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Project Title 
Restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem services at the landscape scale on productive agroforestry areas and 
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Executing Partner Type
Government

GEF Focal Area 
Multi Focal Area

Taxonomy 



Focal Areas, Land Degradation, Land Degradation Neutrality, Sustainable Land Management, Income 
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Productive Landscapes, Community Based Natural Resource Mngt, Biomes, Temperate Forests, Forest, Forest 
and Landscape Restoration, Influencing models, Strengthen institutional capacity and decision-making, 
Convene multi-stakeholder alliances, Deploy innovative financial instruments, Demonstrate innovative 
approache, Stakeholders, Indigenous Peoples, Beneficiaries, Type of Engagement, Consultation, Information 
Dissemination, Partnership, Participation, Communications, Awareness Raising, Behavior change, Private 
Sector, Large corporations, SMEs, Financial intermediaries and market facilitators, Individuals/Entrepreneurs, 
Civil Society, Academia, Local Communities, Gender Equality, Gender results areas, Access to benefits and 
services, Participation and leadership, Capacity Development, Gender Mainstreaming, Sex-disaggregated 
indicators, Women groups, Gender-sensitive indicators, Capacity, Knowledge and Research, Knowledge 
Exchange, Knowledge Generation

Sector 

Rio Markers 
Climate Change Mitigation
Climate Change Mitigation 1

Climate Change Adaptation
Climate Change Adaptation 1

Submission Date
9/28/2020

Expected Implementation Start
7/1/2022

Expected Completion Date
7/30/2027

Duration 
60In Months

Agency Fee($)
539,033.00



A. FOCAL/NON-FOCAL AREA ELEMENTS 

Objectives/Programs Focal Area 
Outcomes

Trust 
Fund

GEF 
Amount($)

Co-Fin 
Amount($)

BD-1-1 Mainstream biodiversity 
across sectors as well as 
landscapes and 
seascapes through 
biodiversity 
mainstreaming in 
priority sectors

GET 2,902,754.00 19,134,764.00

LD-1-3 Maintain or improve 
flows of ecosystem 
services, including 
sustaining livelihoods of 
forest-dependent people 
through Forest 
Landscape Restoration 
(FLR)

GET 2,771,278.00 18,268,082.00

Total Project Cost($) 5,674,032.00 37,402,846.00



B. Project description summary 

Project Objective
Restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem services at the landscape scale on productive agroforestry areas 
and their natural environment improving the livelihoods of local communities

Project 
Componen
t

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($)



Project 
Componen
t

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($)

1. 
Institutional 
management 
and planning 
for 
sustainable 
landscape 
restoration.

Technical 
Assistance

Outcome 1.1: 

Institutional 
arrangements, 
public policy 
objectives, 
restoration 
instruments 
and plans are 
aligned for a 
comprehensiv
e restoration 
of degraded 
landscapes

Target: 

Increase in the 

capacity 

development 

score at 

systemic, 

organizational 

and individual 

levels as 

measured by 

the GEF 

Capacity 

Development 

Tracking Tool 

(Tbd at 

Project outset. 

Targets will 

be validated in 

the Inception 

Workshop)

Outcome 1.2:

Monitoring 
and 
prioritization 
system for 
landscape 
restoration 
designed and 
used by the 
relevant 
institutions 

Targets:

a) 100% of the 

intervention 

landscapes 

monitored 

through socio-

ecological 

indicators and 

landscape 

sustainability 

index showing 

progress in the 

comprehensiv

e 

implementatio

n of 

restoration 

and 

contributing to 

national 

reports (NDC, 

Bonn 

Challenge, 

Initiative 

20x20, CBD 

Post-2020, 

UN Decade 

on Ecosystem 

Restoration, 

UNCCD)

b) GEF Core 

Indicator #11: 

480 people 

with at least 

80% of 

learning 

achieved for 

monitoring 

and evaluation 

of landscape 

restoration (of 

which 40% 

are women)

Output 
1.1.1: Multilev
el (national, 
regional and 
local) and 
multifocal 
(political, 
technical and 
operational) 
governance 
and planning 
scheme and 
mechanisms 
developed and 
implemented

 Output 
1.1.2: Strategic 
instruments 
developed at 
the national, 
regional and 
local levels, 
mainstreaming 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance, and 
ensuring the 
sustainability, 
replication and 
up-scaling of 
the project

Output 
1.1.3: Operatio
nal instruments 
developed and 
/ or aligned for 
an integrated 
management 
of biodiversity, 
promotion of 
production in 
agroforestry 
landscapes and 
financing for 
restoration 
(public, private 
and public-
private) and 
mainstreaming 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance

Output 
1.2.1: Concept
ual tools 
developed, 
tested and 
validated to 
implement a 
monitoring and 
prioritization 
system for 
landscape 
restoration, 
mainstreaming 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance

Output 
1.2.2: Multisca
le baseline of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
raised, and 
sustainability 
index validated 
in the 7 
intervention 
landscapes 
(linked to 
Outputs 2.1.1 
and 2.1.3)

Output 
1.2.3: A 
functional 
module for 
cadastre, 
prioritization 
and monitoring 
of restoration 
indicators at 
the landscape 
level, 
incorporated 
into the 
Biodiversity 
Information 
and 
Monitoring 
System 
(SIMBIO) and 
interoperable 
with existing 
information 
systems (Atlas 
of Climate 
Risks -
ARCLIM, 
Native Forest 
Ecosystems 
Integrated 
Monitoring 
System -
 SIMEF, and 
others)

GET 1,221,632.0
0

6,572,781.00



Project 
Componen
t

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($)

2. Scaling 
up public 
and private 
investment 
for 
restoration 
and 
sustainable 
management 
in 
agricultural-
forestry 
landscapes

Investmen
t

Outcome 2.1: 

Agroforestry 
landscapes 
and their 
natural 
environments 
integrated in 
restoration for 
the 
demonstration 
and upscaling 
of nature-
based 
solutions, 
instruments, 
financing and 
investment 
models

Targets:

a) GEF Core 

Indicator #3.1: 

1,948 hectares 

of degraded 

agricultural 

lands, under 

restoration in 

7 intervention 

landscapes

b) GEF Core 

Indicator #3.2: 

4,422 hectares 

of forests and 

forestland 

under 

restoration in 

7 intervention 

landscapes

c) GEF Core 

Indicator #3.3: 

3,630 hectares 

of grasslands 

and 

shrublands 

under 

restoration in 

7 intervention 

landscapes

d) GEF 
Core 
Indicator 
#4.1: 38,8
90 
hectares  o

f landscapes 

under 

improved 

practices that 

benefit 

biodiversity

e) GEF 
Core 
Indicator 
#4.3: 31,1
10 
hectares  u

nder 

sustainable 

land 

management 

in productive 

systems

f) GEF Core 

Indicator #11: 

8,800 (of 

which 40% 

are women y 

5% from 

indigenous 

communities) 

with installed 

capacities, 

that 

participate in 

the planning 

and 

implementatio

n of 

restoration 

actions and 

good practices 

in 7 

intervention 

landscapes

g) GEF Core 
Indicator #6: 
GHG 
mitigation co-
benefits 
of154,836 
tCO2e for a 
20 years 
accounting 
period

Outcome 2.2:

Generation of 
benefits from 
restoration-
based 
economies in 
the 
agroforestry 
sector 
demonstrated

Targets:

a) At least 

10% increase 

in monetary 

income and its 

distribution in 

the income 

matrix of 

producers 

linked to 

business and 

investment 

models and 

plans. At least 

10% of 

increase in 

non-monetary 

benefits and 

their 

distribution in 

the income 

matrix of 

producers 

linked to 

business and 

investment 

models and 

plans

b) GEF Core 

Indicator #11: 

350 people 

(on average 

50 people for 

each pilot 

landscape, 

30% are 

women and 

5% are 

indigenous) 

who 

implement 

new business 

models and 

investment 

plans for 

restoration 

(including % 

of women and 

representative

s of 

indigenous 

peoples)

Output 

2.1.1: Standard

ized landscape 

level socio-

ecological 

restoration 

plans 

implemented 

in 6 

intervention 

landscapes 

through 

integrated 

methodologica

l approaches 

and 

diversification 

of the 

biodiversity 

values ??of the 

landscape and 

mainstreaming 

gender and 

cultural 

relevance

Output 

2.1.2: Demonst

ration and 

high-impact 

restoration 

actions and 

good 

agricultural 

and forestry 

practices in 6 

landscapes 

implemented 

at landscape 

level through 

public-private 

partnerships 

(linked to 

Output 2.2.4)

Output 

2.1.3: Socio-

ecological 

restoration 

plan and 

actions co-

developed with 

the effective 

participation of 

Mapuche 

communities 

and 

implemented 

at the 

landscape level 

in 1 landscape 

with cultural 

relevance and 

gender 

approach

Output 
2.2.1: Business 
models and 
investment 
plans 
mainstreaming 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance for 
restoration in 
the pilot 
landscapes 
developed and 
implemented

Output 
2.2.2: Three 
technical 
assistance 
programs 
implemented 
for the 
integrated 
planning 
process at 
landscape 
level, socio-
ecological 
restoration 
actions and 
business 
models, 
mainstreaming 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance, and 
aimed at: a) 
regional and 
municipal 
governments, 
b) small farm 
and forest 
landowners 
and local 
communities, 
and c) market 
players and the 
agroforestry 
value chain

 Output 
2.2.3: Diversifi
ed portfolios 
of restoration 
projects, 
promotion of 
value chains 
for a 
restoration 
economy and 
dissemination 
in national and 
international 
platforms to 
mobilize 
financing with 
support from 
the private 
sector (linked 
to Outputs 
2.1.2 and 
2.1.3)

GET 3,450,800.0
0

24,363,875.0
0



Project 
Componen
t

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($)

3. 
Knowledge 
management
, monitoring 
and 
evaluation

Technical 
Assistance

Outcome 3.1:

Knowledge 
management 
strategy and 
Monitoring 
and 
Evaluation 
(M&E) 
system based 
on adaptive 
management 
and delivery 
of measurable 
and verifiable 
results

Target: Projec

t fulfills MEL 

(monitoring, 

evaluation and 

learning) 

benchmarks, 

delivers 

expected 

results and 

shares lessons 

learned

Output 
3.1.1: M&E 
system 
developed with 
relevant 
stakeholders, 
clearly 
defining 
expected 
results, the 
expected time 
periods for 
their 
completion, 
and their 
confirmation 
through 
objectively 
verifiable 
indicators and 
means of 
verification

Output 
3.1.2: Mid-
term Review 
and Final 
Evaluation 
conducted in 
order to 
constructively 
inform and 
guide project 
implementatio
n, 
sustainability 
considerations, 
and the 
application of 
adaptive 
measures when 
necessary

Output 
3.1.3: Mechani
sms 
implemented 
for the 
dissemination 
and exchange 
of best 
practices and 
lessons for 
replication and 
upscaling of 
the project 
results, 
including the 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
approach

GET 731,600.00 3,099,330.00



Project 
Componen
t

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($)

Sub Total ($) 5,404,032.0
0 

34,035,986.0
0 

Project Management Cost (PMC) 

GET 270,000.00 3,366,860.00

Sub Total($) 270,000.00 3,366,860.00

Total Project Cost($) 5,674,032.00 37,402,846.00

Please provide justification 



C. Sources of Co-financing for the Project by name and by type 

Sources of 
Co-financing

Name of Co-
financier

Type of 
Co-
financing

Investment 
Mobilized

Amount($)

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Ministry of 
Environment MMA

Grant Investment 
mobilized

2,000,000.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Ministry of 
Environment MMA

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

12,651,577.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

National Forest 
Corporation CONAF

Grant Investment 
mobilized

11,859,167.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

National Forest 
Corporation CONAF

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

2,324,867.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

National Agricultural 
Development Institute 
(INDAP)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

6,360,919.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Agricultural and 
Livestock Service 
(SAG)

Grant Investment 
mobilized

1,365,266.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Agricultural and 
Livestock Service 
(SAG)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

521,050.00

GEF Agency Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

320,000.00

Total Co-Financing($) 37,402,846.00

Describe how any "Investment Mobilized" was identified
The investment mobilized comprises specific funding corresponding to: i) CONAF resources to finance 
initiatives for restoration and sustainable management of native forests through competitive funds within 
the framework of the Native Forest Law; ii) resources from the +Forests Program (CONAF-FAO-GCF) for 
restoration, forest management, preventive silviculture and environmental education initiatives; iii) INDAP 
and SAG resources for sustainable land management initiatives under the System of Incentives for the 
Recovery of Degraded Soils (SIRSD); iv) INDAP resources for sustainable management of soils, water 
and biodiversity, and strengthening of Small-holder Family Farming (AFC) within the framework of 



instruments such as the Local Development Program (PRODESAL) and the Indigenous Territorial 
Development Program (PDTI) among others; and v) MMA resources for local environmental management 
initiatives within the framework of the Environmental Protection Fund (FPA).



D. Trust Fund Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Country(ies), Focal Area and the Programming of Funds 

Agen
cy

Tru
st 
Fun
d

Count
ry

Focal 
Area

Programmi
ng of 
Funds 

Amount($
)

Fee($) Total($)

FAO GET Chile Biodiversi
ty

BD STAR 
Allocation

2,902,754 275,762 3,178,516.
00

FAO GET Chile Land 
Degradati
on

LD STAR 
Allocation

2,771,278 263,271 3,034,549.
00

Total Grant Resources($) 5,674,032.
00

539,033.
00

6,213,065.
00



E. Non Grant Instrument 

NON-GRANT INSTRUMENT at CEO Endorsement

Includes Non grant instruments? No
Includes reflow to GEF? No



F. Project Preparation Grant (PPG)

PPG Required   true

PPG Amount ($)
150,000

PPG Agency Fee ($)
14,250

Agenc
y

Trus
t 
Fun
d

Countr
y

Focal 
Area

Programmin
g of Funds 

Amount($
)

Fee($) Total($)

FAO GET Chile Biodiversit
y

BD STAR 
Allocation

76,738 7,290 84,028.00

FAO GET Chile Land 
Degradatio
n

LD STAR 
Allocation

73,262 6,960 80,222.00

Total Project Costs($) 150,000.0
0

14,250.0
0

164,250.0
0



Core Indicators 

Indicator 3 Area of land restored 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

9200.00 10000.00 0.00 0.00
Indicator 3.1 Area of degraded agricultural land restored 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

2,760.00 1,948.00
Indicator 3.2 Area of Forest and Forest Land restored 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

2,760.00 4,422.00
Indicator 3.3 Area of natural grass and shrublands restored 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

1,840.00 3,630.00
Indicator 3.4 Area of wetlands (incl. estuaries, mangroves) restored 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

1,840.00

Indicator 4 Area of landscapes under improved practices (hectares; excluding protected areas) 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

69000.00 70000.00 0.00 0.00
Indicator 4.1 Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity (hectares, 
qualitative assessment, non-certified) 



Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

41,400.00 38,890.00
Indicator 4.2 Area of landscapes that meets national or international third party certification that 
incorporates biodiversity considerations (hectares) 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

Type/Name of Third Party Certification 
Indicator 4.3 Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

27,600.00 31,110.00
Indicator 4.4 Area of High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) loss avoided 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

Documents (Please upload document(s) that justifies the HCVF) 

Title Submitted

Indicator 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated 

Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (direct)

0 0 0 0

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (indirect)

0 154836 0 0

Indicator 6.1 Carbon Sequestered or Emissions Avoided in the AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and 
Other Land Use) sector 

Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (direct)



Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (indirect)

154,836

Anticipated start year of 
accounting

2022

Duration of accounting 20
Indicator 6.2 Emissions Avoided Outside AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use) Sector 

Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (direct)
Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (indirect)
Anticipated start year of 
accounting
Duration of accounting

Indicator 6.3 Energy Saved (Use this sub-indicator in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable) 

Total Target 
Benefit

Energy 
(MJ) (At 
PIF)

Energy (MJ) (At 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Energy (MJ) 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Energy (MJ) 
(Achieved at 
TE)

Target 
Energy 
Saved (MJ)

Indicator 6.4 Increase in Installed Renewable Energy Capacity per Technology (Use this sub-indicator 
in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable) 

Technolog
y

Capacity 
(MW) 
(Expected at 
PIF)

Capacity (MW) 
(Expected at CEO 
Endorsement)

Capacity 
(MW) 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Capacity 
(MW) 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Indicator 11 Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-benefit of GEF investment 

Number 
(Expected at 
PIF)

Number (Expected at 
CEO Endorsement)

Number 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Number 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Female 4,869 3,817
Male 5,107 5,813
Total 9976 9630 0 0



Provide additional explanation on targets, other methodologies used, and other focal area 
specifics (i.e., Aichi targets in BD) including justification where core indicator targets are not 
provided 



Part II. Project Justification

1a. Project Description 

1) The global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barriers that need to 
be addressed (systems description).

