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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Poverty Environment Initiative (PEI) has supported pilot ecosystem assessments

in Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda. They represent an experiment on how such

assessments can support environmental mainstreaming efforts. This experiment is

based on the following sequence of activities and a number of expectations:

- Prepare detailed terms of references for three pilot ecosystem assessments.

- Provide financial support for these pilot assessments.

- Assemble a multidisciplinary team (with expertise in ecology, economics,
research, analysis, writing, etc.).

- Expose the team to the ecosystem services concept, training, and advice from
experts involved in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.

- Provide technical and review support to the team.

- Embed the pilot assessment into a government-PEI led effort to mainstream
environment in poverty reduction efforts

PEI expected that each assessment team would:

- Carry out the research for an ecosystem assessment (of a region within the
country).

- Produce a pilot ecosystem assessment report that follows the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment approach.

- Produce a pilot ecosystem assessment report that is equivalent in quality to reports
of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.

The process of carrying out a pilot ecosystem assessment and the findings from the

assessment would in turn contribute to one or more of the following results:

- Improve the information base to describe or understand the linkages between
ecosystem services and human wellbeing.

- Influence national strategies (plans), policy actions, or resource allocations.

- Affect local decision-making.

- Build national capacity to undertake ecosystem assessment.

This report examines how close the three countries have come to achieving these
results and which factors may have contributed to success or failure. PEI expects to
use the findings of this evaluation to identify more optimal arrangements for future
pilot ecosystem assessments. PEI will also explore how a pilot ecosystem assessment
can be placed more strategically within a country’s PEI project portfolio so that it
contributes better to mainstreaming ecosystem services within poverty reduction
efforts.

What the experience in three pilot countries shows

The findings are grouped into three categories outlined in the terms of reference for
this evaluation: They include (1) capacity building and knowledge transfer, (2)
assessment process and terms of references, and (3) results and impacts.

Findings: capacity building and knowledge transfer

The Millennium Ecosystem approach is a useful approach to examine the relationship

between ecosystem change and human well-being and support mainstreaming efforts.
All interviewees of this evaluation, including those unfamiliar with the technical
details of an ecosystem assessment, appreciated one of its benefits: the ability to



reveal relationships between ecosystem services and human well-being.
Ecosystem assessments were perceived as a critical tool in PEI’s mainstreaming
efforts. A well conducted pilot ecosystem assessment can contribute to PEI
objectives by providing evidence of the linkages between human well-being and
ecosystem services and the relationship between ecosystem services.

A multidisciplinary country team, exposed to a Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
training course and provided with technical support, can carry out the research for
an ecosystem assessment that follows the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
approach.
All three assessment teams designed the assessment, conducted the field surveys,
compiled and analyzed the data, and completed an assessment report.

With additional planning and support, such a country team can produce an

assessment report close in quality to Millennium Ecosystem Assessment reports.
The scope and quality of the reports varied between the three countries, as did the
final purpose for the assessment. None of the reports reached the same quality as
the global synthesis report or the southern African integrated report published by
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. The respective strengths of all three
reports, however, indicate that a report quality close to the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment standard can be reached with additional planning and support.

The training did not prepare the assessment team and project manager on some

aspects of an ecosystem assessment needed to mainstream its results in PEI efforts.
The training course did not provide enough detail on how to carry out a review
process for draft reports, write a high quality and policy-relevant assessment
report, or write a summary for policymakers. Nor did the training provide
sufficient preparation to learn about different approaches of embedding a pilot
assessment into a broader policy context and increasing its impact and use.

The learning by doing approach of a pilot assessment can build national capacity to

undertake ecosystem assessments and influence university training as well.
Each pilot country has now about a handful of experts with practical experience in
conducting an ecosystem assessment. About 30-50 persons in each country have
been exposed in workshops to the key concepts of the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment. In each country, at least a 1,000 people, will have read or be familiar
with the pilot ecosystem assessment, once all reports are distributed (this does not
count online use). A new graduate-level course at Makerere University will teach
students about ecosystem assessments and livelihoods.

Findings: assessment process and terms of references

None of the pilot assessments completed their work within the originally envisioned
six months for the whole assessment.
The best managed and executed pilot assessment (Rwanda) required ten months,
just from the inception workshop to a pre-print version of the report. Based on the
three country experiences, a six-month time line without reducing the scope of the
pilot assessment (which includes capacity building) or increasing resources
appears to be unrealistic.



Linking the purpose of the pilot assessment (in the terms of reference) to an ongoing
national process (that had established milestones and activities) was essential for
Rwanda’s uptake of assessment findings.
The main purpose of the Rwanda assessment (as specified in the terms of
reference) was linked to a process with an established schedule of activities and
demand for information (revision of the national poverty reduction strategy). The
goals in the terms of references for Uganda and Tanzania were more general.

The tasks and outputs specified in the terms of reference for the Rwanda assessment
were the most complete.
In comparison to the other countries’ terms of references, the tasks and outputs
listed for the Rwanda assessment included also a review process, data repository,
information dissemination about the assessment process, and outreach. Tasks and
outputs specified for Tanzania and Uganda were less comprehensive.

Technical support by an experienced assessment specialist is essential. The support
for the Rwanda assessment was more comprehensive and evenly timed throughout the
assessment process than in the other two countries.
The terms of reference for the Rwanda assessment included two additional
country visits by an ecosystem assessment expert (for analytical, scenario, and
writing support), which was not the case in Tanzania and Uganda.

Findings: results and impacts

Findings from pilot ecosystem assessments can provide useful information to describe
or understand the linkages between ecosystem services and human wellbeing.
The assessments provided numerous examples for these linkages — such as the
role of wetlands for food security during the dry season.

The process of carrying out a pilot ecosystem assessment and its findings can improve
a national poverty reduction strategy originally weak on environmental issues.
The pilot ecosystem assessment in Rwanda combined with other PEI efforts,
convinced policymakers to mainstream environmental issues into the national
poverty reduction strategy. It required deliberate planning, consistent guidance on
staying policy-relevant throughout the assessment process, extra attention during
the report preparation, and tight project management.

There is no evidence yet from the pilot studies whether the process of carrying out a
pilot ecosystem assessment and its findings can influence a national poverty reduction
strategy that already addresses some environmental issues but does not cover
ecosystem services comprehensively (as in Tanzania and Uganda).

The process of carrying out a pilot ecosystem assessment has the potential to affect

local decision-making. Additional targeted outreach and products that are relevant

for local decision-makers will be essential to ensure use of assessment findings.
None of the assessments had achieved significant results at local level yet.
Decision-makers at district offices have expressed high expectations for a pilot
assessment, seeking baseline data and new insights to improve their planning and
management and to help them advocate for more resources and support.

