actors any influence.
· Legal options for influence/participation are very limited, or there is little operational space for civil actors to exert influence.

	Level 3
	Limited form of influence/participation: 
- Civil actors have limited influence on decisions or processes concerning forested landscape governance. 
- Civil actors have some, but not sufficient capacity to influence/ participate
- Some opportunity (operational space) to influence decisions or processes 
	· Civil actors are informed and encouraged to express their opinions and ideas, but the decisions are taken by the consulting (public or private) actors. E.g.: public surveys; public comment procedures; community /neighbourhood meetings, etc.
· Community CSOs have some but not  enough capacity for High Conservation Values (HCV) areas assessments and management
· Civil actors, e.g. women or youth, organised themselves but do not have  enough capacity to conduct L&A to the government for their issues
· On a limited scale local CSOs/CBOs are allowed to influence or participate in forms of spatial planning


	Level 4
	Involvement: 
- Civil actors actively influence or participate in decision making or governance of forested landscapes  
- Civil actors have the capacity to influence or participate, are organized, formed coalitions, etc. 
- More conducive environment/ favorable operational space.
	· Civil actors have an active role in forested landscape governance issues, e.g. in (facilitating) participatory spatial planning, but public or private actors take the end-decisions 
· Civil actors are allowed to actively advise or plan but public or private actors retain the power to decide on the legitimacy or feasibility of the advice. E.g.: participatory workshops engaging a representative range of concerned stakeholders about new developments in the area, in which discussions/ results can be input to decisions
· Farmers associations/ unions promoting/facilitating nature based sustainable practices among members and government
· Local CSO coalition provides technical assistance to oil palm company to improve HCV[footnoteRef:18] allocation and management [18:  HCV = High Conservation Values] 

· CSOs lobby successfully for the use of ecosystem values for ecological protection in production areas
· Communities/civil actors are able to request forested land tenure and titles.   
· CSOs are able to map oil palm supply chain as a basis for L&A.
· Local CSOs are able to support local communities to participate effectively in land use planning and forestland allocation processes
· CSOs, CBOs are able to support local communities to lobby for and/or claim land titles, and resource use rights.
· CSOs generate and deploy verified evidence in campaigns to influence decision making of public and private actors
· Local communities are able to defend their rights and promote their own sustainable livelihood systems towards companies and governments.
· Civil actors are actively invited by public or private actors to participate in forested landscape governance issues

	Level 5
	Partnership/collaboration: 
- Civil actors are considered partners by public and/or private actors in decision making and processes of forested landscape governance.  
- Civil actors have the capacity and means to influence or participate as equal partners
- Favorable operational space.

	· Civil actors are directly involved in planning, decision making processes and activities through a formal partnership/ joint body with public and/or private actors for a shared common goal, and agreed division of roles and responsibilities. E.g.: community management committee for communal forest area used by multiple stakeholders. 
· Decisions regarding forested landscape governance are the result of negotiations between civil and public/private actors, or direct influence of civil actors through L&A, e.g. on spatial planning/ governance/ land use or tenure rights in a forested landscape, or in standard setting for oil palm growers. 
· Civil actors have the capacity and  the means to participate in forms of village and inter-village spatial planning; participatory conservation planning etc.
· Members of farmer’s associations are starting to deploy nature based sustainable practices 
· Civil actors are treated as equal partners and are given the opportunity and the means to participate in forested landscape governance issues

	Level 6
	Leading role for civil actors
- Civil actors have a leading influence, delegated power or full control in decisions on forested landscape governance. 
- Civil actors are fully capacitated and acknowledged for having the leading role. 
- Conducive, safe operational space.
	· Civil actors’ led activities, in which decision making is shared with public and/or private actors as equal partners
· Civil actors have the dominant or full decision making authority in a plan or program, even if the goal was set by a public or private actor. E.g. community forested area management committee composed of representatives of different community stakeholders with the delegated authority to take decisions on land use and tenure rights.  Representatives of public or private actors might be in the committee but with an advisory role only.
· Resources and responsibilities are passed to civil actors for decisions on forested landscape governance issues, e.g. a forested area user corporation with no intermediaries between the corporation and the source of funds.
· Members of farmer’s associations are deploying nature based sustainable practices  
· Civil actors can initiate agenda and are given the responsibility, power and means for managing aspects of all, or certain landscape governance issues. Public or private actors do not direct but offer support and advice to consider.




Annex IVc: Climate-Smart Practice (CSP) tool
The CSP tool is a scale of 5 levels. The levels in the tool are formulated so that they can apply to different stakeholders, but will be most relevant for communities, smallholders and other civil actors that are actively targeted to improve their practices for adaptation and mitigation of a changing climate. This tool does not provide a single definition of what a climate-smart practice is, since this is highly dependent on local conditions, but rather gives indication of the process of moving from ‘climate unawareness’ to climate-smartness.
Scaling up
The levels on the CSP tool give an indication what steps can be considered as separate outcomes. For the CSP tool specifically, besides increasing in levels, an increase in scale, i.e. geographical or number of people, can also be considered a separate outcome. For example, a community adopted a climate-smart practice (level 5) that is consequently taken up and integrated on regional level.

	Level
	Description of level
	Generic examples 

	Level 1
	The actor has no knowledge and/or interest in the issue
	· Smallholder has no knowledge of the potential effects of climate change on their livelihoods and environment.

	Level 2
	Increased awareness and receptiveness of the actor for climate consequences and alternative practices
	· Smallholder is aware of how their practices contribute to climate change and how these effects can be mitigated.
· Smallholder knows of alternative practices that could reduce the impacts of climate change on their livelihoods and environment. 