Global environmental significance

1.        The Mediterranean ecoregion of Chile extends between approximately 29?S and 40?S (from the 
Coquimbo Region in the north to the La Araucan?a Region in the south), from the coast of the Pacific 
Ocean up to the western slope of the Andes mountain range, presenting a biogeographic gradient from 
a semi-arid zone in the north to a temperate zone in the south. It is part of one of the five biodiversity 
hotspots identified by Conservation International in South America (Valdivian temperate forests), due 
to its combination of a high degree of endemism and a high threat level[1]1,[2]2 (see Figure 1). 



Figure 1. Chile: Location and limits of the administrative divisions of the country at the regional level

Source: MMA (2019). Map prepared based on data from SUBDERE and the National 

Department of State Borders and Boundaries (DIFROL), 2018.

 

2.        In particular, the area of Norte Chico and Central Chile (which corresponds to the Coquimbo, 
Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o Regions) is where the more typical Mediterranean 
conditions are found, this being a transition zone between the driest desert in the world and the 
temperate forests of the south of the country. In this territory there are a total of 3,539 species of native 
vascular plants, of which 1,769 are endemic to this area, as well as high endemism of vascular flora at 
the level of genera and families (Ministry of Environment, 2018).[3]3 There is also a high level of 
endemism of fauna, especially, in the case of vertebrates, in terms of amphibians and reptiles, with over 



65 percent of species of these classes considered as endemic, while there are at least five genera of 
mammals that are endemic to this territory.[4]4 

3.        The ecological singularity of the ecoregion contrasts with the fact that it is an area that is 
affected by various environmental threats and degradation, including loss and degradation of habitat, 
forest fires, overgrazing, biological invasions, and the expansion of forest plantations, among others. It 
is estimated that the predominant Mediterranean ecosystems will undergo important changes in 
biodiversity by the year 2100 due to their high sensitivity to land use and climate change. At the same 
time, these ecosystems have been severely affected by the large forest fires in recent years. During the 
2016-2017 season, more than 51,000 hectares of ecosystems were burned in conservation areas in the 
Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o Regions.

4.        This ecoregion is also densely populated. Considering the regions where the project will be 
implemented (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o Regions), their combined 
population represents 37 percent[5]5 of the total population of Chile (most of which is concentrated in 
the regional capital cities), which increases to 78 percent5 if the Santiago Metropolitan Region is 
added. Although this region is not part of the project, it is located within the latitudinal range of the 
selected intervention regions. Considering that the regions have a predominantly Mediterranean 
climate, with transition zones between desert ecosystems in the north and temperate ecosystems in the 
south, there is a very low representation of ecosystems in protected areas. In addition, the fact that a 
large part of the ecosystems are in conservation categories (vulnerable, endangered and critically 
endangered) means that the country faces an important challenge to stop degradation processes and, at 
the same time, strengthen landscape restoration processes through a socio-ecological approach.

5.        In terms of the state of conservation of national ecosystems, during 2015 and following the 
criteria of the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN),[6]6 the Ministry of Environment 
(MMA) evaluated and classified ecosystems according to their degree of threat concluding that there 
are: eight altitudinal vegetation zones that are Critically Endangered (CR); six Endangered (EN); 49 
Vulnerable (VU); five Near Threatened (NT) and 59 of Least Concern (LC). Considering these results, 
out of a total of 127 altitudinal vegetation zones, 63 of them (50 percent approximately) are threatened, 
which are mainly located in the central and southern areas of the country (see Figure 2).[7]7

6.        In Chile, the classification of altitudinal vegetation zones[8]8 has been used as a proxy for the 
delimitation of terrestrial ecosystems since these zones, based on physical factors such as climate, 
difference in elevation and botanical composition, allow the identification of different zones with 
defined limits.[9]9 These recognizable zones can be used as a reference for ecosystems that can 
potentially develop in a given area. In this regard, for the purposes of the project, the altitudinal 
vegetation zones are considered for the description of the ecosystems and their degree of threat in each 
target region and pilot landscape.

 

 





Figure 2. Types of vegetation and conservation status of terrestrial ecosystems in Chile

Source: MMA (2019)

 

7.        The Coquimbo Region is characterized as a transition region since it is located between the 
desert zone and the Mediterranean zone. In part, this transitional character explains its classification as 
one of the most important biodiversity areas in the world, due to its high level of endemism and degree 
of threat. In particular, the region has a high number of flora species, with more than 30 percent of the 
flora species of continental Chile. Eight of the 19 ecosystems present in the region are recognized in the 
vulnerable conservation category, while the rest are considered of least concern.[10]10 The region also 
has a low representation in terms of national protected areas, since 18 of its ecosystems represent less 
than 4 percent of their total area, while there is no information available about one of the 
ecosystems.[11]11

8.        The Valpara?so Region has 14 ecosystems, of which four are not protected in the national 
protected areas system, three have less than 1 percent of their total area under protection, four have 
between 1.4 and 3.4 percent, and in the remaining two ecosystems only 4 and 6 percent, respectively, 
of their area is protected. In addition, eight of the 14 ecosystems are in the vulnerable conservation 
category.[12]12 In 2018, the MMA carried out the ecological planning for the region, which identifies 
zoned environmental objectives for protection, restoration and sustainable management.[13]13

9.        The O'Higgins Region has 19 ecosystems, of which five are not represented in the national 
protected areas system, six have less than 1 percent of their total area under protection, four have 
between 1.7 and 3.7 percent, and in the remaining two ecosystems only 4 and 6 percent, respectively, 
of their area is protected. In addition, 10 ecosystems are identified that are in the vulnerable 
conservation category, two are endangered and the other two are critically endangered, meaning that 14 
of the 18 ecosystems are in threat categories.[14]14 In 2018, the MMA carried out the ecological 
planning for the region, in which zoned environmental objectives were identified for protection, 
restoration and sustainable management.[15]15

10.     The Maule Region is located in the central zone of the country, covering an area of ??more than 
3 million hectares, and it is one of the areas with the most biodiversity in Chile, being in a transition 
zone between forest biomes and sclerophyllous scrub and Valdivian temperate rain forest.[16]16,[17]17 
However, this biodiversity is degraded and threatened. It is recognized that 14 of the 15 ecosystems 
present in the region are critically endangered, endangered or vulnerable.19 They also have a low 
representation in national protected areas, since only two of the region?s ecosystems have between 20 
and 30 percent of their area under protection, three are not protected at all, one has no information 
available and the rest have less than 3.7 percent of their area under protection.5 In 2018, the MMA 



carried out the ecological planning for the region, in which zoned environmental objectives were 
identified for protection, restoration and sustainable management.[18]18

11.     In the case of the ?uble Region, created in 2017 and which was part of the Biob?o Region until 
then, the situation of its ecosystems and environmental characteristics are included in the description of 
the Biob?o Region, and it is also possible to extrapolate from the conditions described for the Maule 
Region. In 2016, the MMA carried out the ecological planning for the Biob?o Region (which includes 
the current ?uble Region), in which zoned environmental objectives were identified for protection, 
restoration and sustainable management.[19]19

12.     The Biob?o Region is located in a biogeographic transition zone between the sclerophyllous 
forest of the central zone and the Valdivian temperate forest, incorporating floristic and faunal elements 
of both ecoregions which contributes to the region?s high biodiversity.[20]20 In other words, it is part of 
one of the most diverse temperate biomes on the planet, the Valdivian temperate forest ecoregion,[21]21 
and it also has Mediterranean forests. Since the region?s economy has historically been based on the 
use of its natural resources, there have been various impacts on the environment, including the 
degradation of the region?s ecosystems. Some problems that affect regional biodiversity are the 
decrease and fragmentation of coastal forests due to the change in land use towards agriculture and 
livestock, and later to the transformation from native forests to fast-growing forest plantations with 
Pinus radiata and Eucalyptus sp. The region has 26 recognized ecosystems, of which 14 have less than 
1 percent of their total area represented in national protected areas, four between 1 and 10 percent, and 
eight between 10 and 30 percent.23 In addition, all 26 ecosystems in the region are in threat categories, 
with eight identified as critically endangered, five as endangered, and the remaining 13 as vulnerable.

Global environmental problems (threats and their main causes)

Deforestation and degradation of native ecosystems

13.     In Chile, the main cause of loss, degradation and fragmentation of native ecosystems is the 
change in land use due to the development of the forestry, agriculture, mining and aquaculture 
sectors.[22]22 Land use change has also become an important driver of regional and global climate 
change[23]23 and the loss of biodiversity.[24]24 In Chile, land use has been determined by economic, 
social and political factors and dynamics, which in many cases have led to the generation of 
unsustainable production processes, and have caused deterioration, fragmentation and loss 
(replacement) of natural ecosystems, mainly in forests, sclerophyllous scrub and wetlands.

14.     Historically, agricultural expansion and extensive cattle ranching have been the main drivers of 
deforestation and degradation of forests and biodiversity in Chile. Native forests have suffered a severe 
reduction in area due to overexploitation and unsustainable use. This is due to the high profitability and 
low opportunity cost for the owners to replace the original forests, thus leading to their elimination. The 
main causes of deforestation are the unsustainable use of vegetation resources and weak regulations, 
along with the promotion of export agriculture. At present, particularly in the Valpara?so and 
O'Higgins Regions, the loss of native forest is due to the expansion of fruit monocultures. 



15.     In particular, south-central Chile has experienced alarming rates of native forest loss since 
Spanish colonization. Some regions and districts in this area have exhibited deforestation rates higher 
than the national average, and have shown habitat destruction for various species of flora and fauna 
endemic to Chile and with limited distribution. In 1986, the native forests of the Coastal Range 
(Cordillera de la Costa) represented the main type of land cover of the coastal landscape between the 
Valpara?so and Los Lagos Regions. After 25 years, these ecosystems only covered 15 percent of the 
landscape, while forest plantations of exotic species became the dominant coastal land cover, at a 
percentage (30 percent) similar to that of native forests in 1986. At a sub-regional scale, the coast of the 
Maule Region showed the highest deforestation rate in the country, with 67 percent less native forest 
cover today than in 1975.[25]25 Based on the Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) Report[26]26 carried 
out between the Valpara?so and Ays?n Regions, it was estimated that between 2001 and 2013, 330,505 
hectares (ha) of native forest, 959,240 ha of shrublands and grasslands, and 27,498 ha of wetlands were 
subject to land use change. According to the study by Naheulhual et al., (2012), 41.5 percent of new 
plantations in the period 1975-1990, and 22.8 percent in the period 1990-2007 were established to 
replace secondary native forests.

16.     In historical terms, between 1975 and 2008 the main trends in the Mediterranean ecosystems of 
Central Chile were the reduction of forests in semi-arid environments and the conversion of 
shrublands to agricultural land. In addition, urban development and the planting of exotic species 
such as Pinus radiata and Eucalyptus globulus were important drivers of change.

17.     In spatial terms, the geographical distribution of the rate of annual loss of surface area of 
terrestrial ecosystems also varied between the periods 2006-2014 and 2014-2018 (see Figure 3), with 
the area between the regions of Valpara?so and Biob?o showing the highest rate, with annual losses 
fluctuating between 0.5-1.0 percent and 1.0-1.5 percent, especially in thorn forest and sclerophyllous 
forest.[27]27

 



Figure 3. Annual rates of vegetation area loss in Chile (2006-2014 and 2014-2018)

Source: MMA (2019)

 

18.     With regard to agricultural development, in the last 20 years, the area covered by avocado crops 
(Persea americana) has tripled, while the area of ??vineyards has doubled, all at the cost of leaving 
valuable fragments of Mediterranean ecosystems confined to isolated hills and with no connection 
between them.[28]28 In addition, the statistics from the fruit cadastre of the Office of Agrarian Studies 
and Policies (ODEPA) for the central regions of Chile show a sustained increase in the planted area. 
Finally, urbanization due to the growth of the real estate and industrial sector has impacted urban 



wetlands, threatening them with the fragmentation and disappearance of these ecosystems, as a result of 
the impact caused by the construction of houses, road infrastructure and other services.[29]29

19.     Another major cause of native forest degradation is firewood extraction. For example, between 
8 and 9 million cubic meters of native wood are consumed annually as firewood, which according to 
national statistics represents around 20 percent of the country's energy matrix. Much of the extraction 
of these resources is carried out informally, without a management plan, resulting in forest degradation. 
Traditionally, family farmers prioritize extensive livestock farming for self-consumption and for sale, 
as their main livelihood, which makes it a higher priority than actions for the protection or conservation 
of forests.[30]30 Another cause of biodiversity loss has been forest fires, with 26,674 fires registered 
during the last four seasons, affecting 731,997 hectares of forests, of which 53.1 percent corresponds to 
native vegetation.

20.     The current climate change scenario also has an important impact on the condition of forests and 
associated biodiversity and ecosystem services. According to the forecasts issued in the framework of 
studies on climate change, it is expected that by the year 2050 the terrestrial ecosystems most 
vulnerable to water stress will correspond to the sclerophyllous forest, deciduous forest and laurifolian 
forest (MMA, 2020).

 

Land degradation, desertification and drought

21.     Regarding land degradation, 49.1 percent of the soils in Chile have some degree of erosion (36.8 
million ha) of which 38.0 percent have a moderate to very high level of erosion, led by the Coquimbo 
Region with 84.3 percent of its land area affected by erosion, followed by Valpara?so (56.7 percent) 
and O'Higgins (52.5 percent). The main driver of land degradation corresponds to human activity.

22.     According to Chile?s National Action Programme to Combat Desertification (NAPCD) 
2016?2030, the risk of land degradation at the national level expressed in terms of area reflects the fact 
that approximately 79.1 percent of the country has some degree of risk of land degradation ranging 
from mild to moderate or severe. These figures correspond to approximately 60 million hectares. Thus, 
the affected population amounts to approximately 12 million inhabitants, which is equivalent to 67.1 
percent of the national population. 

23.     The risk of desertification for the Coquimbo Region, in the northern-central zone of the country, 
affects an area of ??approximately 2.24 million hectares, inhabited by 438,638 people. At the national 
level, this region ranks first in terms of severe land degradation (2.2 million ha), which represents 50 
percent of the total area in this condition in the country. The main driver of desertification risk 
corresponds to climate change. 