The findings from a pilot ecosystem assessment and a pilot economic valuation of

ecosystem services provide reinforcing messages to policymakers for mainstreaming.
Both the ecosystem assessment and the economic valuation study of ecosystem
services helped to convince Rwanda policymakers to mainstream environmental



issues in the national poverty reduction strategy. The strength of an assessment is
its ability to highlight ecosystem services — human well-being linkages. The
strength of a valuation study is that an economic argument can be made for
ecosystem services (once their role and importance has been documented).

The concept of ecosystem services, as defined by the Millennium Ecosystem

Assessment, can be used in environmental awareness campaigns and translated into

local examples, video images, and radio messages easily understood at village level.
A PEI funded awareness campaign in Uganda demonstrated that scientific
concepts can be translated to a general audience and support local planning.

Each ecosystem assessment cost about $100,000, equivalent to the amount PEI has
spent on a pilot economic valuation study. Of the three assessments, the Rwanda pilot
provides the most value for PEI’s mainstreaming objective.

How the Poverty Environment Initiative can improve future pilot assessments

The following recommendations focus on efforts PEI can initiate and incorporate in
future assessments. The recommendations are grouped into the same three categories
as in the previous section.

Recommendations: capacity building and knowledge transfer

To prepare the country team and project coordinator better, PEI needs to revise the
training for a pilot assessment to support PEI’s mainstreaming objective.
Alternatively, PEI could fund technical assistance that works collaboratively (to build
capacity) with the assessment team in some of these suggested areas.

- Develop new training modules
Based on the challenges encountered by the pilot assessment teams, future training
should cover the following issues: (1) How to conduct assessments in locations
with little data and less scientific expertise. (2) How to integrate and analyze
information from different scales and studies. (3) How to prepare a final
integrated assessment report. (4) How to prepare targeted synthesis reports to
reach different policymakers. (5) How to put a pilot assessment into a broader
decision-making context.

- Revise five-day training course to conduct ecosystem assessments
PEI should support efforts for a new training course (building on the South
African training material) and work closely with UNEP-WCMC, UNEP, the
secretariat for follow-up to the Subglobal Assessments of the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment, WRI, and others. It is recommended to drop some of the
sessions from the original training in South Africa and replace them with the
following: (1) one session sharing detailed technical information and experiences
from the three PEI pilot studies (planning, questionnaires, focus group
discussions, etc.); (2) another session teaching how to make ecosystem
assessments more relevant for decision-making. The latter session could build on
the ideas outlined in the upcoming UNEP-WCMC training manual (Ecosystems
and Human Well-Being: A Manual for Assessment Practitioners), incorporate
ideas from WRI’s Guide to Ecosystem Services and other sources, and include
some practical advice on preparing summary documents and other communication
products.



Restructure inception workshop

PEI needs to separate more clearly between the stakeholder and technical
component during the inception workshop to accommodate the schedule of senior
policymakers. Establishing better quality control for presentations and training
materials and investing in early preparatory work (including sufficient start up
time), all can boost the quality of the inception workshop.

Plan capacity building efforts more deliberately

PEI needs to spell out its capacity building plans more clearly, if it seeks to
continue to build a country’s capacity to carry out an ecosystem assessment and to
use its results in decision-making. PEI should plan to build capacity during and
after the pilot ecosystem assessment. Its workplans should include supporting
activities throughout the different PEI phases of country engagement. During the
pilot ecosystem assessment, training and technical support should be a step-by-
step process covering all stages of the assessment from project scoping to final
dissemination of assessment results. After the pilot ecosystem assessment, PEI
should expose all those decision-makers and country experts involved in the
assessment to processes that build capacity on environmental reporting, ecosystem
management, ecosystem monitoring, and university and science training.

Use follow-up efforts to the upcoming ecosystem assessment manual to improve
training materials for PEI

During the review workshop for this report, participants suggested to link PEI’s
need for new training materials to efforts testing and promoting UNEP-WCMC'’s
upcoming training manual (Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: A Manual for
Assessment Practitioners) at regional workshops. PEI could participate and
contribute to these workshops. For example, PEI could commission the collation
of all technical materials from the pilot countries (planning documents,
questionnaires, guidance for focus group discussions, etc.) and produce a
summary of experiences and challenges encountered by the assessment teams.
This could enrich the upcoming manual and identify needs for additional training
materials.

Continuously identify opportunities for knowledge transfer

PEI may want to invest in specific monitoring and evaluation steps during the
pilot ecosystem assessment, not only to improve future pilot ecosystem
assessments, but also to establish regular country-led efforts to assess its
ecosystems at various scales. Since PEI is a participant in the follow-up activities
to the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, it can become a node to leverage
technical support and foster lesson learning and sharing about ecosystem
assessments.

Recommendations: assessment process and terms of references

To create more optimal conditions for carrying out a pilot ecosystem assessment, PEI
needs to establish firm ground rules for some assessment steps and add a few new
supporting activities. These changes in the assessment process need to be
incorporated into project plans and the revised terms of reference for the pilot
ecosystem assessment (discussed separately later).



Develop more comprehensive and realistic project plans for the pilot ecosystem
assessment

If PEI wants to increase the likelihood of successful pilot ecosystem assessments,
it needs to develop more comprehensive and realistic project plans. More time
and resources are needed for improved planning than was allocated in the three
pilot countries. Project plans must include all necessary steps to produce an
assessment, build ecosystem assessment capacity, and have policy impact. The
plans should cover: (i) start up activities (initial scoping and engagement, training,
inception workshops, etc.); (ii) data compilation, field work and analysis; (iii)
assessment report preparation and review (both for the assessment report and a
separate summary for decision-makers); and (iv) dissemination and
communication of results. PEI will need to produce written plans and multiple
terms of references (e.g., assessment team, international advisor, communication
expert, etc.) rather than just a single terms of reference for the assessment team.

Plan the assessment process better, especially the steps covering writing, review,
and policy engagement

Plan carefully and earmark resources for the tail end in the assessment process
especially for writing, review, and policy engagement. Scheduling strategically
timed writing and review workshops involving country stakeholders and technical
advisors turned out to be a useful mechanism to keep an assessment on schedule.

Establish a reference group

The pilot assessment needs a very small group of motivated advisors coming from
senior policy level, academic institutions, civil society, and the private sector to
provide strategic advice, act as a sounding board for interim results or key
messages, and assist in final outreach. During the start up phase, such a group can
increase the legitimacy and relevance of the pilot ecosystem assessment by
formulating key questions that need to be answered by the assessment.