	Level 3
	The actor indicates interest and shows initiative to investigate alternative practices
	· Smallholder actively seeks for, and/or addresses and discusses alternative practices.

	Level 4
	The actor has the capacity to adopt climate-smart practices that contribute to adaptation and/or mitigation
	· Smallholder has the capacity to respond to changing conditions, by shifting to other or adapted cropping systems or other livelihood types.
· Smallholder has the capacity to respond to livelihood failure at their current location by moving/migrating.

	Level 5
	The actor adopts and applies climate-smart practices 
	· Smallholder has adopted climate-smart practice 




Annex IVd: Gender & youth (F/M) sensitivity assessment tool (of interventions)
Based on the Gender Marker tool developed by CARE International, we committed to ensuring that all interventions/ pathways are at least ‘gender & youth (F/M) sensitive’ on a scale of ‘harmful’ to ‘transformative’ (see Figure X below), 

The grade on the scale of ‘harmful’ to ‘transformative’ can be assessed by the following ‘markers’:
Whether an intervention is:
A. informed by analysis of gender and age (F/M) differences;
B. adapted to meet the distinct needs and interests of men, women and youth (F/M);
C. ensuring meaningful participation of men, women and youth (F/M); 
D. monitored by gender and age disaggregated monitoring and analysing systems. 
E. intervention is informed by an in depth analysis of gender and age (F/M) differences; 
F. specifically advancing gender and/or youth (F/M) equality in agencies, structures and relations;
G. ensuring meaningful participation of men, women and youth (F/M) in all three of the following project processes: transparent information sharing; decision-making; responsive feedback mechanisms
H. monitoring system is collecting, analysing and addressing all four of the following: (1) changes in gender and/or youth (F/M)  roles and relations; (2) sex and age disaggregated data; (3) unintended consequences, and (4) changing protection risks and needs.
E.g.: an intervention is only gender & youth (F/M) sensitive when at least ‘markers’ A – D apply

Check which markers apply for your interventions leading to a certain outcome and which grade applies with the help of the following table:

Figure X: From gender harmful to gender transformative change assessment tool
	Scale/category/grade
	Description
	Intervention ‘Markers’

	Potentially Gender Harmful/ Negative
	Program approaches are reinforcing inequitable gender stereotypes, or dis-empowering certain people in the process of achieving program goal;  Program uses gender norms, roles and stereotypes that reinforce gender inequalities
	Intervention does not consider/work with gender and/or age related roles and relations and/or only one of the markers A to D above apply

	Gender “Neutral”
	Gender is not considered relevant to development outcome; Gender norms, roles and relations are not affected (worsened or improved)
	Intervention works with gender or age related roles and relations and 2 to 3 of the markers A-D above apply

	Gender Sensitive
	Gender is a means to reach set development goals; Addressing gender norms, roles and access to resources in so far as needed to reach project goals
	Intervention works with gender or age related roles and relations and at least markers A to D  or markers A to E apply

	Gender Responsive/ Positive
	Gender is central to achieving positive development outcomes; Changing gender norms, roles and access to resources a key component of project outcomes
	Intervention challenges existing gender roles and relations and 2 to 3 of markers E – H apply

	Gender Transformative
	Program approaches or activities actively seeking to build equitable social norms and structures in addition to individual; gender-equitable behaviour. Gender is central to promoting gender equality and achieving positive development outcomes; Transforming unequal gender relations to promote shared power, control of resources, decision-making, and support for women’s empowerment
	Intervention challenges existing gender roles and relations and all 4 markers E – H apply



Annex V: overview WL Capacity Analysis Tool indicators
	GLA capabilities:
	Capacity Analysis tool indicators:

	1. CSO generates and uses verified evidence
	1.1 Extent CSO is able to generate and use verified evidence for WL
	1.2 Extent CSO has reliable Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation systems for WL
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. CSO builds strong coalitions
	2.1 Extent CSO is actively involved in building and maintaining CSO coalitions and networks related to WL
	2.2 Extent CSO is effectively engaged with the Government related to WL
	2.3 Extent CSO is engaged with private businesses to effectively influence their policies and practices related to WL
	2.4 Extent CSO is able to convene multiple stakeholders around common themes related to WL
	
	
	
	

	3. CSO develops clear and strategic interventions
	3.1 Extent CSO operates on the basis of a well-worked out implementation strategy for WL
	3.2 Extent CSO is able to mobilise public support and contribute to the public debate related to WL
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. CSO continuously learns for improvement
	4.1 Extent CSO is able to foster a culture of learning and facilitate learning and innovation related to WL
	4.2 Extent CSO is able to its strategies related to WL to a changing external context
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. CSO has sufficient ability for effective implementation of WL
	5.1 Extent CSO is able to demonstrate the results of WL that are relevant to their constituency
	5.2 Extent CSO is legitimate, accountable and trustworthy to their constituencies related to WL
	5.3 Extent CSO is able to ensure sufficient safe operational space related to WL 
	5.4 Extent CSO is able to mainstream gender, youth and diversity in staff composition, governance and intervention strategies related to WL
	5.5 Extent CSO is capable of attracting and retaining qualified staff to implement WL and its inception phase
	5.6 Extent CSO is financially sustainable to implement WL and its inception phase
	5.7 Extent governance of the organisation contributes to ability to implement WL and its inception phase
	5.8 Extent leadership contributes to CSO’s ability to implement WL and its inception phase
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