24.     In this context, a large part of the national territory is affected by desertification and land 
degradation, desertification being classified as one of the most acute socio-environmental problems in 
Chile. The arid and semi-arid territories affected by these processes exceed 60 percent of the national 
territory and these areas experience the greatest impacts on soils, biodiversity and forestry productivity 
in general. For this reason, the rural population in these areas suffers directly from its consequences, 
registering high rates of poverty, lack of opportunities and high rates of migration.[31]31



25.     For its part, the effect of the drought at the national level, expressed in terms of affected area, 
reflects the fact that approximately 72 percent of the country's land presents some degree of drought 
that is classified as either mild, moderate or severe. These figures correspond to approximately 55 
million hectares. The population affected by some degree of drought totals approximately 16 million 
inhabitants, which represents 90 percent of the country's inhabitants.

26.     According to the National Land Degradation Report,[32]32 an index of integrated risk of 
desertification, degradation and droughts has been developed for Chile.[33]33 In the Coquimbo Region, 
there are very high risks in the entire region with the sole exception of the extreme north where the 
values ??are high or moderate. This is associated with a negative trend in precipitation and a strong 
degradation of the vegetation cover. In the Valpara?so Region, the territory is exposed to high or very 
high risks, which is the effect of the sharp decrease in rainfall that has affected this region. In the 
O?Higgins Region the values are lower, and are only very high in sectors of the central valley, which is 
consistent with areas where soils support intensive agriculture. Towards the coastal sectors and in the 
foothills of the Andes the index values are high. In the Maule Region, the index values are very high in 
the agricultural land of the central valley, but slightly lower towards the coast and in the foothills of the 
Andes, which is a trend that is also seen in the ?uble and Biob?o Regions. In this last region, an area of 
high degradation appears in the Arauco peninsula, which is probably associated with forest fires and 
soil erosion (see Figure 4).

 



Figure 4. Integrated risk of degradation, desertification and drought

Source: CONAF, 2020.

 

27.     The overexploitation of water by the productive sectors (mainly medium and large-scale 
agriculture, agribusiness, industry and mining) has affected the availability and access to water, in 
particular by family farming and rural communities. This, together with the drought that has affected 
the area during the last 10 years (2010-2020), has reduced the availability of water resources,[34]34 
causing a significant impact on surface and groundwater flows, facilitating an increase in fires and the 
degradation of vegetation cover at the national level.[35]35 Also, the effects of the drought on the 
climate will have important implications in the water cycle, such as the availability and seasonality of 
rainfall and the volume of flows. In fact, the average annual rainfall in the Mediterranean ecoregion has 
decreased in the last 70 years, with values ??ranging from 20 percent in La Serena (Coquimbo Region), 
to 15 percent in Concepcion (Biob?o Region).

28.     The demographic and economic growth of the country has increased the consumption of water in 
recent years and with it the vulnerability of the territories. In 2019, the World Resources Institutue 



(WRI) published a report that singled Chile out of a list of 17 countries that face "extremely high" 
levels of water stress. According to data of the Water Directorate General (DGA) (2017), water 
withdrawals amount to 4,900 m3/s, equivalent to 166 billion m3/year.

29.     Chile has a high level of water heterogeneity. While in the northern part of the country there is 
less availability of water to supply the main activities that take place there, the southern area has a 
greater supply of water resources. According to the National Policy for Water Resources (2015), the 
average water gap at the national level is 82.6 m3/s, and this will increase to 149 m3/s by 2030. 
However, in a country that stretches 4,200 km from north to south, these average values ??do not show 
the high level of water heterogeneity.[36]36 In this regard, it is extremely worrying that the average 
percentage of vulnerability in areas lacking drinking water is greater than 80 percent.[37]37

30.     In this context, the recovery of the services provided by natural ecosystems, including the 
provision and regulation of water, becomes very important for the resilience of territories and 
populations. The threats and their causes mentioned above, as well as the unsustainable use of natural 
resources and even deregulation in some matters, have generated not only degradation but also 
deterioration of the socio-ecological well-being of the populations and their activities in the territories, 
which need to be addressed from a landscape restoration approach. 

Remaining barriers

Barrier 1. Limited institutional capacities for landscape restoration

31.     The institutional framework responsible for landscape restoration is insufficiently developed and 
has a limited capacity for knowledge management, the coordination of instruments aimed at the 
implementation of innovative, decentralized and high-impact actions at the landscape scale, and the 
effective operation of integrated governance at the national, regional and local levels. This is described 
in the following paragraphs.

32.     Insufficient development of multi-level governance schemes and mechanisms. At the national 
level, a Bi-ministerial Technical Committee had been established to guide the preparation of the 
National Landscape Restoration Plan (PNRP), which was approved on December 22, 2021 by the 
Council of Ministers for Sustainability. This committee is led by the Natural Resources and 
Biodiversity Division of the MMA and the Forests and Climate Change Department of the National 
Forest Corporation (CONAF), and with the support of the National Forestry Institute (INFOR), World 
Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and WRI to provide technical assistance on information management, 
governance and financing. In addition, through an agreement between the Ministries of Agriculture and 
the Environment, a public-private National Advisory Council has been established in 2021 that has 
already met four times during the year and has the purpose of advising, providing guidance and/or 
proposing lines of action to facilitate achieving the objectives of the PNRP. However, at the regional 
and local level there are no entities in charge of developing governance processes for landscape 
restoration. Although there are some incipient governance schemes at the landscape scale in the target 
regions of the project (such as working groups, local management councils, rural organizations, 
agricultural communities and networks of sustainable communities), in none of these cases are there 
the conditions for effective public-private cooperation to facilitate the planning and implementation of 
landscape restoration plans. 

33.     Insufficient development of scientific instruments. There is poor planning at the level of 
landscape restoration given that there are no common standards, which translates into dispersed and 
atomized initiatives, with little possibility of being scaled up, and with serious limitations to evaluate 
their results based on a national public policy (such as the PNRP). As of 2016, the MMA has made 



progress in defining zoned environmental objectives for the management, protection and restoration of 
areas of high ecological value and their ecosystem services through preparing regional ecological 
plans[38]38 in the Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule and Biob?o Regions (including the current ?uble 
Region). However, these important tools are not homogeneous in terms of their methodological 
approaches, and are not known or recognized by the rest of the decision making institutions at the 
regional and community levels, and by other interested parties including the private sector and 
community organizations. In addition, although there are guidelines for ecological planning and for the 
development of initiatives at a territorial scale in the Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o 
Regions, (at local landscape level), these present different approaches and not all of them are directly 
related to landscape restoration processes. In short, there are no official criteria or standards recognized 
at the inter-institutional level to ensure that restoration plans are aligned with medium and long-term 
strategic planning. 

34.     Weak coordination and development of public-private operational instruments. Although there is 
a regulatory framework, institutions and instruments for conservation of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services (see Section 2 on baseline scenario), they have not managed to work in a coordinated manner 
and in synergy with other private instruments at the regional level, thereby limiting landscape 
restoration efforts at the territorial level. There are institutional gaps expressed in the lack of 
mechanisms for integrating sectoral instruments (national and regional level), community participation, 
the private sector and civil society, which makes it difficult to focus efforts on landscape restoration 
goals. This is particularly important in terms of the coordination of public policy instruments,[39]39 but 
it is also evident in the case of public-private instruments[40]40 (which are in an incipient state of 
development) and regional instruments.[41]41 As there is no effective integration of this set of 
operational instruments, based on standards, mechanisms and clear and agreed-upon technical-
operational guidelines, landscape restoration initiatives require great individual efforts to achieve 
agreements and synergies, which affects their cost-effectiveness and results in implementation delays, 
while putting at risk the sustainability of their results in the medium and long-term. Together with the 
above, and as explained below, this situation strongly restricts the targeting of the financing necessary 
for landscape restoration.

35.     Limitations for dynamic monitoring of landscape restoration. Institutional limitations are also 
reflected in the lack of indicators for monitoring landscape restoration actions. Although there are 
proposals for socio-ecological indicators in line with the objectives of conservation initiatives in the 
country (formulated, for example, within the framework of other GEF projects, by academic 
institutions, private companies, NGOs and other public services within the framework of their sectoral 
attributions), there is no standardized set of indicators to be applied in the monitoring of landscape 
restoration at the national level. Existing platforms, such as the MMA?s Biodiversity Information and 
Monitoring System (SIMBIO), INFOR?s Native Forest Ecosystems Integrated Monitoring System 
(SIMEF), MMA?s Atlas of Climate Risks (ARCLIM) and centre of high-level studies, have great 
potential for information management and reporting, but still have important gaps related to the 
measuring of socio-ecological indicators for the dynamic monitoring of landscape restoration in Chile. 
These gaps are linked to the lack of adequate planning through a specific module for dynamic 
monitoring of landscape restoration (based on validated socio-ecological indicators) to ensure the 
interoperability of the systems and the reporting of progress in landscape restoration in the country. All 
this makes it difficult to assess whether landscape restoration plans and actions are effectively helping 
to improve the functionality of the territories and the well-being of local communities (socio-
environmental benefits). In addition, there is a lack of technical and human capacities in the institutions 



(at the national and regional level) to implement landscape monitoring, establishing a baseline and 
feeding data into the system from the regions and landscapes under restoration.

Barrier 2. Low level of public and private funding for landscape restoration

36.     The restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem services in Chile has a low incidence in public 
financing for biodiversity, representing only 0.9 percent of total expenditures on biodiversity in 2014, 
according to a comparison between the current budgets of five selected ministries and their resources 
for the protection of biodiversity[42]42. This is even more critical in the case of restoration; although it 
is recognized that probably an important part of the public financing that could be associated with 
restoration (within the framework of productive development instruments) is not accounted for due to 
lack of verification of its positive impacts in terms of the recovery of ecosystems and degraded lands. 
In the private sector, the incipient development of public-private Environmental Funds and high-impact 
investment mobilization strategies limits landscape restoration efforts. Details of this barrier are 
described below.

37.     Low territorial coordination and focalization of public funding for landscape restoration. As 
mentioned in the description of the previous barrier, the agricultural, livestock and forestry 
development instruments do not have, at the operational and territorial level, a framework for 
coordination that includes guidelines for targeting of subsidies, incentives and sector investments under 
a landscape approach. In general, the instruments are focused on the level of individual owners, without 
considering their relationship or impact on the restoration processes of larger territories. In terms of 
financing, this makes it difficult to apply economies of scale, reduces the cost-effectiveness of public 
investment, and limits the evaluation of aggregate results at the landscape scale in terms of ecosystem 
restoration and degraded lands. Although the aforementioned public production development and 
environmental management instruments[43]43 have great potential to generate favourable conditions for 
the scaling up of best practices in the agricultural and forestry productive sectors ? and there are 
valuable experiences of ad-hoc coordination in some territories ? these are generally not aligned for the 
financing of landscape-scale restoration.

38.     An example of the above is reflected in the case of the System of Incentives for the Recovery of 
Degraded Soils (SIRSD) managed by the Agricultural and Livestock Service (SAG) and the National 
Agricultural Development Institute (INDAP). The country has made various efforts to restore its soils 
degraded by erosion, which were estimated at 35 million hectares nationwide in 2010. Between 2010 
and 2016, the programme assisted in the recovery of 1 million hectares of land, in addition to the area 
recovered between 1996 and 2007 (2.5 million ha). Therefore, at the national level actions have been 
taken to recover at least 3.5 million ha of agricultural soils, which correspond to 10 percent of the soils 
affected by degradation. However, there is no estimate of the level of restoration achieved by these 
actions and even less their impact on the sustainability of the landscapes, as they are integrated with 
other instruments such as the Native Forest Law or INDAP's Family Farming programmes. The law 
that regulates the SIRDS is valid until 2022 and the Ministry of Agriculture (MINAGRI) will initiate a 
technical evaluation process to identify its strengths and weaknesses, which represents an opportunity 
to improve the instrument, especially through a landscape approach for implementation and its 
integration with other instruments at the territorial level.

39.     Low efficiency in obtaining regional public financing for landscape restoration. Regional Public 
Funds (FNDR) have made it possible to finance relevant restoration programmes on a landscape scale 
(for example, Cayumanque and Lago Lanalhue) and that are generating valuable systematized 
information to upscale experiences that can be replicated through new initiatives by public institutions 
in partnership with local communities and the private sector. However, the processes of preparation, 
application and approval of financing programmes are long and subject to regional priorities that 



change according to political-institutional cycles, and can easily be extended throughout the entire 
implementation period of a GEF Project (4 to 5 years, or even more). The lack of mechanisms for the 
development of clearly designed and agreed-upon instruments, and of technical guidelines that 
facilitate the design of restoration programmes for expeditious regional financing, diminishes the 
capacities to mobilize public financing for landscape restoration. A strategy for integrating this type of 
financing with scalable and replicable restoration plans and demonstration actions should be tested and 
promoted in all regions of the country.

40.     Low capacity to mobilize private financing for landscape restoration. In the field of private 
financing, the generation of value chains and restoration-based economies is deficient, due to the lack 
of identification of the offer and structure, as well as a lack of connections with markets and/or 
potential investors. During the PPG phase, potential business models have been identified and 
prioritized based on criteria such as: landscape designation, degree of consolidation, gender gaps, 
innovation, biodiversity, sustainable land management, and functionality with respect to the project 
objectives. Of the business models identified, those that are transversal to all landscapes are: 1) 
community plant nurseries; 2) agroecology; 3) rural tourism, and 4) organic beekeeping. The remaining 
potential models identified are mostly associated with specific landscapes: 5) sustainable goat farming; 
6) regenerative viticulture; 7) non-wood forest products; 8) agroforestry and biotrade systems, and 9) 
forest management systems. There are numerous training and knowledge management programmes, 
mentoring networks, networks with B-companies[44]44 and corporate social responsibility programmes 
with potential for the development of restoration activities at the landscape level, but with gaps in 
access for small and medium agroforestry landowners, women and indigenous peoples. 

41.     The participation of the private sector ? including local communities and civil society 
associations ? in restoration initiatives can be valuable; but so far the experiences are, in general, 
scattered and/or related to sectoral objectives, and not integrated to the objectives of landscape 
restoration at the national, regional and local levels. Public institutions and private organizations 
generally have a limited capacity to understand and apply the potential of the economic instruments 
available to sustain restoration initiatives and their effects on different economic activities. Although 
there are experiences of participation of private companies (forestry and viticulture) in corporate social 
responsibility and environmental certification activities, initial efforts within ??the framework of the 
Real Right of Conservation Law as well as initiatives by NGOs and local communities with 
international financing, in the field of restoration and best production practices, there is a low level of 
implementation of operational instruments (such as Environmental Funds, for example) to attract 
private financing and impact investments for scalable and replicable restoration projects.

42.     Insufficient targeting of technical assistance programmes toward the development of restoration 
economies. Although the development networks that play an important role in supporting local 
enterprises (especially those related to the INDAP?s Family Farming programme, and to instruments 
from the Production Promotion Corporation -CORFO, Agrarian Innovation Foundation -FIA, 
Technical Cooperation Service -SERCOTEC and Solidarity and Social Investment Fund-FOSIS) have 
a wide range of technical assistance programmes and technology transfer instruments (for different 
target audiences), they are not coordinated and/or focused on restoration actions at a landscape or farm 
level that connect with private market players and investors who are willing to promote portfolios of 
landscape restoration projects with a focus on green economies. For this reason, it is necessary to 
develop technical assistance programmes that connect landscape restoration plans with business models 
that allow the mobilization of public and private financing. 

43.     Finally, although the public institutions have policies and instruments to promote indigenous 
development and focus public funds for indigenous communities (such as the CONADI?s Land and 
Water Fund and INDAP?s Indigenous Territorial Development Programme-PDTI), there is insufficient 
development or adaptation of productive development instruments related to the restoration of forest 



landscapes and the recovery of degraded lands, in contexts of communal land ownership and in 
territories with long-standing socio-environmental conflicts. The difficulty in adapting the instruments 
to the cultural patterns of the indigenous cosmovision limits, in practice, the access of the communities 
to public and private financing for the development of their own processes for restoration of biocultural 
landscapes.