Define responsibilities clearly for the ecosystem assessment team leader and the
project manager

Selecting the best assessment team leader and project manager and clearly
defining their responsibilities is the foundation for a successful pilot assessment.
The team leader is responsible for the design of the assessment, coordination and
quality of the research contributions, and production of the assessment report.
The project manager has multiple tasks which ideally include: (1) project
management (contracts, resource allocation, implementation of workplan, and
achievements of milestones), (2) policy perspective when discussing research
priorities, preparing outlines, and reviewing drafts, (3) liaison for assessment
reference group, (4) coordinator for review process, and (5) liaison with PEI.

Plan for continued and step-by-step technical support

Technical support on how to conduct an ecosystem assessment is essential. A
person who has practical experience with one of the sub-global assessments of the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment would be the most qualified. Partition the
assessment process into distinct phases, with strategically placed technical support
(e.g., training at the inception workshop, review meeting to guide analysis and
scenarios, and writing retreat). Some of the pilot assessments may need separate
management, analytical, writing, or editing support, as was the case in the pilot
countries.

Establish a small ecosystem assessment team that can subcontract tasks

Vi



A small team guided by multi-disciplinary perspectives is best. The Rwanda team
recommended reducing the assessment team from six to four members. Uganda
recommended splitting the team equally between academic researchers and
independent consultants. High motivation, long-term interest in ecosystem and
poverty issues, and commitment to the task once the inevitable delays have
occurred, all are requirements. Plan to subcontract research assistance, GIS
analysis, and other skills not available within the assessment team.

- Pick simple pilot study sites
Balance data availability, logistical challenges, representativeness, and political
support. A low cost site, with existing, readily available secondary data and
background information is preferable because this frees resources for analysis and
integration.

- Invest in other supporting activities
Putting the pilot ecosystem assessment in a broader supportive context is a good
idea. An awareness campaign about ecosystem services, which targets local
communities included in the pilot ecosystem assessment, or an economic
valuation study of ecosystem services, each can support and reinforce the work of
the assessment.

PEI can improve the terms of references for pilot ecosystem assessments in the
following areas:

- Purpose
Define a narrow and very specific purpose that includes a policy audience. Avoid
diffuse and general goal statements.

- Tasks and outputs
Explicitly include tasks for writing and for the review process. Mention this in the
outputs as well. Plan and budget for a separate summary for policymakers (which
may require some special writing support and advice from policymakers).

- Research and analytical methods
Have a bias toward secondary data. De-emphasize complex and very
comprehensive data collection. Allocate more resources for integration and
analysis. Test ideas for such integration and analysis even before the fieldwork.

Recommendations: results and impacts

PEI’s approach to implement a pilot ecosystem assessment includes two core
elements: achieving policy impact and building capacity to carry out ecosystem
assessments. The likelihood of having a policy impact increases when the following
conditions are met: purpose and workplan of a pilot assessment are matched with an
ongoing policy process; the assessment provides salient information; and this
information is communicated and injected effectively into this policy process.
Capacity building requires a deceleration in the speed of the pilot assessment
(compared to an assessment being conducted exclusively by external consultants) to
provide time for revisions and learning for the team of country experts.

PEI can increase the likelihood of policy impact by focusing the assessment’s purpose

and improving the quality of its outputs.

- Avoid launching a pilot assessment without a policy audience

\1



Linking the purpose of the pilot assessment to one ongoing policy or planning
process with an established schedule creates more optimal conditions for policy
impact. PEI should avoid launching a pilot assessment without such a link or a
detailed plan for policy engagement.

Ensure better technical backstopping from PEI team to boost quality of reports
and summaries

Better backstopping from PEI team and UNEP is needed to ensure adherence to
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment methodology and to support more policy
relevant reports and summaries.

Identify and involve “real’ stakeholders from the beginning

PEI should help in identifying the ‘real’ stakeholders and decision-makers and
involve them in the process of the pilot ecosystem assessment from the beginning
(e.g., members of parliament rather than the civil service).

PEI can improve the quality of the assessment report and increase the policy
relevance of its assessment outputs, by implementing the following ideas:

Match outline to the needs of policymakers

For future assessments, the outline and approach used by the synthesis report of
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (Ecosystems and Human Well-being), a
format targeting policymakers and decision-makers, should be introduced to the
assessment team and considered when discussing different options for an outline.

Scale back the scope of report but don’t skip sections essential for PEI

A pilot assessment may have to scale back the scope of the report (and the
underlying research). From PEI’s mainstreaming perspective the report needs to
include at least three sections: (1) How have ecosystems changed? (2) How have
ecosystem services and their uses changed? (3) How have ecosystem changes
affected human well-being and poverty alleviation?

Keep scenarios simple

Scenarios are appreciated by policymakers, but good scenarios require expertise
and time. Partnering the assessment team with an expert and spending one day to
produce two relatively simple scenarios, as was done Rwanda, may be most
appropriate approach for a pilot assessment.

Invest extra efforts to make the findings of the report policy relevant

Identifying main messages in a separate section, discussing a few emerging issues
of high policy relevance, and using text boxes to highlight important linkages and
possible trade-offs, all are useful writing techniques to reach a policy audience.

Produce a separate summary for decision-makers

This summary should be outlined at the same time as the pilot assessment report.
Organize a separate workshop to develop main messages, ideally joined by an
experienced writer and a few motivated senior decision-makers.

PEI has some opportunities to improve the cost-effectiveness of its ecosystem
assessments and use its information tools more strategically. They include:

Conducting the pilot ecosystem assessment and the economic valuation study in
the same location which may provide cost savings.

VI



Ensuring that the experience of the pilot ecosystem assessment gets translated into
academic training and continues to build capacity in the country.

Developing a less expensive tool to assess ecosystem services and human well-
being in situation with no or very little environmental mainstreaming.

Matching the scope and emphasis of an assessment with the level of
mainstreaming environment in the poverty reduction strategy (or any other
process).

Using pilot ecosystem assessments and pilot economic valuation studies in a more
coordinated way and with a more strategic perspective.



. INTRODUCTION

Over the past two and half years, UNDP-UNEP’s Poverty Environment Initiative
(PEI) has supported pilot ecosystem assessments in Rwanda, Tanzania, and Uganda.
The objectives of each assessment were to:

- Improve country-specific information on the linkages between ecosystem
services and human well-being to inform and influence national planning
processes - such as poverty reduction strategies - and to improve
environmental decision-making.

- Provide policy options for improved environmental management and guiding
the key responses related to the use and management of ecosystems and
human well-being.

- Build national capacity to undertake ecosystem assessments and provide a
framework for identifying mechanisms, tools and benchmarks for undertaking
similar assessments conducted at different scales and scope.

- Demonstrate the advantages of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment’s
conceptual approach for an ecosystem assessment in providing policy-relevant
scientific information on the relationships between ecosystem change and
human well-being to decision-makers.