Barrier 3. Limited information and knowledge about restoration at the national, regional and local 
levels 

44.     The transfer of information, knowledge and lessons learned continues to be insufficient and 
makes it difficult to reproduce successful experiences to encourage and strengthen innovative actions. 
Although there are relevant and valuable experiences of socio-ecological restoration plans in the 
country (albeit not with common standards, as indicated in barrier 1 above), there are no appropriate 
mechanisms for knowledge management that facilitate a greater incidence of these initiatives in public 
policies at the local, regional and national levels. The main characteristics of this barrier are described 
below.

45.     Information asymmetries between stakeholders. The valuable efforts achieved in the field of 
landscape restoration have difficulties for upscaling and replication due, among other causes already 
described in the previous barriers, to the insufficient development and implementation of initiatives for 
knowledge management on landscape restoration at the national, regional and local level. This is in 
addition to the absence of a common ?language?, with cultural relevance and a gender perspective, 
which would allow effective communication between the interested parties for an adequate 
understanding of the concepts, applications and potentialities of landscape restoration. In this regard, 
local communities (especially indigenous communities) and small and medium-sized landowners 
(especially women) have greater limitations in accessing information and decision-making capacities, 
compared to large landowners and public institutions. This asymmetry in access to information strongly 
limits knowledge management, especially at the local level (landscapes), putting at risk the 
sustainability of the results of restoration plans and actions.

46.     Insufficient empowerment of local communities for landscape restoration. Although progress has 
been made in the country in terms of decentralization,[45]45 there is an absence of robust mechanisms 
to empower local communities in the development of knowledge management processes associated 
with landscape restoration, both from a socio-ecological approach (that is, integrating the ecological, 
productive, human well-being and governance dimensions) and from a gender perspective. Many times 
the information management efforts and lessons learned generated by local communities and other 
public and private stakeholders at the local and regional level (municipalities and civil society 
organizations, for example), are centralized in institutional spaces at the national level or in academic 
circles, thus reducing the possibility of an effective peer-to-peer transfer of knowledge including 
cultural, territorial and gender-sensitive relevance (for example, through farmer-to-farmer support 
strategies, learning communities and communities of practice).

47.     Weak integration of landscape restoration in rural development and land use planning. In a 
context of climate change and important socio-environmental challenges at the territorial level, which 
are expressed with particular severity in the country's Mediterranean ecoregion, landscape restoration 
processes still have a weak impact on decision-making for territorial planning and rural development at 
the regional and community level. This results in a lack of mechanisms and instances to raise 
awareness among local (mayors and councillors) and regional authorities (governors and councils) for 
the integration of landscape restoration efforts into sub-national development priorities. In this regard, 
it is relevant to understand the concept of development of rural areas based on the restoration of the 
functionality of landscapes or basins, and the provision of natural ecosystem services for the continuity 
of agricultural, forestry and livestock productive activities under environmentally sustainable standards. 



 

Conclusion

To face the complex causes of deforestation and degradation of native and terrestrial ecosystems in the 
Mediterranean ecoregion, the project will support the country's institutional framework to develop 
replicable and scalable restoration plans and actions at the national level, and in a decentralized manner 
at the regional and local level, through broad and inclusive participation processes, under technical 
standards and robust indicators that allow adequate monitoring of their results. The project will include 
an important effort to mobilize sustainable public and private financing over time, based on territorial 
intelligence that sensitizes regional and community decision-makers in the fields of rural development 
and land use planning, enhancing local economies through nature-based solutions, and empowering 
women and local and indigenous communities in the development of landscape restoration processes.

 

2) The baseline scenario and any associated baseline projects. 

Policies, plans and strategies

48.     National Landscape Restoration Plan 2020-2030 (PNRP): The PNRP is currently in the 
process of being approved; its objective is to promote landscape restoration to recover biodiversity, 
ecosystem functionality and supply of ecosystem goods and services, increasing the resilience of 
territories and communities in the face of climate change and other factors of degradation. The PNRP 
comprises five components: 1) Action in landscape restoration; 2) Governance for landscape 
restoration; 3) Capacity development and strengthening; 4) Financing; and 5) Prevention, mitigation 
and reduction of degradation factors; it also contains guidelines for follow-up, monitoring of landscape 
restoration and adaptive management.

49.     National Biodiversity Strategy 2017-2030 and Action Plan. The National Biodiversity 
Strategy 2017-2030, approved by the Council of Ministers for Sustainability and by decree, is aligned 
with the Aichi Targets of the Convention on Biological Diversity. This instrument recognizes 
ecological restoration as one of its central objectives and, at the same time, is a cross-cutting guideline 
through the different areas of its Action Plan. The Plan defines activities and goals related to 
restoration. The implementation of these actions will be enriched with the PNRP, which will facilitate 
coordination with other complementary policies such as CONAF?s National Strategy for Climate 
Change and Vegetation Resources and others that have an impact on the coastal-marine environment 
and aquatic-continental ecosystems.

50.     Climate Change Adaptation Plan in Biodiversity 2014-2019. National instrument developed 
within the framework of the National Climate Change Strategy and the National Biodiversity Strategy 
2017-2030. This Plan is based on the Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) agreed at the 
COP21 in Paris. The instrument, which has concluded its first phase and is about to start an update 
process, consists of 50 actions, several of which are directly related to restoration. Among these are: a 
restoration programme in protected areas and other natural spaces; civil society projects and 
community initiatives for the generation of global environmental benefits in the Mediterranean 
ecoregion; consideration of biodiversity in territorial planning in the context of adaptation to climate 
change; pilot projects for the recovery and restoration of ecosystems in military properties for the 
generation of ecological connectivity, among others.

51.     National Strategy for Climate Change and Vegetation Resources (ENCCRV). MINAGRI 
and CONAF have led the development of the ENCRRV 2017-2025 based on a broad participatory 
process with more than 3,000 national and international stakeholders. The ENCCRV is a public policy 
instrument focused on Chile?s native vegetation resources, which guides and integrates the national 
activities and measures to be adopted for climate change mitigation and adaptation, as well as the fight 



against desertification, land degradation and drought. The ENCCRV is implemented within the 
framework of the Green Climate Fund (GCF) funded REDD+ Results-Based Payments Project for the 
2014-2016 period, also known as +Bosques. Currently the ENCCRV is in its third and final results 
based payment phase, in which the most relevant action corresponds to the establishment of Payments 
for Environmental Services (PES) schemes, emphasizing in the remuneration for reducing emissions 
and increasing  greenhouse gas (GHG) sequestration. 

52.     The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) is the accredited/executing 
entity. MINAGRI is the agency in charge of the project, through CONAF, which is responsible for the 
development and implementation of the ENCCRV. The project board is comprised of CONAF, FAO, 
and the Ministry of Finance as a national entity accredited by the GCF.The project?s budget is USD 
63,607,552, as a result of the reduction of emissions corresponding to 14,530,220 tons of CO2e. The 
project began in 2020 and will enable CONAF to carry out actions in six regions of the country (from 
the Maule Region to the Los Lagos Region) for a six-year period.

53.     Within the framework of the ENCCRV and to comply with the LDN goals (linked to SDG 
15.3.1), Chile prepared in 2020 a national land degradation report at regional and communal levels for 
the periods 2001-2013 (baseline) and 2013-2018 using the Trends Earth methodology.  The results 
obtained for the 2001-2013 period show that 86% of the land surface at the national level is considered 
stable, 1.84% is degraded and 1.13% is undergoing improvement. For the 2013-2016 period, the stable 
surface increased to 88.96%, the degraded surface decreased to 0.07%, and the surface under 
improvement decreased to 0.02%. The report states: ?This document presents the results at the national 
scale of the indicators on Desertification, Land Degradation and Drought (DLDD) and the results for 
the Land Degradation Neutrality (LDN) approach based on information from the year 2018 in Chile 
(...). It is highlighted that the LDN indicator is assumed by the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda 
through the SDG indicator 15.3.1 and will be the country's way of reporting land degradation from 
2022 onwards?[46]46. Chile has presented voluntary LDN commitments to UNCCD, which include 
140,000 hectares of afforestation, 70,000 hectares of sustainable forest management, 20,000 hectares of 
restoration of degraded lands and forests, 10,000 hectares of restoration of areas affected by forest fires 
and 8,000 of preventive forest fire forestry, among others.

54.     Forest Policy 2015-2035. Through Decree No. 08 of March 2015, MINAGRI established the 
Forest Policy Council with the explicit and immediate mission of designing and structuring a Forest 
Policy. The Chilean Forest Policy 2015-2035 was designed as a roadmap for the development of the 
forestry sector, serving to guide the processes and actions of the public and private stakeholders in the 
sector during the coming decades. In this context, strategic pillar 4 of the Forest Policy, on the 
Protection and Restoration of the Forest Heritage, is directly related to the project, given that it seeks to 
conserve and increase the State's forest heritage, develop environmental goods and services, and restore 
and protect the biodiversity provided by forest resources and ecosystems. This strategic pillar has four 
main objectives, as indicated below:

?  Restore forests affected by various types of natural disasters and man-made interventions, especially 
those areas that have suffered the effects of forest fires, volcanic eruptions or floods, and that have 
negative consequences on soil, water and biodiversity.

?  Support the management of native forest heritage for protection and conservation purposes ? 
particularly forests which have been intervened and in areas of ecological and cultural interest in 
accordance with criteria related to the maintenance of biodiversity, regulation of the hydrological, 
carbon and nutrient cycles, and control of erosion and sedimentation processes. 

?  Prevent and control phytosanitary problems and invasive species in the forests, minimizing their 
negative impact on resources and their material or intangible products, through strategies that are 



environmentally and socially accepted, as well as economically efficient, in compliance with 
international treaties signed by the country and in line with the requirements of the national forestry 
sector. 

?  Reduce the occurrence of forest fires and minimize their impacts, through prevention and control 
actions. 

55.     In order to advance towards these initial policy goals, the Forest Policy Council developed the 
2018-2021 programmatic agendas for the forest areas and for arid and semi-arid zones. According to 
CONAF's management reports, in 2018 restoration and recovery activities benefitted a total of 1,061 ha 
of soils in forest plantations affected by mega fires, in addition to 543 ha associated with soil 
rehabilitation and ecological restoration. As of 2017, CONAF reported an advance of 120 ha in native 
forest restoration with emphasis on the provision of water resources, between the Biob?o and Los R?os 
Regions (within the framework of the ENCCRV).[47]47

56.     National Plan for the Protection of Wetlands 2018-2022. The Ministry of the Environment 
prepared and is implementing, in cooperation with the Council of National Monuments and other 
related public services, a National Plan for the Protection of Wetlands 2018-2022, the objective of 
which is to help stop the deterioration of wetlands and preserve their biodiversity. The plan identified 
40 priority wetlands to protect throughout the country totalling more than 250,000 hectares. To 
effectively protect the rich biodiversity that these areas represent, they will be granted a protected area 
status that ensures their conservation and long-term management. Of the wetlands already prioritized, 
the objective is that most of them be protected through their designation as Nature Sanctuaries, or even 
in higher categories of conservation. In this regard, any proposed project in these wetlands must first be 
submitted to the Environmental Impact Assessment System (SEIA), in addition to having the 
authorization of the Council of National Monuments and being coherent with its management plan.

57.     National Action Programme to Fight Desertification, Land Degradation and Drought 
NAPCD-Chile 2016-2030. This programme, developed within the framework of Chile's National 
Strategy for Climate Change and Vegetation Resources, and aligned with the 10-year strategy of the 
United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), sets goals for restoration that are 
shared by the Initiative for Land Degradation Neutrality and the Sustainable Development Goals, 
through the Global Environment Facility (GEF) and the United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP) as the implementing agency. The general objective of NAPCD-Chile 2016-2030 is to identify, 
prevent and control the causes of desertification, land degradation and drought, especially in arid, semi-
arid and dry sub-humid zones, as well as to promote the sustainable management of lands in all the 
ecosystems of the country, through the coordination of actions, programmes and resources of the 
organizations and institutions linked to the management of natural resources, particularly in interaction 
with national climate change strategies, the conservation of biodiversity, and the participation of 
different sectors of society in order to generate practical measures to prevent, stop and reverse 
degradation processes and contribute to the sustainable development of the affected areas.

58.     National Rural Development Policy. The National Rural Development Policy (PNDR) aims to 
improve the quality of life and increase the opportunities of the population living in rural territories, 
generating the appropriate conditions for their comprehensive development, through the gradual, 
planned and sustained adoption of an integrated territorial approach at different levels that fosters 
synergies between public, private and civil society initiatives. In this way, the PNDR hopes to 
contribute to a greater territorial balance in the country, promoting the sustainable development of 
areas with smaller populations.

59.     National Policy for Disaster Risk Reduction 2019-2030. The National Policy for Disaster Risk 
Reduction and its respective National Strategic Plan 2019-2030, constitute the guiding instruments in 



the country in matters of Disaster Risk Management (DRM), defining objectives, actions, goals, 
deadlines and national actors involved, through which the initiatives aimed at Disaster Risk Reduction 
(DRR) will be designed and executed as part of Chile?s framework for sustainable development. This 
instrument, therefore, is the country?s roadmap for the implementation of various initiatives with a 
view to a continuous process of cross-cutting adoption of the DRR approach, calling on the various 
sectors and civil society stakeholders to contribute to the short and medium-term goals. In this sense, 
this instrument enables coordination between the National Emergency Office of the Ministry of the 
Interior and Public Security (ONEMI), and the Ministries of Agriculture and Environment, with the 
aim of planning and investing in reducing the risk of the factors of degradation, as well as to promote a 
sustainable recovery.

60.     Long-Term Climate Strategy (ECLP) update. The Long-Term Climate Strategy (ECLP) is the 
instrument that defines the general long-term guidelines that the country will follow in a cross-cutting 
and integrated manner, considering a 30-year horizon, to face the challenges posed by climate change. 
These include moving towards a low GHG emissions development path until reaching and maintaining 
carbon neutrality; reducing vulnerability and increasing resilience to the adverse effects of climate 
change. The strategy?s most important aspects include the definition of a national budget for GHG 
emissions by 2030 and 2050, the sectoral mitigation goals (emission budgets for each sector) and the 
adaptation indicators and targets as established by the law, which must be fulfilled within a period of 
10 years. Additionally, it contains guidelines on adaptation to climate change, as well as risk 
assessment, considering the vulnerability of each specific sector. In this regard, the ECPL provides 
guidelines to align national and sub-national policies and goals, supporting sectoral and local 
development planning, and also provides a framework to promote goals, actions and planning in the 
short and medium-term, for the implementation and achievement of the NDCs.

61.     Nationally Determined Contributions (NDC) 2020. All the signing parties to the Paris 
Agreement, including Chile, must implement the necessary actions to comply with the commitments in 
their NDCs, and thus move towards inclusive and sustainable development. These contributions are the 
main instruments that guide climate action in the effort to stop the increase in the global average 
temperature, to increase the resilience of the planet, and to mobilize public and private investments in 
sustainable development, which considers environmental, social and economic variables in a balanced 
way. This is the call to the international community that Chile strongly promoted in its role as COP25 
Presidency, and that it reaffirmed in Madrid, Spain meeting in December 2019 in what was the prelude 
to the implementation of the Paris Agreement, which will take effect from this year onward. Chile 
accepted the challenge of increasing the ambition of countries, through greater reductions in the GHG, 
which would make it possible to reduce the emissions gap required to keep the increase in the 
temperature of the planet below 1.5 ?C, as recommended by scientific studies.