Other countries have expressed interest for PEI’s support to carry out their own
ecosystem assessments. Before supporting new ecosystem assessments in other
countries, PEI contracted the World Resources Institute (WRI) to carry out a rapid
evaluation of the three pilot ecosystem assessments (see Appendix 1 - TOR for Rapid
Evaluation of Pilot Ecosystem Assessments).

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess how relevant, effective, and efficient these
pilot assessments have been in line with the PEI objective of mainstreaming
environment into country level development planning and budgeting processes. More
specifically, WRI has been encouraged to focus the evaluation on the following three
issues:

- Assessment arrangements, assessment process, terms of references, and

assessment methods.
- Capacity building and knowledge transfer.
- Results and impacts of the three pilot ecosystem assessments.

WRI carried out this review during September and October 2008. It included a desk
review of a PEI funded training manual, training workshop reports, terms of
references for country teams and an international advisor, mission reports,
questionnaires, assessment reports, and draft policy briefs. The evaluator reviewed
the assessment process with PEI and UNEP staff in Nairobi, discussed experiences
with representatives from national assessment teams and users of ecosystem
assessments in the three countries, and interviewed two experts of the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment who provided technical support to the three pilot assessments
(see Appendix 2 — List of Persons Interviewed).

In December 2008, PEI and WRI organized a workshop to review a draft of this
evaluation report. Workshop participants included representatives from the Poverty
Environment Facility, the Africa team of the Poverty Environment Initiative, the
Division of Early Warning (DEWA) and the Division of Environment Policy and



Implementation (DEPI) at UNEP, UNEP’s World Conservation Monitoring Centre
(WCMC), as well as country representatives from Tanzania, Uganda, Rwanda,
Burkina Faso, and Mauritania involved in PEI supported pilot ecosystem assessments
(see Appendix 3 — List of Workshop Participants).

Workshop participants commented on the findings and recommendations of the draft
evaluation report. Their observations on the three evaluation components are now
listed in separate sections of this report and are also incorporated in its final
recommendations.



I1. ASSESSMENT PROCESS, TERMS OF REFERENCES, AND RESEARCH METHODS

This section reviews the assessment process and the terms of references for the pilot
ecosystem assessments. A comparison of the research methods used in the pilot
countries follows next. It concludes with comments on these issues from participants
of the review workshop.

Evaluation of the assessment process

To examine the assessment process the following issues are of interest: main
assessment activities completed by the time of this evaluation, selection of assessment
sites, size of teams and team composition, and the level of international technical
support. Since the pilot assessment was one project within a broader set of activities
promoted by PEI, a look at other supporting activities can be instructive.

Main ecosystem assessment activities completed

The idea for the three pilot ecosystem assessments was conceived in 2005 (Phase | of
PEI roughly covering a two-year period from 2005 to 2006). The original plan
consisted of sending three participants from each county to South Africa (September
2005) for a five-day training course on carrying out an ecosystem assessment
(building on the approach and experiences of the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment). These participants would then play a leading role (as researchers,
coordinators, or reviewers) in the country’s first pilot ecosystem assessment,
scheduled to be carried out in 2006.

All three assessments were initially conceived to follow a similar plan consisting of
comparable tasks and outputs to be completed within six months. PEI Nairobi
envisioned that after a set of start up activities (training course, site and team
selection, and inception workshop), the team would first conduct its research (data
compilation, field visits, and analysis), and then prepare the assessment report
(including a review of the draft). In a final and fourth step, the PEI country team
would disseminate the assessment report and its findings to national and local
stakeholders.

While all three pilot assessments were conceived at the same time and followed a
similar plan, local circumstances influenced the execution of each assessment leaving
each at a different stage in the assessment process. Table 1 summarizes which of the
envisioned main activities had been completed by September 2008.

The Rwanda team was the only team that had reached the dissemination step for its
assessment. It had completed all major activities except a workshop to communicate
the ecosystem assessment findings to local (District and village) stakeholders. The
Tanzanian assessment did not conduct a full external review for its assessment report.
Both the Tanzania and Uganda team had not printed and distributed their ecosystem
assessment report yet, making it premature to assess to what degree its findings had
been taken up in the country’s decision-making processes.



Table 1 Main ecosystem assessment activities completed by September 2008

Rwanda | Tanzania | Uganda
Start up activities
Training of trainers course (South Africa) v v v
Concept note and TORs v v v
Selection of site and scales v v v
Selection of team v v v
Inception workshop and training v v v
Data compilation, field work and analysis
Literature review v
Field work and other data compilation v v v
Data integration and analysis v
Assessment report preparation and rewiew
Writing of assessment report v v v
Writing of synthesis/summary v v v
Internal review of assessment report v v v
External review of assessment report v limited v
Editing of assessment report v (team) v (team) v (editor)
EA final report completed (pre-print) v v
Printing of assessment report v
Dissemination (report and findings)
Presentation to national stakeholders v
Presentation to local stakeholders
Distribution of assessment report v

Selection of study sites

All three countries carried out the assessment at two scales (see Table 2): district and
local level (village or subcounty). The respective PEI country team took the lead in
selecting the regional scale of the assessment with Bugesera District in Rwanda,
mountain ecosystems (Mbinga District) in Tanzania, and three districts in the Lake
Kyoga catchment of Uganda. In all three countries, the ecosystem assessment team
selected the sites at local scale.

Different factors drove the choice of the regional study site. The Rwanda district was
selected because it had a great supply of readily available information (allowing the
assessment team to concentrate its resources on analysis and integration of
information). Policymakers also had raised alarm about negative environmental and
human well-being trends in the Rwanda district. Underrepresentation of the southern
region in previous studies and policymakers’ concerns about degrading mountain
ecosystems were the main factors determining the Tanzanian selection. The lack of
an integrated study with an ecosystem and watershed perspective for one of Uganda’s
most important watersheds, was one of the main criteria for the Uganda site.

The Rwanda assessment had the simplest design resulting in the lowest costs for
logistics and data collection (see Table 2). It included one region and two villages, all
in relative close proximity to each other and the capital Kigali. The Tanzania
assessment had the highest number of local sites (six villages) increasing the time and
resources needed for focus groups discussions, in depth interviews, household
surveys, and transect walks. The Tanzanian team also had the longest distance to
travel to its assessment location. While Uganda only had four sites at local scale (four
Subcounties) in three districts, the discontiguous spatial distribution of these sites in
three districts within the Lake Kyoga catchment required multiple journeys increasing
travel and time commitments from the ecosystem assessment team.