62.     Thus, Chile?s commitment to climate action is reflected in the recent update of the NDCs, 
showing an increased ambition in all its components, as well as placing a special focus on transparency, 
clarity and monitoring of the goals set. In this context, Chile's NDCs for the LULUCF sector, in terms 
of mitigation, is divided into three commitments:

?  Chile is committed to the sustainable management and recovery of 200,000 hectares of native 
forests, representing GHG sequestration of around 0.9 to 1.2 MtCO2eq per year, by the year 2030.

?  Chile is committed to creating 200,000 hectares of new forests, of which at least 100,000 hectares 
correspond to permanent forest cover, with at least 70,000 hectares of native species. The recovery and 
afforestation will be carried out on soils preferably of forestry aptitude and/or in priority conservation 
areas, which will represent sequestration of between 3.0 and 3.4 MtCO2eq per year by 2030.

?  Implement and promote actions to reduce emissions from the forest sector due to degradation and 
deforestation of the native forest by 25 percent by 2030, considering the average emissions between the 
2001-2013 period.



?  By 2021, there will be a National Landscape Restoration Plan, which will consider incorporating 1 
million hectares of landscapes into restoration processes by 2030, prioritizing those with the greatest 
social, economic and environmental vulnerability.

63.     Agri-food Sustainability Strategy 2020-2030. Promoted by the Office of Agrarian Studies and 
Policy (ODEPA), this strategy clearly defines ?Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services? as one of its 
strategic pillars that is essential for the development of the agri-food sector, with agriculture being a 
user and provider of these services. In addition, the "Soil" pillar seeks to contribute to the development 
of agri-food production systems through the sustainable management of silvo-agricultural soils, seeking 
to improve and/or maintain their capacity to contribute to food security. 

Legal framework

64.     Chile has a cross-sectoral regulatory framework that has been developed during the last century 
(see Figure 5) and that incorporates, or favours, tacitly or explicitly, the approach and implementation 
of the restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem services in forestlands, degraded soils, arid lands, 
native forests, agricultural soils and even ecosystems that constitute synergistic areas of GHG reduction 
and sequestration and conservation of biodiversity.

 

Figure 5. Timeline of Chile's national regulatory framework for the restoration of biodiversity 

and ecosystem services

 

65.     This national regulatory timeline shows the progress in restoration, starting with forest protection 
and recovery up to the law for the creation of the Biodiversity and Protected Areas Service ? currently 
in the legislative process, and which includes regulations for the development of Ecosystem 
Restoration Plans ? and the current development of the PNRP, which aims to recover strategic 
ecosystems, rehabilitate areas affected by forest fires and recover degraded agricultural and forest 
lands. The PNRP, with the support of the project, will provide common ground for restoration 



programmes to be implemented in the country, including the basic concepts, criteria, standards, 
required actions, and regulations to implement, evaluate, and monitor landscape restoration processes.

66.     Law No. 20412 that establishes an Incentives System for the Agro-environmental 
Sustainability of Agricultural Soils. The SIRSD contemplates a potential population consisting of all 
producers on agricultural properties with degraded soils throughout the country. According to the 
regulation (Decree 51), degraded soil is understood as soil ?that shows a deterioration of its physical, 
chemical or biological qualities, causing a decline in its current or potential capacity to sustainably 
produce goods and services". The institutions in charge of administering this incentive system are the 
INDAP, for family farming, and the SAG for medium-sized landowners. The main incentive 
programmes that are compatible with restoration actions are:

?  Use of soil intervention methods, among others. The objective is to encourage the use of soil 
intervention methods such as zero or minimum tillage, stubble management, contour lines, infiltration 
ditches, soil levelling, application of organic matter, work that contributes to incorporating more 
available water in the soil profile, excluding the use of protection areas, calcareous amendments, etc.

?  Agri-environmental practices such as crop rotation, not burning of stubble, exclusions that regulate 
the stocking rate, establishment of silvopastoral systems, protection of intra-farm watercourses, 
management that favours organic agriculture, among others. 

67.     Law No. 20283 on Recovery of the Native Forest and Forest Development. The objective of 
this law is the protection, recovery and improvement of native forests to ensure forest sustainability. In 
the case of this law, subsidies for silvicultural operations, whether for timber or non-timber purposes, 
are required to be applied to an existing forest, which means that the soil has at least some type of plant 
cover. For this reason, it is indicated that they are not usually lands that are currently in an active 
process of degradation, although in the past they could have suffered a severe deterioration, especially 
in managed forests. The administration of this law corresponds to the CONAF. The subsidized 
activities contemplated in this law, and that are directly associated with restoration actions, are those 
activities that favour the regeneration, protection or recovery of xerophytic formations of high 
ecological value or native forests, such as:

?  Replanting.
?  Ecological enrichment.
?  Control or elimination of invasive alien plant species that threaten xerophytic formations of high 
ecological value or native forests.
?  Exclusion of herbivorous animals and other activities with a negative impact on xerophytic 
formations and native forests.
?  Creation of runoff and infiltration control works aimed at controlling erosive processes that threaten 
or affect the integrity and/or stability of the area under management.
?  Creation of connections between areas of xerophytic formations of high ecological value or between 
native forests.
?  Phytosanitary protection.
?  Construction of trails for monitoring and environmental education.
 

68.     The law also subsidizes silvicultural activities aimed at obtaining non-wood products, and 
silvicultural activities aimed at the management and recovery of native forests for wood production 
purposes. The management plans under the concept of Forest Management are provided for in article 
22(c) of Law 20283, relative to the Native Forest Conservation, Recovery and Sustainable 
Management Fund and in article 61 of the same law regarding the possibility of receiving its benefits 
through joint applications. This instrument is based on three principles: (1) permanence of the forest, 
(2) the permanent production of ecosystem services and goods, and (3) optimization of its ecosystemic 



condition. Therefore, in the face of any intervention, it is necessary to develop forest management 
parameters that ensure the maintenance of ecosystemic capital and restrict extractions so that they do 
not exceed the growth of the period. This implies maintaining the structure and functioning of the 
ecosystem, and the composition of its species. Therefore, this means maintaining woody and 
herbaceous vegetation, the diversity of flora and fauna, and maintaining or improving its biological 
processes.

69.     Law 18378 on Soil, Forest and Water Conservation Districts. This law has been in force for 
more than 50 years and has been maintained despite changes in agricultural legislation. Articles 3 and 5 
of the law allow the MINAGRI to create, by means of decree, "districts for the conservation of soils, 
forests and waters" in areas where there are properties located on eroded soils or in imminent risk of 
erosion, with agricultural aptitude, which must be understood in a broad and inclusive sense of 
agricultural, forestry and livestock uses. This instrument could be a powerful catalyst by fulfilling a 
secondary role at the territorial level. However, in terms of its implementation, it is a challenge that has 
not been possible to carry out as strictly defined by this law. As a very old law, it contemplates a series 
of articles that no longer apply, and which are subject to modifications that are considered in the law to 
create the Biodiversity and Protected Areas Service, currently under discussion in Congress.

70.     Law 20930 Real Right of Conservation (DRC). This law seeks to promote the participation of 
the private sector in the conservation of the environmental heritage of Chile. The right of conservation 
consists in a binding agreement between the owner of a property and a third party. Under this 
agreement, the land owner permanently restricts the development and future use of his land, to ensure 
its protection and conservation. In turn the third party, who may be a University, Research Center, 
NGO or an individual, commits to protect and conserve the natural resources of the property. The 
parties under this agreement must commit at least, one of the following restrictions: 1) Prohibition of 
allocating land to real estate, commercial, industrial or other purposes; 2) The obligation to maintain, 
clean up, repair and manage the property; and 3) Implement or supervise an environmental 
management plan for the rational and sustainable use of natural resources of the land.

71.     Additionally, Chile has signed international agreements and has made a commitment with 
international institutions in the field of restoration (see Table 1). 

 

 

 

Table 1. International agreements and commitments signed by Chile

Agreement/institution Year of 
approval/ratification Commitment

Ramsar Convention 1981 - Decree N? 771

Development of management plans for priority 
wetlands, including conservation actions and 
restoration needs. (National Strategy for the 
Conservation and Wise Use of Wetlands, 2005)

Convention on Biological 
Diversity, Aichi Targets, 
Target 15.

1994 - Decree 
N?1.963

Rehabilitate and restore degraded ecosystems and 
promote the recovery of threatened species, (Letter 
f, Article 8). Restoration of at least 15 per cent of 
degraded ecosystems. 



Table 1. International agreements and commitments signed by Chile

Agreement/institution Year of 
approval/ratification Commitment

United Nations 
Framework Convention 
on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) 

1995 - Decree N? 
123/

Promulgates the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change. 

United Nations 
Convention to Combat 
Desertification (UNCCD)

1998 - Decree 
N?2.065

Combat desertification, restore degraded land and 
soil, including land affected by desertification, 
drought and floods, and strive to achieve a land-
degradation-neutral world. (Decision 3/COP.12)

Reducing Emissions from 
Deforestation and Forest 
Degradation, and the 
Enhancement of Forest 
Carbon Stocks, REDD+

2013

Forest restoration, as mitigation actions under the 
UNFCCC. The Sustainable Management 
mechanisms include those focused on forest 
restoration.

Bonn Challenge 2011
A global effort to bring 150 million hectares of 
degraded and deforested land into restoration by 
2020. 

United Nations 
Conference on Sustainable 
Development, R?o+20

2012

We reaffirm our resolve, in accordance with the 
United Nations Convention to Combat 
Desertification, to take coordinated action 
nationally, regionally and internationally, to 
monitor, globally, land degradation and restore 
degraded lands in arid, semi-arid and dry sub-
humid areas? (A/RES/66/288, para. 207)

   

Initiative 20x20 2014

At the Climate Change Conference in Lima (COP 
20), Chile proposed to restore 0,1 million hectares 
of degraded land by 2020. Recovery of 400,000 
hectares of degraded agricultural land and the 
restoration of 100,000 hectares of degraded land 
by planting native species.

New York Declaration on 
Forests 2014 - To reduce deforestation or to restore degraded 

lands.



Table 1. International agreements and commitments signed by Chile

Agreement/institution Year of 
approval/ratification Commitment

Sustainable Development

Goals (SDG)
2015 -

?Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of 
terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, 
combat desertification, and halt and reverse land 
degradation and halt biodiversity loss?. 
Specifically, the targets of SDG 15.1 to ensure the 
conservation, restoration and sustainable use of 
terrestrial and inland freshwater ecosystems and 
their services, in particular forests, wetlands, 
mountains and drylands, in line with obligations 
under international agreements; and of SDG 15.2 
to promote the implementation of sustainable 
management of all types of forests, halt 
deforestation, restore degraded forests and 
substantially increase afforestation and 
reforestation globally. (Goal 15)

Nationally Determined 
Contribution (NDC) 2015

Reducing emissions associated with the Land Use, 
Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) sector. 
It considers sustainable forest management actions 
in 200 thousand new hectares of native forest and 
the forestation of 100,000 hectares mainly with 
native species. These targets should be achieved by 
2030.

Decade on Ecosystem 
Restoration

March 2019 
(Resolution 73/284)

Collaborate with the objectives of the United 
Nations Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 
Strategy, through the National Plan for Landscape 
Restoration with the main goal of preventing, 
halting, and reversing the degradation of 
ecosystems worldwide. The conservation of 
biodiversity and the sustainable use of natural 
resources are essential to achieve this goal.

 

Baseline initiatives contributing to co-financing

72.     The MMA, CONAF, INDAP, SAG and FAO will provide co-financing for the project. MMA 
co-financing will be associated with: 1) the institutional budget of the Natural Resources and 
Biodiversity Division, at the central and regional levels, for the implementation of the PNRP, the 
administration of the information and monitoring system (SIMBIO and ARClim), and the operation of 
the Project Management Unit (PMU); 2) updates of national plans for climate change adaptation, 
biodiversity and water resources, including a focus on nature-based solutions and restoration; 3) 
regionally funded programmes (FNDR) for recovery, restoration, governance and lessons learned in 
priority territories in the ?uble and Biob?o Regions (Cayumanque ecosystem and Lanalhue lake); 4) 
annual competitions of the Environmental Protection Fund (FPA) to finance projects of community 
organizations in the target regions and pilot landscapes of the project; 5) information inputs, lessons 
learned and methodologies in the framework of the development of ecological planning in the 
Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule and Biob?o Regions, including the first landscape-scale restoration plans 
carried out in the country (Valpara?so and Maule Regions); 6) studies and technical proposals to 



prioritize landscapes and governance models for restoration; and 7) technical assistance for the 
development of a public-private instrument to mobilize financing for restoration projects (Chile Nature 
Fund).

73.     CONAF co-financing will be associated with: 1) institutional budget of the Forest and Climate 
Change Department, at the central and regional levels, for the implementation of the PNRP; 2) annual 
competitive funding provided by the Native Forest Law?s Fund with emphasis on actions for the 
restoration and sustainable management of native forests in the target regions and pilot landscapes of 
the project (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O?Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o Regions); 3) actions for the 
restoration of native forests, preventive silviculture, environmental education and governance of the 
+Bosques Programme (co-financed by the Green Climate Fund) in the Maule, ?uble and Biob?o 
Regions; and 4) systematized information, lessons learned, methodologies and information systems for 
forest monitoring and evaluation developed within the framework of the ENCCRV and the UN 
REDD+ initiative in the country.

74.     INDAP co-financing will be associated with: 1) the institutional budget, at the central and 
regional levels, for the coordination of the project actions with the development instruments for Family 
Farming, including the monitoring of the INDAP-MMA agreement signed in 2020 to strengthen 
sustainable practices in Small Family Farming (AFC in Spanish); 2) 2022 annual competition of the 
SIRSD-S, in the target regions and pilot landscapes of the project, including the co-financing of the 
impact evaluation study of the SIRSD to promote its continuity and improvement; and 3) annual 
competitions of the Irrigation Programme, Investment Development Programme (PDI), Local 
Development Programme (PRODESAL) and Indigenous Territorial Development Programme (PDTI) 
in the target regions and pilot landscapes of the project.

75.     SAG co-financing will be associated with: 1) the institutional budget, at the central and regional 
levels, for the coordination of the project's actions with the development instruments for sustainable 
land management; and 2) 2022 annual SIRSD competition, under the administration of SAG (for 
medium-sized landowners), in the target regions and pilot landscapes of the project (Coquimbo, 
Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o Regions), including the co-financing of the impact 
evaluation study of the SIRSD to promote its continuity and improvement.

76.     FAO has strong technical knowledge and comparative advantage in landscape restoration on the 

ground, developing and promoting participatory and open-source tools and guidelines, and 

championing best practices in sustainable land and forest management that contribute to climate change 

adaptation and mitigation and biodiversity mainstreaming, while improving the livelihoods of rural 

communities. FAO brings a host of experiences, technical know-how, and innovative tools to promote 

ecosystem restoration through the continued work on agroecology, sustainable forest and landscape 

management, rangeland and grassland management, ecosystem services, soil health, pollination 

services, among others. In Chile, FAO is working on restoration-related initiatives, mainly on natural 

resources management and agriculture production under climate change scenario, forest monitoring and 

evaluation systems and implementation of new management models, and promotion of best agriculture 

production practices that incorporates biodiversity and recognizes the national agriculture heritage.

77.     Through the above baseline, Chile is making significant efforts aimed at having a robust public 
policy for landscape restoration, with a set of plans, strategies, instruments and tools with great 
potential to generate enabling conditions for the development of nature-based solutions and for the 
restoration of landscapes in the Mediterranean ecoregion and the rest of the national territory.



78.     However, these efforts are still not sufficient to remove the threats to the native ecosystems of 
the Mediterranean ecoregion due to the strong pressure from the different anthropic activities that are 
carried out in them. In the business-as-usual scenario, the weaknesses identified and described in detail 
in Section 1 Project description ? Remaining barriers, will persist, namely the insufficient development 
of multi-level governance schemes and mechanisms (national, regional and local), insufficient 
development of stragetic instruments, the weak coordination and development of public-private 
cooperation instruments, the limitations on the integrated and dynamic monitoring of the restoration of 
landscapes, the low level of coordination and territorial prioritization of public financing for the 
restoration of landscapes, the low efficiency in obtaining regional public financing for landscape 
restoration, the low capacity to mobilize private financing for landscape restoration, insufficient 
targeting of technical assistance programmes to develop restoration economies, insufficient 
development or adaptation of productive development instruments for the restoration of indigenous 
landscapes, the persistence of information asymmetries among stakeholders, the insufficient 
empowerment of local communities for the restoration of landscapes, and the still weak integration of 
landscape restoration in rural development and land use planning at the community and regional level.

79.     The baseline initiatives, therefore, will not have enough momentum to generate the changes 
needed for effective multilevel governance, and with the sustainable financing necessary to launch 
landscape restoration processes on a scale large enough to counteract the anthropogenic pressures that 
cause deforestation and degradation of native ecosystems, and land degradation, in a context of climate 
change, desertification and drought. This is the entry point for the Global Environment Facility (GEF).

 

3) The proposed alternative scenario with a brief description of expected outcomes and 
components of the project and the project?s Theory of Change.  

Project Intervention Strategy

80.     The Project is a key element for the implementation of the PNRP, approved in December 22, 
2021, and in particular of the short-term lines of action of the Plan referring to the creation of 
conditions for good governance and the sustainable financing of landscape restoration in Chile[48]48.

81.     Understood as the ?continuous process of improvement of human well-being and recovery of the 
ecological functionality of landscapes of great extension and diversity of uses, stakeholders and 
ecosystems, both terrestrial as well as continental waters and coastal marine?[49]49, landscape 
restoration is a long-term process, with the ultimate goal of restoring the ecological functionality and 
the quality of life of the communities that inhabit it. Hence, it is important to highlight that an essential 
aspect considered in the PNRP is that the design and deployment of restoration processes should lead to 
greater sustainability and resilience of the territories in the face of climate change, recovering 
biodiversity and increasing the supply of ecosystem goods and services.

82.     In this context, the project seeks to trigger strategic restoration processes of environmentally 
vulnerable landscapes of priority in the Mediterranean ecoregion of Chile, particularly in the regions of 
Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o, in order to improve the conservation of 
biodiversity and increase the provision of ecosystem services by forests and other ecosystems as well 
as the livelihoods of local communities, through improving agricultural and forestry production 
systems and natural environments.

83.     The intervention strategy rests on three fundamental and interrelated axes, which are not 
currently being adequately covered by the baseline activities, with systemic interventions at the 



institutional level and on-the-ground interventions in selected socio-ecological landscapes[50]50 in the 
regions of Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o covering a total area of 
644,373 hectares (see the description of these intervention areas in Section 1.b), and that underlie the 
project's Theory of Change (see Figure 6 below).

84.     A first axis (Component 1) comprises improving governance through creating an enabling 
environment for policy alignment through an efficient and coordinated institutional framework at the 
national, regional and local levels. For this, the Project will develop, enhance and / or update a set of 
strategic and operational instruments, together with the development of systemic, organizational and 
individual capacities for planning, monitoring, innovation, financing and transfer of sustainable 
practices for productive management in synergy with landscape restoration, including mainstreaming 
gender and cultural relevance.

85.     A second axis (Component 2) includes field interventions, where work will be carried out in 
coordination with the public and private sectors and local communities (including indigenous 
communities) to promote the recovery of the productivity of agroforestry systems and natural 
environments in degraded areas. To this end, and through applying the strategic and operational 
instruments developed in Component 1, the project will undertake planning processes and 
demonstration actions in landscape restoration and best agricultural, forestry and livestock practices 
that are replicable and scalable in the medium and long term. These will be implemented in priority 
areas within each of the selected intervention landscapes. In a complementary manner, it will support 
the deployment of business models and project portfolios to mobilize investment and sustainable 
financing for the restoration of forestry and livestock areas and their natural surroundings within the 
pilot landscapes.

86.     The Project will make use of a comprehensive and sustainable approach to land use that links and 
makes compatible the restoration of biodiversity and productive activities in a synergistic way. This 
will done through understanding landscapes as mosaics of land use with different degrees of 
complexity and socio-ecological characteristics, where a paradigm shift in rural development will be 
promoted by advancing towards the coordination of investments and grants, the diversification of local 
economies - under circular economy standards - based on restoration actions, ecosystem services and 
sustainable productive practices, and promoting a broader engagement in decision-making of regional 
and local governments and other public and private stakeholders, with an emphasis on empowering 
local communities[51]51.

87.     The third axis (Component 3) comprises knowledge management through the exchange of 
learning, knowledge dialogue and systematization of experiences and lessons learned for upscaling 
from the local level to the regional and national levels. The experiences generated by the project in the 
field will be systematized and shared, using a common language, reducing the information and 
knowledge asymmetries of the different stakeholders. Public, private and community stakeholders will 
act as multipliers of lessons and successful experiences contributing to their dissemination within Chile 
for a better integration of landscape restoration in decision-making within the framework of territorial 
planning and rural development, and through FAO to other countries in the region.

88.     The integration of national, regional and local decision-making (Component 1) and of strategic 
coordination of interventions in landscapes, financing models and effective participation schemes 
(Component 2) will be tested as part of the project's assistance to the PNRP and supported by the 
dissemination of lessons learned (Component 3) will serve for its replication within the framework of 
the PNRP.



89.     This intervention strategy and approach is based on the fundamental premise that in order to 
remove barriers and reverse the current situation, it is necessary that the local stakeholders themselves, 
empowered and through a bottom-up approach, develop interventions according to the local reality and 
subsequently reaching the regional and national levels. Thus, the strategy is based on the active 
participation of all key sectors. Through participatory planning processes that incorporate a gender and 
indigenous people?s approach, and with an important protagonism of local stakeholders (landowners, 
functioning local community organizations, private sector, universities and civil society organizations), 
the demonstration actions to be promoted in the pilot landscapes will be linked to the enrichment, 
restoration and management of the native component of the mosaic of ecosystems in the landscapes. 
This will include good forestry and agriculture practices to reduce pressures and threats on native 
ecosystems (forests, shrublands, natural grasslands, xerophytic formations and wetlands) such as 
biological corridors (continuous) or connectivity areas (discontinuous) to favor the recovery of native 
biodiversity and ecosystem services (pollination, water supply, disaster prevention, among others) and 
that will benefit the agricultural, forestry and livestock activities in the landscape. In short, it seeks to 
generate practical demonstrations of nature-based solutions[52]52 promoting true restoration economies 
based on the improvement of connectivity, complexity and functionality of landscapes, and the synergy 
between instruments and sources of public and private financing for sustainable and resilient 
management of Mediterranean ecosystems.

90.     In a post-Covid 19 pandemic scenario, the project will contribute to improve the livelihoods of 
the most vulnerable groups in the landscapes through demonstrating territorial strategies and local 
initiatives for a green socio-economic recovery and reactivation. This will be done by deploying 
innovative business models and investment plans in the six target regions, along with the promotion of 
small and medium organizations of agricultural and forest landowners and local communities.

91.     Special respect and recognition will be given to the different roles that women and men have and 
how their unique and individual contributions, as well as through their organizations, can be maximized 
within the project's strategy and implementation, as well as the cultural relevance of the interventions 
(see Section 3 on gender mainstreaming and Annex J - Indigenous peoples plan and Annex M - gender 
analysis and action plan).

92.     The project interventions will take into account the evolution of the global Covid-19 pandemic 
and its trajectories at the local level. The project will apply the corresponding safety measures and 
protocols to safeguard the health of both direct participants (including project staff) and rural 
communities in the intervention landscapes.

 

Project objective, outcomes and outputs

93.     The project?s objective is the restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem services at the landscape 
level in productive agroforestry areas and their natural environment, improving the livelihoods of local 
communities.

94.     To this end, the project has been organized into three components:

1) Institutional management and planning for sustainable landscape restoration;

2) Scaling up public and private investment for restoration and sustainable management in agricultural-
forestry landscapes; and

3) Knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation.



95.     The project will contribute to developing an enabling environment for the implementation of the 
PNRP?s components and guidelines, namely: landscape restoration; governance for landscape 
restoration; capacity development and strengthening; financing; prevention, mitigation and reduction of 
degradation factors; follow-up, monitoring and adaptive management. The development of key actions 
under the PNRP will allow establishing the initial conditions to trigger the restoration process in 
priority landscapes, as well as their integration into the PNDR and the PNOT at regional and local 
levels. This will also contribute to Chile?s NDCs and the Land Degradation Neutrality goals by 2030 
(See Section 7 ?Consistency with National Priorities? for further details); SDG 15 (sustainably manage 
forests, combat desertification, halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss) and SDG 2 
(end hunger, achieve food security and improve nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture), and 
complementarily to SDG 5 (gender equality) and SDG 13 (climate action). 

96.     For this, the project design recognizes that the achievement of the objective depends to a great 
extent on the will, cooperation and participation of the institutions, communities and local 
organizations, landowners, and civil society, which are key to overcome the barriers identified. In this 
way, the project will generate socio-cultural, environmental and economic benefits for local interest 
groups, improving livelihoods and thereby guaranteeing the sustainability and upscaling of project 
results, while simultaneously generating benefits. nationally and globally in terms of reducing land 
degradation and conserving biodiversity. Figure 6 below shows the project's Theory of Change to 
address the identified challenges and Annex O of the Agency project document presents a more 
detailed description of the Theory of Change.

Figure 6 - Theory of Change



 

 

Component 1: Institutional management and planning for sustainable landscape restoration

97.     The first component focuses on improving governance for sustainable landscape restoration, with 
the objective of aligning policies with an efficient and coordinated institutional framework at the 
national, regional and local levels, and will be implemented through two approaches. The first 
approach is to implement and formalize, both at the national level and at the regional and local levels a 
governance scheme and mechanisms for landscape restoration as part of the PNRP deployment process, 
and facilitating the development and / or coordination of a set of multilevel strategic instruments and 
operational instruments for financing with a territorial approach. This includes the development of 
systemic, organizational and individual capacities for planning, monitoring, financing and 
implementation of restoration initiatives including mainstreaming gender and cultural relevance. The 
second approach will provide the institutional framework in charge of implementing the PNRP with a 
robust system for monitoring and reporting landscape restoration in Chile, based on its design and 
validation in the pilot landscapes and target regions. The project will apply the GEF Capacity 
Development Tracking Tool[53]53 at the national, regional and local levels at the start of the project to 
establish a capacity baseline and targets, and at then mid-term and project end to assess progress in 
capacity building at the systemic, organizational and individual levels.

 

Outcome 1.1: Institutional arrangements, public policy objectives, restoration instruments and plans 
are aligned for a comprehensive restoration of degraded landscapes 

Indicator: Increase in the capacity development score at systemic, organizational and individual levels 
as measured by the GEF Capacity Development Tracking Tool

Baseline: Tbd at Project outset. Targets will be validated in the Inception Workshop

Target: Tbd at Project outset. Targets will be validated in the Inception Workshop

 

Output 1.1.1: Multilevel (national, regional and local) and multifocal (political, technical and 
operational) governance and planning scheme and mechanisms developed and implemented

98.     The project will provide assistance for the strategic design of the multi-level governance and 
planning scheme and mechanisms (national, regional, local) in accordance with the PNRP guidelines 
and introducing any adjustments that may be necessary based on the continuous improvement of multi-
level governance. This output will strengthen the capacities of the different stakeholders (individuals 
and organizations, public and private, community and civil society) to engage proactively and 
constructively in the collaborative management of landscape restoration at the national, regional and 
local levels.

99.     At the national level, the project will support the formalization and operation of the PNRP 
National Technical Committee (which is under the supervision of the MMA-MINAGRI bi-ministerial 
Political Committee already established for the purposes of leading the development of the PNRP);  it 
will comprise representatives from the MMA, CONAF, INFOR, WWF and the WRI within the 
framework of the 20x20 Initiative. This committee will be made up of at least 40% of female members 



and at least one member belonging to indigenous peoples. This committee is in charge of promoting the 
implementation of the PNRP at the national level, linking with the political level (ministers and 
advisers), and establishing the necessary connections with the Regional Committees to be established, 
in order to promote and facilitate the achievement of the PNRP?s objectives. Among other aspects, this 
committee should generate the operational conditions to enable the deployment of the PNRP and also 
point out to the ministers? decision-making level those aspects that require their action, for instance, 
regulatory or legal aspects that imply high-level agreements. This committee, with the support of the 
PNRP National Advisory Council (recently created by the Ministries of Environment and Agriculture, 
with the participation of public, private and international representatives) will link in its operation with 
the Project Steering Committee (PSC) that will be in charge of project implementation (see Section 6 
below for further details on implementation arrangements). Project support will include the 
development of operational rules of procedure for the national committee.

100.  At the regional level, support will be provided to the establishment and operation of six Regional 
Landscape Restoration Committees, one in each of the intervention regions (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, 
O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o). Each committee will be led by the Regional Ministerial 
Secretaries of the Environment and of Agriculture and made up of technical representatives of those 
two entities, as well as of CONAF, INFOR, INDAP, SAG, CONADI, Regional Government and 
representatives of civil society, universities and the private sector; with at least 40% female members 
and at least 1 member belonging to indigenous peoples, as appropriate. These committees will be 
coordinated with the National Technical Committee and will liaise with the regional participation 
instances that may be defined, and with the landscape restoration initiatives that will be developed in 
each region, that is, with the territories and their stakeholders. These committees will be in charge of 
promoting the implementation of restoration actions and their adequate governance, facilitate 
stakeholder involvement, promote public-private partnerships, disseminate information on the 
importance of landscape restoration, promote leveraging of regional financial resources, among other 
aspects. These committees will also be in charge of leading the regional ecological planning processes 
and the coordination of operational instruments for landscape restoration. If, during project 
implementation instances are identified in any of the regions with similar characteristics to those 
described above in terms of membership, responsibilities and objectives, the feasibility of adopting 
these to establish the regional governance body will be assessed.

101.  At the local level, support will be provided to the establishment and operation of seven Local 
Landscape Restoration Committees, one in each of the selected intervention landscapes. These 
committees will be bodies led by technical and operational representatives of the MMA and CONAF in 
each pilot landscape. Members will also include representatives of the Municipalities, PRODESAL, 
PDTI, civil society organizations, community organizations and the private sector. At least 40% of its 
members will be women and at least 1 member will participate in representation of indigenous peoples 
as appropriate. One of these committees will be a Local Indigenous Landscape Restoration Committee, 
which will be co-led by representatives of the indigenous communities living in the pilot landscape. 
These local committees will be in charge of leading the participatory planning processes for landscape 
restoration, the implementation of the restoration demonstration actions and best productive practices, 
and the development of business models and investment plans. In each of these local committees, a 
facilitator from the PMU will be stationed, who will be in charge of coordinating the implementation of 
Project activities at both the local (landscape) and regional levels.

102.  The project?s technical assistance will include facilitating meetings and workshops to establish 
the committees, updating the stakeholder mapping in each of the seven pilot landscapes; developing the 
committees? rules and work plans including mainstreaming gender and indigenous peoples? approach, 
as appropriate; and training on gender and intercultural issues for the members of the national, regional 
and local committees. In addition, the project will assess the lessons learned by the local governance 
schemes experiences in Chile (such as Model Forests or similar) and will take them into account in the 
design of activities, including landscape restoration and land use conflict resolution. Gender issues in 
each committee will be agreed upon between the members and will be mainstreamed in the operational 



rules, including gender relations? guidelines, women's schedules, consideration of care, women's jobs, 
and budget requirements according to the gender guidelines, as well as in the committees? work plans.