Table 2 Assessment site and assessment team

assessment site
(ecosystem or

PEI country team
(REMA, UNDP, and

PEI country team
(NEMC, VPO, UNDP)

Rwanda Tanzania Uganda
Multi-scale 1 District 1 District 3 Districts (discontiguous)
assessment
2 Villages 6 Villages 4 Subcounties
Selection of

PEI country team in general,
review by PEI Technical

- Selection based on
submitted CVs

and availability

district scale) MINECOFIN) Committee

Selection of

assessment sites Assessment team Assessment team Assessment team

(local scale) members from district

Distance to regional | 1 hour 1.5 days 3 and 4 hours, respectively
sites (2 field visits conducted)

Selection process for | - Public call for Identification of team Identification of team

team proposals members based on skills members based on skills and

availability

Assessment team

5 persons + PEI
project coordinator

10 persons + PEI project
coordinator

6 persons + PEI project
coordinator

Additional research
assistants
subcontracted by
assessment team

Yes

No

Yes

Size and composition of the assessment team
Assessment teams ranged between 5 to 10 persons, which did not include the PEI
project coordinator (Table 2). All assessment teams hired additional assistants

(students) to conduct field work or support research.

The Rwandan assessment team was the smallest in size. PEI Rwanda preferred a
team consisting exclusively of consultants. The goal was to carry out the ecosystem
assessment quickly and feed its preliminary findings into the preparation of Rwanda’s
national Economic Development and Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS). Team
members were selected from a pool of applicants responding to a public call for

proposals.

Both Tanzania and Uganda did not rely on a public procurement process to identify its
assessment team. In both countries team members were purposefully targeted to
include a majority of researchers from academic institutions. The intent was to
increase the likelihood of embedding the ideas and experiences from the pilot
assessment in future university training and teaching. Tanzania had the largest team,

which included team members from local institutions in the district.

International technical support for the pilot assessment
As Table 3 indicates, the Rwandan team took the most advantage of external advice
and reviews, budgeting not only for expertise during the inception workshop and
training, but also for two more country visits by an expert from the Southern African
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (SAfMA). Due to the long delay in the start up of
the Tanzanian effort — the pilot assessment was launched almost a year later than in
the other two countries — the assessment could no longer hire external advice from the
SATMA expert because of her unavailability.




All country teams reported that the participation of assessment team members from
neighboring countries was motivating and useful for their planning and execution of
the assessment (although some advice such as selecting a region with lower travel
costs or a greater supply of secondary data came too late in the process to influence
the Tanzanian design of the assessment).

All three pilot assessments received review support on their concept note or TOR for
the assessment team from PEI Nairobi or the SAfMA expert. Generally, this advice
tried to temper overambitious research designs (encouraging the country teams to
scale back the number of data collection sites), keep the assessment focused on
producing a policy relevant report (encouraging the team to identify policy
opportunities from the onset of the assessment), and develop more specific outreach
and engagement plans to reach local and national stakeholders once the assessment
report had been written. Some of theses comments were not reflected in the TORs for
various reasons including limited resources, timing of comments in assessment
process, or just different local preferences.

The assessment teams in Rwanda and Uganda appreciated international review
comments on the draft questionnaire for the household survey (and reflected them in
the revisions). Tanzania then used the Rwandan and Ugandan questionnaires to guide
the development of their own questionnaire. The advice to produce a first outline of
the assessment report and then tailor the questionnaire to that outline was another
useful review suggestion adapted by the Ugandan and Rwandan assessment teams,
respectively.

Table 3 International technical support for the assessment and peer review
Rwanda Tanzania Uganda

International
technical support for

Inception workshop,
2 writing & analysis

Inception workshop

Inception workshop

the pilot assessment | workshops
International review | TORs, Concept note & TOR | TORs,
support for the pilot | questionnaire for (limited) questionnaire for

assessment

household survey,

household survey,

and draft report and draft report

1 participant from

Participation at 1 participant from

inception workshop Rwanda Tanzania
from other PEI — 1 participant from 1 participant from
countries Uganda (planned) Rwanda

Other supporting activities

In all three countries, PEI initiated or supported other activities to promote the
concept of ecosystem services (see Table 4). These activities increased the number of
individuals becoming familiar with the concept of ecosystem services and their links
to human well-being. These activities contributed to broader stakeholder awareness
about poverty-environment relationships and encouraged involvement and support in
the pilot assessment.

In 2005, Tanzania organized a five-day workshop highlighting national experiences in
ecosystem management. The workshop was attended by 37 participants from
government, universities, and civil society and influenced follow-up discussions on
which type of ecosystem should be prioritized for a pilot assessment. Participants
from the workshop also led the country’s effort to produce a rapid assessment of



mountain ecosystems (which incorporated the idea of provisioning, regulating,
cultural, and supporting ecosystem services in the final publication).

Rwanda carried out an economic valuation study of selected wetlands and their
ecosystem services. Although focused on a separate location than the pilot
assessment, its findings documented the drastic changes in the supply of ecosystem
services important for national development (e.g., water for hydropower generation)
and local livelihoods (e.g., fish, water, and other wetland products). The study
reinforced the findings from the pilot ecosystem assessment, and together they built a
stronger case for promoting sustainable ecosystem management in the EDPRS.

Uganda commissioned a desk study highlighting ecosystem-poverty links, which was
presented at the inception workshop of the pilot assessment. Most noteworthy, PEI
Uganda organized a broad awareness campaign about ecosystem services. It included
a national one-day workshop on ecosystem services targeting national stakeholders.
PEI supported the national broadcast of a video translating the MA’s provisioning,
regulating, cultural, and supporting ecosystem services into examples easily
understood at community level. PEI also supported a local awareness campaign about
ecosystem services — led by two Ugandan environmental education NGOs — targeting
the Subcounties in which the pilot ecosystem assessment was being conducted.

Table 4 Other activities promoting the importance of ecosystem services

Rwanda | Tanzania | Uganda

Workshop on ecosystem and ecosystem services v
Rapid assessment of mountain ecosystems v
Economic valuation study of wetlands v

Desk review highlighting ecosystem and human well-being links

Promotion of ecosystem services approach to local communities

Promotion of ecosystem services approach to national audience

AN

Draft policy briefs highlighting key issues from pilot assessment

Execution of the pilot ecosystem assessments

The following review of the execution of the pilot assessments will look at three
issues:
- When did country teams achieve their milestones?
- Where did significant delays occur that could be instructive for the planning of
future assessments?
- What were some of the management and coordination challenges?

Achievement of milestones

Table 5 shows when each country team achieved different milestones during the
assessment. It also summarizes the activities or outputs that had not been completed
by September 2008. An analysis of this table allows to compare the average lengths
of assessment steps and to pinpoint delays during the assessment. This information
will provide insights for preparing future pilot assessments and managing the
assessment process better.