 

Output 1.1.2: Strategic instruments developed at the national, regional and local levels, mainstreaming 
gender and cultural relevance, and ensuring the sustainability, replication and up-scaling of the 
project

103.  The project will provide technical assistance in the development of multilevel strategic 
instruments in order to adequately systematize the scientific-technical bases that support landscape 
restoration, thus facilitating their use by decision-makers within the framework of the national, regional 
and local Landscape Restoration Technical Committees that will be established under Output 1.1.1 
above. This output will strengthen the capacities of individuals and organizations to plan and develop 
strategies, instruments, standards and tools to support decision-making processes for landscape 
restoration.

104.  National level: Firstly, assistance will be provided to update the strategic framework for the 
implementation of the PNRP at the national level. This will serve as the basis for the subsequent design 
of a Medium-term (to 2027) and Long-term (2030 onwards) Strategic Plan for the deployment and 
consolidation of the PNRP and its link with land use planning, rural development, productive 
development and environmental management policies.

105.  Regional level: Assistance will be provided to develop standards for regional ecological planning 
(a tool aimed at defining zoned environmental objectives) and criteria for prioritization of restoration 
landscapes (a tool aimed at identifying new areas to focalize the management and financing of future 
restoration plans for scaling up project results). Based on the standards and criteria for prioritizing 
landscapes, six Regional Ecological Plans will be prepared, comprising: i) a new plan for the 
Coquimbo Region that currently does not have one[54]54, ii) updating[55]55 of three plans for the 
Regions of O ' Higgins, ?uble and Biob?o, and iii) adjustment[56]56 of two plans for the Valpara?so and 
Maule Regions. In defining the standards, the ecological plan developed for the Maule Region in 2018 
will be taken into account as a reference, and incorporating in addition, methodological guidelines to 
allow integration of these plans with the PNRP and landscape restoration plans, based on available 
national and international experience.

106.  Local Level (Landscape): support will be provided to define standards for the participatory 
elaboration of landscape restoration plans (at local and site level), which will be applied for the design, 
updating and / or adjustment of restoration plans in the six pilot landscapes (under Output 2.1.1) and in 
the indigenous pilot landscape (Output 2.1.3). In particular, this process will take into account, with the 
necessary adaptations, the IUCN global standard for nature-based solutions.

107.  Table 2 below summarizes the multilevel strategic instruments, which will be developed in a 
participatory manner, including mainstreaming of gender and cultural relevance issues.

Table 2. Strategic instruments for landscape restoration as per levels of 

decision, governance, scale and type of management



Decision 
level

Leadership in 
governance 
scheme

Scale of 
intervention

Type of 
management Instruments

National
National 
Technical 
Committee 

Country / 
Ecoregion Strategic National Landscape Restoration Plan 

(medium and long-term planning)

Regional Regional 
Committees Region Strategic

Regional ecological planning (under 
standards and criteria for landscape 
prioritization)

Communal 
/ Local

Local 
Committees

Landscape 
(sub-baisin, 
sub-sub-
baisins or 
micro-
basins)

Strategic / 
Operational

Local Landowners, 
communities

Micro-basins 
/ properties

Operational 
(*)

Landscape restoration plans (under 
standards for landscape and site level)

(*) Site level planning (operational management) is included in this table since it is very relevant to ensure the 
consistency of these plans with the expected impacts of landscape restoration (for instance, improve 
connectivity, complexity and functionality of biodiversity and ecosystem services). Site level plans depend on 
the landscape level planning. 

 

108.  Table 3 below summarizes the existing instruments at the regional and local levels of 
intervention, and the actions to be carried out by the project.

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Existence of instruments in the pilot regions and actions to be carried out by the project

Instruments Coquimbo Valpara?so O?Higgins Maule ?uble Biob?o

Regional Ecological 
Planning

No (to be 
prepared)

Yes (to be 
adjusted)1

Yes (to be 
updated)2

Yes (to 
be 
updated)
3

Yes (to be updated, 
generating one for 
each region)4



Landscape level 
Restoration Plans

Potential (to 
be prepared) 5

Yes (to be 
adjusted)6

Potential 
(to be 
prepared)7

Yes (to 
be 
adjusted)
8

Potential 
(to be 
prepared)
9

Potential 
(to be 
prepared)
10

Sources: 1 Pontificia Universidad Cat?lica de Valpara?so, 2018. Planificaci?n ecol?gica de la 
infraestructura ecol?gica de la biodiversidad y sus servicios ecosist?micos y programa regional de 
prioridades de restauraci?n ecol?gica en el contexto de los incendios de la temporada 2016 ? 2017. 
Aplicaci?n en Regi?n de Valpara?so. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente.

2 Corporaci?n Chile Ambiente, 2018. Planificaci?n Ecol?gica Regi?n del Libertador General Bernardo 
O?Higgins. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente.

3 Universidad de Concepci?n, 2018. Planificaci?n ecol?gica de la infraestructura ecol?gica de la 
biodiversidad y sus servicios ecosist?micos y programa regional de prioridades de restauraci?n 
ecol?gica en el contexto de los incendios de la temporada 2016 ? 2017: Aplicaci?n en Regi?n del Maule. 
Ministerio del Medio Ambiente.

4 Universidad de Concepci?n, 2016. Metodolog?a y bases para la revisi?n de sitios prioritarios (SP) y 
otras ?reas de valor ecol?gico (AVE), y propuesta de ?reas con potencial de restauraci?n para el 
desarrollo de una infraestructura ecol?gica con aplicaci?n en una regi?n piloto. Regi?n del Biob?o. 
Ministerio del Medio Ambiente.

5 CONAF, 2021. Propuesta t?cnica. Corredor de Conservaci?n: ?rea Piloto Combarbal?. Proyecto 
MST. Corporaci?n Nacional Forestal. Regi?n de Coquimbo.

6 Agropaisaje, 2020. Plan de Restauraci?n Socio-Ecol?gica a escala de paisaje del Corredor Biol?gico 
Bosques de 

Casablanca ? Pe?uelas ? Quilpu?. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente.

7 (1) CONAF. 2020. Corredor de Conservaci?n ?rea Piloto Estrat?gica Litueche ? Pailimo. Proyecto 
MST. Corporaci?n Nacional Forestal. Regi?n de O?Higgins. (2) CEDESUS, 2019. Plan de Gesti?n 
Territorial Integral Pumanque-Lolol. Proyecto CMS. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente. 

8 (1) Agencia de Cooperaci?n para el Desarrollo Sostenible ? Fommenta, 2020. Plan de restauraci?n 
socioecol?gica (PRSE) a escala de paisaje del territorio Put? ? Huenchullam?, Regi?n del Maule. 
Ministerio del Medio Ambiente. (2) ADEMA, 2019. Plan de Gesti?n Territorial Integral ?Cuenca 
Hidrogr?fica Costera Mataquito- Maule?, Regi?n del Maule. Proyecto CMS. Ministerio del Medio 
Ambiente.

9 (1) SEREMI MMA y GORE Biob?o. 2020. Restauraci?n del Ecosistema Cayumanque: una 
experiencia de restauraci?n a escala de paisaje desde la institucionalidad p?blica. Ministerio del Medio 
Ambiente. (2) Comit? Coordinador Campesino Comunal San Nicol?s, 2019. Avance Plan de Gesti?n 
Territorial Integral San Nicol?s. Proyecto CMS. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente. 

10 (1) SEREMI MMA Biob?o & EULA UdeC. 2019. Plan de Ordenamiento y gesti?n territorial para la 
Cuenca del Lago Lanalhue. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente. (2) RIMISP, 2017. Plan de Gesti?n 
Territorial R?nquil, Quill?n y Florida. Regi?n del Biob?o. Proyecto CMS. Ministerio del Medio 
Ambiente. 

 

 



Output 1.1.3: Operational instruments developed and / or aligned for an integrated management of 
biodiversity, promotion of production in agroforestry landscapes and financing for restoration (public, 
private and public-private) and mainstreaming gender and cultural relevance

109.  This output will seek to develop and / or align at least four operational instruments, namely: i) 
regional / local mechanism to coordinate environmental promotion and management instruments; ii) 
technical-operational guide for landscape restoration programs to apply for regional and sector 
financing; iii) the forest and watershed program of the Naturaleza Chile Fund; and iv) standards for 
coordination of landscape restoration through private financing within the framework of Law 20930 
that establishes the Real Right of Conservation (DRC). The first two will aim at focalizing public 
financing (national, regional and sectoral) through facilitating mechanisms or strategic ?intelligence? so 
that stakeholders and the regional and local committees may access available funds more effectively. 
The following two Instruments are aimed at attracting and / or channeling financing (investments, 
donations or others) for private or public-private initiatives. These instruments will be applied within 
the framework of the demonstration actions to be implemented in the pilot landscapes (Component 2) 
and will contribute to strengthening the capacities of individuals and organizations to implement 
landscape restoration plans, programs and projects, and to mobilize resources and financing.

110.  Mechanism for regional / local coordination of environmental promotion and management 
instruments. The Project will support INDAP and SAG in updating of the law that gives continuity to 
the System of Incentives for the Recovery of Degraded Soils (SIRSD) and based on the lessons learned 
from other GEF[57]57 Projects, design a coordination mechanism with instruments such as : i) Native 
Forest Law - LBN (CONAF), ii) Environmental Protection Fund - FPA (MMA), iii) Clean Production 
Agreements - APL (Sustainability and Climate Change Agency), iv) PRODESAL (INDAP and 
Municipalities) and v) PDTI (INDAP and Municipalities). This mechanism will be aimed at targeting 
incentives and funds for the restoration of landscapes aligned to silvo-agricultural practices, 
management of native forest with forest management criteria and recovery of degraded soils, within the 
framework of the regional ecological planning, and their links with land use instruments in rural areas. 
In addition, the implementation of existing agreements (or undergoing an approval process) between 
the MMA and institutions such as INDAP, INFOR and CONAF will be strengthened. This mechanism 
will be applied in three pilot landscapes.

111.  Technical-operational guide for landscape restoration programs to apply for regional and sectoral 
financing. In order to facilitate applying for funding for landscape restoration initiatives, a guide will be 
prepared to provide guidance for the development of programs to be presented to the FNDR in each 
region, as well as to other sectoral funds (such as those available in CONADI and in CORFO, among 
others) within the framework of the regional ecological planning. This tool aims to consolidate the 
territorial approach of the PNRP and regional ecological planning (which are currently only indicative) 
in its connection with instruments such as Regional Development Strategies (ERD), Community 
Development Plans (PLADECO) and Regional Land Use Plans (PROT). The technical-operational 
guide will be applied in two of the pilot landscapes.

112.  Forests and watersheds program of the Chile Naturaleza Fund. The Naturaleza Chile Fund 
Foundation was created in 2021 through a joint effort of different national and international NGOs 
(Committee Pro-defense of Flora and Fauna-CODEFF, The Nature Conservancy-TNC, Oceana, 
 Wildlife Conservation Society-WCS and WWF), the MMA, CONAF and other public institutions; its 
main purpose being ?promoting the protection and conservation of nature and the environment within 
the national territory, including the fight against climate change and desertification, and the channeling 
of financing for it? [58]58. Project support will be aimed at designing the forest and watershed program, 
with the objective to facilitate leveraging and channeling of public and private financing for the 
conservation of biodiversity and the restoration of landscapes, specially aligned, but not exclusively, 



with recovery, conservation and management plans for species and ecosystems (Recovery, 
Conservation and Management of Species - RECOGE), within the framework of landscape restoration 
plans and regional ecological planning.

113.  Standards for coordination of landscape restoration through private financing within the 
framework of Law 20930 that establishes the Real Right of Conservation - DRC. Based on the practical 
experience of the pilot landscape Hacienda El Durazno Conservation Corridor - RN Las Chinchillas 
(Coquimbo Region), and through joint work with the MMA, CONAF, Fundaci?n Llampangui and As? 
Conserva Chile, a guide will be developed with standards for the design and private financing of 
landscape restoration actions that can be replicated in other landscapes and regions of the country, and 
which will be applied in one of the pilot landscapes.

 

 

 

Outcome 1.2: Monitoring and prioritization system for landscape restoration designed and used by the 
relevant institutions

Indicator: Level of application of the monitoring and prioritization system in the intervention 
landscapes, generating data and information that demonstrate progress in the comprehensive 
implementation of restoration and contributing to national reports to international conventions

Baseline: 0

Target: 100% of the intervention landscapes monitored through socio-ecological indicators and 
landscape sustainability index showing progress in the comprehensive implementation of restoration 
and contributing to national reports (NDC, Bonn Challenge, Initiative 20x20, CBD Post-2020, UN 
Decade on Ecosystem Restoration, UNCCD)

GEF Core Indicator #11: Number of people at national, regional and local levels with improved 
capacities for monitoring and evaluation of landscape restoration

Baseline: 0

Target: 480 people with at least 80% of learning achieved for monitoring and evaluation of landscape 
restoration (of which 40% are women)

 

Output 1.2.1: Conceptual tools developed, tested and validated to implement a monitoring and 
prioritization system for landscape restoration, mainstreaming gender and cultural relevance 

114.  This output will support the development of two types of conceptual tools. Firstly, a set of multi-
scale socio-ecological indicators, and based on them, a landscape sustainability index and sub-indices. 
The construction of the set of multi-scale socio-ecological indicators will begin with the 
systematization and analysis of socio-ecological indicators available at the national and international 
level for multiscale monitoring of landscape restoration. Based on this information as well as national 
and international experience, the participatory construction of the indicators will be undertaken jointly 
with the National Technical Committee and with the participation of the Regional and Local 
Committees. These indicators will account for the different dimensions of the landscape (biodiversity, 
water, soils and ecosystem services, sustainable production, human well-being or good living, 



governance), and will mainstream gender and cultural relevance. Table 4 below summarizes some 
examples of the type of indicators to be developed.

Table 4. Types of socio-ecological indicators at different decision-making levels and levels of 
intervention

Decision 
level

Scale of 
intervention Instruments Examples of types of socio-ecological indicators

National Ecorregion National Landscape 
Restoration Plan 

Regional Region Regional ecological 
planning

?  Recovery of ecosystems and species in 
conservation categories

?  Decrease in deforestation rates, habitat loss, land 
degradation and loss, replacement and degradation 
of native forest, shrubs, and native xerophytic 
formations

?  Increase in the human development index in rural 
areas

?  Increase in sustainable agricultural and forestry 
productive activities (with and without 
certification)

Communal 
/ Local

Landscape 
(sub-basins, 
sub-sub-
basins or 
micro-
basins)

Landscape level 
planning

?  Increased connectivity, complexity and 
functionality of landscapes (biodiversity and 
ecosystem services)

?  Recovery / rehabilitation of degraded lands

?  Increase in areas with sustainable production 
practices that improve soil, water and biodiversity

?  Value chains driven by restoration actions in the 
landscape

?  Increased capacity of communities for land and 
water governance

?  Reduction of gender and indigenous peoples? 
gaps

?  Food and nutrition security

?  Access to safe water for consumption and 
production.