None of the countries completed the pilot assessment within the originally envisioned
six months. When the pilot assessments were conceived in 2005, a six-month period



Table 5 Execution of the Pilot Ecosytem Assesments: Milestones and Outputs

Milestones Rwanda Tanzania Uganda

2005 1 1
2 2
3 International Launch of MA 3
4 4
5 5
6 5-day workshop on ecosystem management - Tanga 6
7 7
8 8
9 South Africa Training 3 participants - 0 joined EA team 3 participants - 1 joined EA team (project coordinator) 3 participants - 1 joined EA team (+ project coordinator) 9
10 10
11 EA included in 2006 workplan EA included in 2006 workplan EA included in 2006 workplan 11
12 TOR for EA team finalized / Bugesera selected Task force to prioritize ecosystems for assessment TOR for EA team finalized / Lake Kyoga selected 12
2006 1 Call for proposals for EA / PEI technical advisor starts Mountain ecosystems selected as national priority EA team selected 1
2 2
3 EA team selected Inception workshop and training - Jinja 3
4 Inception workshop and training - Butare Rapid assessment of mountain ecosystems 4
5 Scoping trip/pretest - Bugesera District Rapid assessment of mountain ecosystems 5
6 Field work - Bugesera District Livingstone Mountains selected - Visit to Mbinga District 6
7 Data entry and analysis - completed Draft concept note for EA completed Reconnaissance 7
8 EA report first draft - completed - Writing Retreat 1 Pretest - Selected subcounties 8
9 EA report second draft - Writing Retreat 2 Requested EA funds from UNDP Field work - 4 subcounties | CSO/CBO awareness campaign 9
10 EA report external review draft - completed Field work - 4 subcounties | CSO/CBO awareness campaign 10
11 External review of EA report (comprehensive review) First UNEP mission Field work - 4 subcounties | CSO/CBO awareness campaign 11
12 Revisions and editingt of EA report Draft concept note for EA shared with PEI-Nairobi/UNEP Data entry and analysis completed 12
2007 1 EA final report completed (pre-print) TOR for EA team finalized / team selected 1
2 Pre-print version of EA report - start distribution Inception workshop and training - Morogoro EA report first draft - completed 2
3 Final concept note/TOR (no revisions) 3
4 EA report first external review draft - PEI-Nairobi/lUNEP/SAfMA 4
5 Presentation of EA results to national stakeholders Scoping trip/pretest - Livingstone Mountains / Mbinga District 5
6 6
7 Field work 1 (wet season) - Mbinga District 7
8 Plan for data entry and analysis developed EA report second external review draft - PEI-Nairobi/UNEP 8
9 9
10 Data entry and analysis (90 %) completed 10
11 Field work 2 (dry seaon) - Mbinga District 11
12 EA report printed EA report first draft - completed - Writing Retreat 1 12
2008 1 Printed EA report - start of distribution EA report second draft - completed PEI technical advisor starts 1
2 2
3 EA report to editor 3
4 Draft of three policy briefs - shared with UNEP 4
5 5
6 Printed EA report - 1,000 copies distributed EA report external review draft - shared with UNEP Second draft of three policy briefs completed 6
7 EA final report completed (pre-print) 7
8 8
9 9
10 10
11 11
12 12

Legend for Milestones

Inception workshop

Field work

Preparation of draft EA report
External EA draft & review
EA final report (pre-print)

EA report printed
Presentation - national

Policy briefs - draft

Rwanda

Tanzania

Uganda

ACTIVITIES NOT COMPLETED YET: SEP 2008
Presentation of EA results to local stakeholders

ACTIVITIES NOT COMPLETED YET: SEP 2008
Full external review process
Complete EA final report (pre-print version)
Print EA report|
Distribute EA report
Presentation of EA results to national stakeholders
Presentation of EA results to local stakeholders

ACTIVITIES NOT COMPLETED YET: SEP 2008
Print EA report|
Distribute EA report|
Presentation of EA results to national stakeholders
Presentation of EA results to local stakeholders
Finalize policy briefs
Print policy briefs
Distribute policy briefs




was not an unreasonable estimate. At that time, the only other experience for a pilot
ecosystem assessment in Africa had been in southern Africa. The Southern African
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (SAfMA) had carried out a pilot assessment
(including a 16-page summary) within four months. However, the SAfMA pilot
assessment and the country assessments supported by PEI differed in three major
ways: SAfMA relied exclusively on readily available secondary data and studies (no
field work and primary data were collected); the region had a greater number of
experts in academic and research institutions both at senior and student level; and the
SAfMA pilot assessment did not try to influence policy or decision-making on
poverty-environment issues. The SAfMA pilot assessment focused instead on the
narrower purpose of developing and testing ideas on how to conduct a multi-scale
assessment with multiple lead authors and of building stakeholder awareness and
involvement within the southern African region for the ongoing full assessment.

Of the three assessments, the Rwandan assessment was the quickest. It completed its
pre-print version of the ecosystem assessment report within ten months after the
inception workshop. The following factors contributed to its speed: It was the
assessment with the least complicated design and the most direct and urgent policy
link (creating a strong incentive to produce and share findings). Its team consisted
exclusively of consultants, and the assessment process was the most tightly managed
(the PEI technical advisor mentioned weekly or biweekly team meetings). The
Rwanda assessment also leveraged the greatest amount of time and expertise from
outside the country.

Timeliness and delays
A couple of observation on timeliness and delays as summarized in Table 6:

- Longest start up phase: 14 months
Although planned in 2005 and budgeted for 2006, it took until 2007 before the
PEI country team in Tanzania could commit to conduct the inception
workshop. Reasons for the delay discussed with the evaluator include:
difficulties in communication and reaching agreement on project priorities and
resource allocation (the whole PEI Tanzania project went through a difficult
management phase with PEI Nairobi); the PEI project coordinator and the
National Environment Management Council (NEMC) who were identified to
initiate and manage the pilot ecosystem assessment focused their time in 2006
on other projects such as the rapid assessment of mountain ecosystems.

- Longest time period between inception workshop and field work: 4 months
One factor contributing to a short delay in Uganda was the difficulties PEI
Uganda encountered in contracting the assessment team. Options included
making a contract with an institution (university) or with individual
researchers. In the end, the National Environment Management Authority
(NEMA) decided to contract the team leader directly who then was
responsible for subcontracting specific tasks to other team members.
Government procurement process turned out to be cumbersome, for example
delaying payments to the assessment team. The assessment team had to start
their work without contractual arrangements fully in place.

- Longest time period for field work: 7 months
Two data collection trips to cover the dry and wet season explain this pattern
in Tanzania. Multiple visits to districts and field sites located in different



locations upstream and downstream in a very large catchment account for the
five months in Uganda.

Table 6 Timeliness and delays

Rwanda Tanzania Uganda
Envisioned time period
from inception February-July 2006 February-July 2007 March—August 2006
workshop to final (6 months) (6 months) (6 months)
report
Actual time period from February 2007-June 2008
inception workshop to April 2006-January 2007 | (17 months) March 2006-July 2008
final report (pre-print (10 months) [incomplete external (29 months)
version) review]
Time period from start-
up until inception 4 months 14 months 3 months
workshop
Time period from
inception workshop to 1 month 3 months 4 months
field work
Time period to 2 months 7 months 5 months

complete field work

Time period from
internal draft document | 3 months 7 months 3 months
to external review draft

Time required for
external review and 3 months Not completed yet 16 months
revisions up to pre-
print version

Time period from pre-
print version to printed | 12 months Not completed yet Not completed yet
report

- Longest time period between internal and external review draft: 7 months
It took about three months to complete this step in Rwanda and Uganda.
While the Tanzanian team begun their first drafts immediately following the
field work, it took an extra few months to complete the external review
version that was sent to PEI Nairobi. In fact, the PEI country focal point had
to intervene to push for the release of this external review document.

- Longest time period for external review, revisions, and final edits: 16 months
The Uganda team produced an internal draft report very quickly (comparable
to the other two countries), but it took about a year (and two external review
versions) to produce a draft ready for a professional editor. She delivered a
final pre-print version four months later. The major factor contributing to this
delay was that team members had other commitments at the university. The
quality and readability of the report, however, improved greatly through these
revisions.

- Longest time period from pre-print version to printed report: 12 months
It took about a year to move from the pre-print version to the final printed
product in Rwanda. Reasons for this delay include other high priorities for
PEI Rwanda working on the EDPRS and the desire to produce a joint set of
publications consisting of the pilot assessment and two other reports, one on
economic valuation and the other on poverty environment indicators. During
these 12 months, however, the Rwandan team shared preliminary findings and
distributed photocopies and briefed stakeholders at a national workshop.
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Responsibilities of team members and management

Table 7 summarizes the responsibilities of selected team member and highlights some
management and communication issues brought up during the interviews. Analyzing
and contrasting these country experiences can provide general insights on how to
identify the skills required for a pilot assessment and to assign responsibilities within
the ecosystem assessment project.

Assessment team leaders ensured well coordinated and high quality field work

All three assessment team leaders had considerable experience in leading research and
managing teams. They ensured well coordinated and high quality field work and
challenged team members to boost the quality of their contributions. In Rwanda, the
assessment team leader had to fill gaps when contributions did not meet expectations,
for example because of language difficulties.

PEI project coordinators were essential assessment team members

In all three countries, the PEI project coordinator played an important role that went
beyond project management. In Uganda and Tanzania, the project coordinators had
completed the five-day training in South Africa and thus had detailed knowledge
about the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment approach and local assessment methods.
In all three countries, the PEI project coordinator participated in regular planning
meetings and contributed to the design of the assessment.

Writing and editing of the assessment report — a task which required considerable
technical support

In Tanzania, the PEI coordinator played a key role in the writing and editing of the
assessment report. The Uganda pilot assessment hired an editor, who had strong
experience in producing Uganda’s national report on the environment, to finalize the
pilot assessment report. The PEI country technical advisor in Rwanda rewrote drafts
and was closely involved in editing and finalizing the assessment report. The SAfMA
expert reviewed multiple drafts in Rwanda and the first draft in Uganda. She also
advised the Rwanda team during two analytical and writing workshops.

Assessment needed person(s) to push assessment team to produce a policy relevant
report

This was an important role for the PEI project coordinator in Rwanda. He challenged
the assessment team consistently to prepare a report relevant to policymakers pushing
the authors to produce analysis and findings that would be useful for Rwanda’s
EDPRS.

PEI country technical advisor can boost analytical and writing quality

With a PEI country technical advisor, the Rwanda team had an extra hand on deck
that could support the assessment. The Rwanda assessment took full advantage of
that opportunity benefiting from considerable support that helped to shape analysis,
writing, and editing of the report.

PEI project coordinator has to commit to a comprehensive review process that is fully
supported by the authors from assessment team

The PEI project coordinators in Rwanda and Uganda shepherded the external review
draft through its review process. It is important that the assessment authors

11



Table 7 Responsibilities of team members and management

Rwanda | Tanzania | Uganda
Contributions of PEI country team and ecosystem assessment team
PEI country | Considerable input into Few if any input into
technical advisor | project management, assessment activities (had
assessment management, | left country once field No advisor
analysis, writing, and work was underway)
review
PEI project | Lead on project Lead on project Lead on project
coordinator | management and management and management; input into
considerable input into considerable role in research design;
assessment management, | coordinating writing and considerable role in
analysis, and review finalizing report coordinating review
Assessment team | Coordinator of work and Lead on designing Coordinator of work; res-
leader | responsible for contribu- research and field work; ponsible for contributions;
tions; technical backstop considerable role in technical backstop; con-
for weak writing; writing siderable contribution to
contracted and managed writing (junior member of
research assistants team became the assigned
lead editor); coordinated
and managed research
assistants
PEI country focal | Reviews Input into project Report review,
point management and reviews dissemination
Interaction between PEI Nairobi and PEI country team
Communication OK Problems reported OK
and management
Contracts | OK (slight delay at start Problems reported OK
up)
Interaction between PEI country team and ecosystem assessment team
Communication OK - but assertive Some challenges to Some challenges to
and management interventions needed leverage writing leverage writing
contributions contributions
Contracts OK OK Problems reported
Role of PEI country team versus ecosystem assessment team clearly defined
OK | OK | OK
Role of PEI Nairobi in ecosystem assessment clearly defined
Not clear (international
Yes (technical review) technical review muddled Yes (technical review)
with PEI project
oversight)
Interaction between assessment team members
| Problemsreported | OK | OK
Mechanism to achieve milestones on time
Writing workshop Yes No No
Review workshop Yes No No
Direct policy link Yes (EDPRS) No No

understand the importance of peer review in the assessment process and commit time
to revise the drafts for the assessment report. The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
spent considerable resources on their review, which consisted of well defined steps
specifying how to obtain comments and how to integrate comments into revisions of
draft reports.
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PEI project coordinator may have to resolve interpersonal problems within
assessment team

Negative dynamics within the Rwandan assessment team — resulting from
interpersonal, performance, and administrative disagreements — threatened to
undermine the productivity of the team. It required an assertive intervention from the
PEI project manager to overcome these problems.

Difficulties to leverage timely and quality contributions in final phase of assessment
In the discussions with the evaluator, two country teams mentioned the challenge of
obtaining timely and quality contributions during the final writing stages of the
assessment. The PEI project coordinator in Tanzania reported a problem with
leveraging writing contributions and revisions once few consultant days were left
toward the end of the assessment. The Uganda PEI project coordinator had a similar
challenge during the review and revisions of the draft report.

Strategically timed review workshops can keep assessment team focused

The strategically timed writing and review workshops in Rwanda and the
participation of the SAfMA expert created a strong incentive for the authors to
produce and deliver their interim products. In addition, the demand for examples and
facts from stakeholders involved in Rwanda’s EDPRS, created a steady pull on the
pilot assessment.

Other management problems can spill over and influence assessment process

The Tanzania assessment could not take advantage of the SAfMA expertise because
of a long delay in the start up phase. Various factors contributed to this setback and
included management problems between PEI Nairobi and PEI Tanzania on the
broader PEI project. In fact, communication had broken down between PEI Nairobi
and PEI Tanzania, requiring an external intervention to reconnect and define
respective roles on budgets, management, and oversight. The benefits of an external
review of the terms of reference or the peer review of draft reports were not fully
clarified from the onset of the project. It should have been made clear that because of
the experimental nature of the pilot assessment, external advisors were needed and
could make useful contributions. This did not necessarily reflect a micro management
approach by PEI Nairobi.

PEI country focal points can leverage policy support and encourage policy relevance
The PEI country focal points in Rwanda and Tanzania perceived the pilot ecosystem
assessment and its underlying conceptual approach as a useful tool to examine the
relationship between human well-being and ecosystem services. Although they did
not have detailed technical knowledge on how to conduct an ecosystem assessment,
they fully supported the project. Their contributions were most useful when it came
to getting the attention of senior policymakers (e.g., to participate in a stakeholder
workshop) or demanding a more policy relevant assessment report.

Evaluation of the terms of references
An analysis of the execution of the pilot assessment, as done in the previous section,
can reveal potential bottlenecks or other limitations in the assessment process. Some

of these issues could be anticipated in the planning for the pilot assessment and
addressed in the terms of references for future assessments. This section will compare
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the content of the terms of reference for the pilot assessments in Rwanda, Uganda,
and Tanzania.

Content of terms of references

Both the first project concept note for the pilot assessment and the terms of reference
for the assessment team specified the purpose, team composition, tasks, and outputs
for the pilot assessment. These issues are discussed in more detail below. The
Rwanda assessment was the only assessment with a seperate terms of reference for
the SAfMA expert. She provided training at the inception workshop and technical
support on research, analysis, and writing.

Purpose
All three pilot countries mentioned five or six purposes in their terms of reference for
the assessment. Three purposes were common among all pilot assessments:
- Improve information base on the linkages between ecosystem services and
human well-being.
- Build the country’s capacity to undertake an ecosystem assessment.
- Demonstrate the advantages of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
approach.
However, the terms of references for the three countries differed how they linked to
more specific policy opportunities and follow-up activities.

Rwanda also aimed to:
- Inform and influence the country’s second national poverty reduction strategy
(EDPRS)
- Provide policy options for improved environmental management for Bugesera
District.
- Establish a foundation to mobilize funds for a national ecosystem assessment.
In addition, the Rwanda assessment sought to
- Identify drivers of change to inform the monitoring and evaluation framework
for the poverty reduction strategy.

It was more difficult for Tanzania and Uganda to link the findings from the pilot
assessment to the national poverty reduction strategy. Both countries had already
revised their national poverty reduction strategies (MKUKUTA and PEAP,
respectively) and incorporated environment issues into their strategies. Although a
more careful analysis of these strategies would have revealed that there are still
substantial opportunities to include an ecosystem services perspective into these
strategies. Ecosystem assessments, when done well, can reveal often overlooked
issues important for national development such as trade-offs (e.g., between
provisioning and regulating services, between upstream and downstream users of
ecosystems, and between current and future users of ecosystems) or the mismatch
between institutional mandates and the supply and use of ecosystem services.

It is therefore not surprising that the linkages to policy opportunities, as spelled in the
goals of the pilot assessment, were far more general in Tanzania and Uganda.

The Tanzania assessment had three more purposes. It expected to:

- analyze conditions and trends and identify drivers of change in the assessment
area, which will help to identify new poverty environment indicators (which
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can be used to improve the national performance monitoring system
established for MKUKUTA);

- develop scenarios to help local authorities and communities to conserve the
Livingstone mountains ecosystem and improve human well-being;

- implement the specific sections of Tanzania’s Environmental Management
Act, which commits the National Environment Management Council to
identify hilly or mountainous areas that are at risk from environmental
degradation.

Uganda’s additional purposes all referred to the PEAP implementation. PEI Uganda
expected that the new and “deeper understanding” from the pilot assessment would
help to make the case to prioritize environment in resource allocation and
implementation of development policy. The terms of reference also mentioned that
achieving Uganda’s Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) would require a
genuine appreciation of the links between ecosystem services and human well-being
(which could be provided by a pilot ecosystem assessment). PEI Uganda also hoped
that an ecosystem assessment at different scales would provide a better understanding
of how different processes (both ecosystem function as well as local people’s access
to resources, user rights and royalties) affect the availability of ecosystem services at
different scales. This was based on some insights from the SAfMA study, which
showed that policies that were implemented to secure benefits from ecosystem
services at one spatial scale sometimes have negative impacts at another.

Both the Uganda and Tanzania assessment did identify opportunities to inform more
specific policy processes or follow-up efforts. However, achieving these goals
required a special focus by the PEI project coordinator and the assessment team leader
to ensure that the assessment would reach audiences representing these different
opportunities. They had basically two options:

- Produce a final assessment report that pays attention to these different
constituencies by conducting relevant analyses and preparing key
messages. In Tanzania, for example, the final assessment report could
have highlighted, in a separate section or just a text box, how the findings
from the pilot assessment would be useful to implement Tanzania’s effort
to restore and protect Tanzania’s water catchments (“Urgent Strategy on
Land Conservation and Water Catchments Programme”). The pilot
assessment documented the increased use of wetlands for subsistence
cropping in the study area (a result of demographic changes and land
scarcity). Any additional influx of people resulting from the relocation of
families from the upper catchments would therefore be associated with
multiple impacts: positive local environmental benefits in the upper
catchments, negative or positive well-being impacts on the families being
relocated, and detrimental effects on wetlands and their ecosystem services
in the pilot assessment area (if these new families choose to farm in
wetlands).

- Produce additional summaries for specific audiences in addition to a
generic assessment report. Staying with the Tanzania example, a short
policy brief could have suggested new indicators and monitoring efforts
for the MKUKUTA performance monitoring system. These new
indicators would need to reflect location in the watershed (highland, hills,
and lowland), capture both changes in human well-being and ecosystem
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services supply, and pay special attention to the conditions and use of
wetlands.

Tasks

All three terms of references in