?  Level of organization and participation for 
planning, monitoring, oversight processes of 
restoration and sustainable management of 
landscapes



Table 4. Types of socio-ecological indicators at different decision-making levels and levels of 
intervention

Decision 
level

Scale of 
intervention Instruments Examples of types of socio-ecological indicators

Local / 
Landowner

Micro-basins 
/ Site 
(Properties)

Site level planning

?  Increased connectivity, complexity and 
functionality of the site (or property) in terms of 
biodiversity and ecosystem services

?  Functional integration of the site with the 
landscape (reforested areas, improved soils, water 
use efficiency)

?  Increase and diversification of monetary and 
non-monetary income linked to restoration actions

?  Increased capacity of landowners to make 
decisions at the property level

?  Reduction of gender and indigenous peoples? 
gaps

?  Access to spaces for capacity development, 
education, literacy, connectivity

 

115.  Likewise, the socio-ecological indicators will be the basis to develop a landscape restoration 
sustainability index, which will be developed participatorily through integrating the indicators as a 
whole or grouped in sub-indices for each landscape dimension, with appropriate adjustments for the 
case of the indigenous peoples? landscape. The index must be technically robust as well as being 
simple and easy to implement by the local and regional governance bodies.

116.  The participation process for the design of the indicators and the index will include the 
participation of at least 40% of women and take into account the territorial representation (regional and 
local), with emphasis on indigenous peoples? landscapes. The stakeholder groups to be included in this 
process will be based, although not exclusively, on the members of the regional and local committees 
established under Output 1.1.1. In addition, the National Advisory Council of the PNRP will have an 
important role in validating the socio-ecological indicators and the landscape sustainability index. This 
process will strengthen the capacities of individuals and organizations to investigate, generate, 
communicate, use, disseminate and exchange information, knowledge and traditional knowledge, and 
to diagnose and understand the socio-ecological dimensions of landscape restoration processes.

117.  These conceptual tools constitute the core of the monitoring system that will be developed under 
Output 1.2.3 and will serve to account for the performance of landscape restoration plans, regional 
ecological planning and the PNRP, as well as to undertake periodic monitoring of the progress in 
restoration to facilitate reporting on the country?s international restoration commitments, including an 
estimate of investment requirements for financing landscape restoration in the country.

 



Output 1.2.2: Multiscale baseline of socio-ecological indicators raised, and sustainability index 
validated in the 7 intervention landscapes (linked to Outputs 2.1.1 and 2.1.3)

118.  The project will support raising the multi-scale baseline of the socio-ecological indicators and the 
sustainability index developed in Output 1.2.1 above. To do this, the most appropriate and cost-
effective methodologies will first be identified. These methodologies will be defined for the local 
(landscape and site scale), regional (ecological planning) and national (PNRP) levels. Special attention 
should be paid to the manner in which the socio-ecological indicators will be integrated from the site 
scale to the national scale taking into account the reports that the country must submit within the 
framework of its international restoration commitments, as well as the decision-making framework of 
the institutions responsible for planning and land use instruments (Regional Governments and 
Municipalities).

119.  Once the methodologies have been agreed, the multi-scale baseline of socio-ecological indicators 
will be drawn up in the seven pilot landscapes (through Outputs 2.1.1 and 2.1.3), introducing the the 
necessary adjustments in accordance with the reality of each landscape and region. The results that will 
be obtained will allow to validate the process, identify improvements and incorporate the data 
generated in the monitoring system to be developed under Output 1.2.3 below. Similarly, the landscape 
sustainability index and sub-indices will be tested in the seven pilot landscapes (through Outputs 2.1.1 
and 2.1.3) and their results will also be incorporated into the landscape restoration monitoring module 
(Output 1.2 .3).

 

Output 1.2.3: A functional module for cadastre, prioritization and monitoring of restoration indicators 
at the landscape level, incorporated into the Biodiversity Information and Monitoring System 
(SIMBIO) and interoperable with existing information systems (Atlas of Climate Risks -ARCLIM, 
Native Forest Ecosystems Integrated Monitoring System -SIMEF, and others)

120.  This output will contribute to provide the institutional framework charged with the 
implementation of the PNRP with a robust system for monitoring and reporting the restoration of 
landscapes in Chile.  This will include incorporating into the SIMBIO  a functional module for 
cadastre, prioritization and monitoring of restoration indicators at the landscape scale. This module will 
be interoperable with other existing information platforms, such as MINAGRI?s SIMEF[59]59, and the 
Atlas of Climate Risks - ARCLIM[60]60 of the Ministry of the Environment, among others. In addition, 
the module will be aligned with the actions of the National Strategy for Climate Change and Vegetation 
Resources - ENCCRV[61]61 of CONAF, to ensure reporting of the results within the framework of the 
restoration and sustainable land management goals. The module will enhance data currently available 
in SIMBIO, which only reports static information in the form of a cadastre of restoration initiatives at 
site level[62]62.

121.  The development of the module will include the conceptual and functional design of the 
landscape restoration monitoring module in SIMBIO, based on the data entry requirements and 
reporting requirements of the socio-ecological indicators and sustainability index developed above; and 
the implementation of the module in the SIMBIO platform together with the generation of interfaces 
for interoperability and monitoring reports.



122.  Two training programs will be undertaken to support multi-scale monitoring of landscape 
restoration. The first will be aimed at 60 people (technical officials and managers of MMA, CONAF, 
INFOR, INDAP and SAG, members of civil society organizations, study centers, universities, private 
sector and national NGOs), addressing the management and operation of the monitoring system 
(including the conceptual and operational tools designed in Output 1.2.1 above). The second program 
will be aimed at 420 additional people (technical officers and directors of MMA, CONAF, INFOR, 
INDAP, SAG and regional governments, technical officials and municipal managers, local level 
extension workers, members of civil society organizations, social leaders and the private sector), 
addressing monitoring and evaluation of landscape restoration. At least 40% of the total people trained 
will be women. These training programs will strengthen the capacities of individuals and organizations 
to monitor and evaluate the results of landscape restoration plans, programs and / or projects, including 
the ability to systematize lessons learned and apply adaptive management.

123.  Based on the results of the baseline survey (Output 1.2.2 above), a trial monitoring will be carried 
out with the input of data obtained from one of the pilot intervention landscapes, allowing the 
calibration and adjustments of the socio-ecological indicators and sustainability index and its interface 
for delivering dynamic reports. By project-end 100% of the pilot landscapes will be monitored through 
the socio-ecological indicators and the landscape sustainability index, with data entered into the 
SIMBIO module, demonstrating the progress in the efficient implementation of restoration and 
contributing to national reports (NDC, Bonn Challenge, Initiative 20x20, CBD post 2020, United 
Nations Decade on Ecosystem Restoration, UNCCD), which serve as a basis for decision-making and 
demonstrate progress in restoration actions (including data disaggregated by gender).

Component 2: Scaling up public and private investment for restoration and sustainable 
management in agricultural-forestry landscapes 

124.  Component 2 is the core of the project; it addresses sustainable land management based on the 
development and implementation of landscape restoration plans, based on the socio-ecological 
standards, criteria and indicators developed in Component 1 above, and coupled with field 
demonstrations that will be co-financed through the applying the operational instruments developed 
through Output 1.1.3. This component aims to demonstrate, in practice, nature-based solutions for the 
sustainable management of agriculture, livestock and forestry, considering restoration actions and 
improved practices in the seven pilot landscapes, including an indigenous landscape based on the 
Mapuche cosmovision and generating an FPIC process that will serve as example for the development 
of similar plans in indigenous territories of the country.

125.  The selected landscapes are summarized in the table below (see Section 1.b for further details):

Table 5 ? Pilot landscapes for intervention

Region Pilot landscape

Coquimbo Conservation Corridor Hacienda El Durazno ? RN Las Chinchillas

Valpara?so Forests of Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu?-Colliguay Corridor

O?Higgins Coastal dryland-Nilahue

Maule Curepto-Put?-Huenchullam?-Maule Basins

?uble Inner dryland-Altos de Ninhue

?uble-Biob?o Cayumanque



Biob?o Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta

 

126.  Likewise, this component considers the design of sustainable business models and resource 
mobilization activities for restoration and best agricultural and forestry practices, including the 
preparation of business and investment plans, value chains, technical assistance programs, a diversified 
portfolio financially eligible projects and a strategy for applying to public and private financing within 
the framework of the operational instruments developed under Component 1 above. In this way, local 
restoration-based economies will be promoted - placing a priority in those business models that favor 
biodiversity, reduce gender gaps and enhance the recognition of traditional and ancestral knowledge - 
hence allowing the improvement of the livelihoods of local communities and the creation of conditions 
for the sustainability, upscaling and replication of restoration activities and best practices, both within 
the pilot landscapes and in other landscapes of the target regions. The lessons learned and the 
demonstration effects of this process will be important for updating, reviewing, and focalizing the 
operational instruments for financing landscape restoration throughout the country.

Outcome 2.1: Agroforestry landscapes and their natural environments integrated in restoration for the 
demonstration and upscaling of nature-based solutions, instruments, financing and investment models

GEF Core Indicator #3.1: Area (hectares) of degraded agricultural lands under restoration in 7 
intervention landscapes

Baseline: 0

Target: 1,948

 

GEF Core Indicator #3.2: Area (hectares) of forests and forestland under restoration in 7 intervention 
landscapes 

Baseline: 0

Target: 4,422

 

GEF Core Indicator #3.3: Area (hectares) grasslands and shrublands under restoration in 7 intervention 
landscapes

Baseline: 0

Target: 3,630

 

GEF Core Indicator #4.1: Area (hectares) of landscapes under improved practices that benefit 
biodiversity 

Baseline: 0

Target: 38,890



 

GEF Core Indicator #4.3: Area (hectares) under sustainable land management in productive systems

Baseline: 0

Target: 31,110

GEF Core Indicator #6:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated (metric tons of CO2e)

Baseline: Scenario without project: GHG emissions of 121,418 tCO2e (source) over the whole period 
analysis (20 years)

Target; GHG mitigations of 154,836 tCO2e (sink) over the whole period analysis (20 years)    

 

GEF Core Indicator #11: Number of direct beneficiaries of the project with installed capacities, that 
participate in the planning and implementation of restoration actions and good practices in 7 
intervention landscapes

Baseline: 0

Target: 8.800 (of which 40% are women and 5% from indigenous communities)

 

Output 2.1.1: Standardized landscape level socio-ecological restoration plans implemented in 6 
intervention landscapes through integrated methodological approaches and diversification of the 
biodiversity values ??of the landscape and mainstreaming gender and cultural relevance

127.  The project will support the Local Committees in the preparation of socio-ecological restoration 
plans for six intervention landscapes. In the first place, the project will support the design and 
implementation of a knowledge transfer program on the standards for the elaboration of socio-
ecological restoration plans developed in Output 1.1.2 above.

128.  Based on the updated stakeholder mapping undertaken in Output 1.1.1, the Local Restoration 
Committees will be in charge of leading the participatory process of landscape restoration planning and 
ensuring mainstreaming the gender approach and cultural relevance. Planning will be based on the 
standards for restoration plans (Output 1.1.2) adapted to the territorial reality when necessary, the 
baseline of socio-ecological indicators and sustainability index (Output 1.2.2), and the methodological 
recommendations contained in the following available tools[63]63, with the adjustments that may be 
necessary: 1) Methodological guide for ecological planning at a local and regional scale, MMA-GEF-
UN Environment (2020) [64]64; 2) Guidelines for the development of initiatives at a territorial scale, 
MMA-GEF-UNDP (2021) [65]65; 3) Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation (EAC), Alliance 



for Conservation Measures (2013) [66]66, and 4) Restoration Opportunities Assessment Methodology 
(ROAM), IUCN and WRI (2014) [67]67.

129.  Based on the restoration standards (Output 1.1.2), restoration plans will be drawn up as follows: 
1) Adaptation of two existing restoration plans in the pilot landscapes: i) Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu?-
Colliguay Forests Corridor[68]68 (Valpara?so) and ii) Curepto-Put?-Huenchullam?-Maule Basins[69]69 
(Maule); and 2) Preparation of four restoration plans for the pilot landscapes: i) Hacienda El Durazno-
RN Las Chinchillas Conservation Corridor (Coquimbo), ii) Coastal Dryland-Nilahue (O'Higgins), iii) 
Inner Dryland-Altos de Ninhue (?uble) and iv) Cayumanque (?uble-Biob?o). In all cases, the 
information available in the framework of similar initiatives or broader plans developed in the 
territories included in the pilot landscapes will be taken into account.

130.  Based on the landscape restoration plans and with the support of a technical and participatory 
process to define landscape restoration objectives, the specific intervention sites within each landscape 
will be identified and characterized for the implementation of demonstration restoration activities and 
best productive practices for biodiversity and sustainable land management. Table 6 below presents an 
estimate of the surface areas of intervention areas and areas of influence to be covered by the 
restoration plans in each pilot landscape

Table 6. Estimation of potential surface areas of intervention and areas of influence

for restoration and improved practices in six pilot landscapes

Pilot landscapes Area (hectares) under 
restoration (1)

Area (hectares) 
under improved 
practices that 
benefit biodiversity 
(2)

Area (hectares) 
under sustainable 
land management 
in productive 
systems (3)

Hacienda El Durazno-RN Las 
Chinchillas Conservation 
Corridor (Coquimbo)

1,723 8,086 51

Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu? 
Corridor -Colliguay Forests 
Corridor (Valpara?so)

210 4,406 117

Coastal Dryland-Nilahue 
(O?Higgins) 3,173 3,567 2,153

Curepto-Put?-Huenchullam?-
Maule Basins (Maule) 1,993 10,618 11,385

Inner Dryland-Altos de 
Ninhue (?uble) 622 2,069 3,740



Cayumanque (Biob?o-?uble) 1,281 4,500 8,809

Total 9,002 33,247 26,255

(1) Estimated area of intervention within a potential area that has been prioritized for landscape level 
restoration objectives in each pilot landscape and comprising degraded agricultural lands, native forest 
and shrubs, and native grasslands.

(2) Estimated area of influence within a potential area of land uses linked mainly to native vegetation 
(forest, shrubs and grasslands) in each pilot landscape.

(3) Estimated area of influence within a potential area of land uses linked to mixed forest, forest 
plantations and agricultural uses in each pilot landscape. 

Source: Von Bernath, Z., 2021. Caracterizaci?n de ?reas piloto, tipolog?a b?sica de instrumentos, 
mecanismos y pr?cticas aplicables e indicadores de resultados. Informe elaborado en el marco del 
Proyecto GEF Restauraci?n.

 

131.  Landscape restoration plans (Outputs 2.1.1 and 2.1.3) will form an organic unit with business 
models and investment plans, resource mobilization and technical assistance programs (Outputs 2.2.1, 
2.2.2 and 2.2.3) [70]70, so they should be designed in a broadly participatory manner to, at least, ensure 
the following results in each pilot landscape: 

1) A clear and concrete definition of goals-objective for landscape restoration;

2) A characterization of the baseline situation based on the socio-ecological indicators, methodologies 
and landscape sustainability index developed in Outputs 1.2.1 and 1.2.2;

3) A detailed identification of the actions to be implemented to shift from the initial situation to the 
desired situation (differentiating the short-term actions that will be implemented within the Project, 
from the medium and long-term actions);

4) A georeferenced identification and a detailed delimitation of the specific landscape sites where 
restoration activities and best productive practices will be implemented, ensuring the ecosystem 
representativeness (degraded agricultural land, forest and forest land, natural grass and shrublands, and 
wetlands) as possible;

5) A cost estimate associated with each of the activities planned at each intervention site;

6) A program with the administrative, operational and financial requirements to implement the 
activities, including the business models and financing sources that will be prioritized and deployed in 
the landscape (linked to the operational instruments under Output 1.1.3); and

7) A socio-ecological indicators? monitoring program to assess progress in the landscape restoration 
sustainability index



8) An ex-ante estimation of GHG mitigation benefits (at farm-level and landscape-level, as possible) 
applying the EX ACT Tool[71]71, including the field survey of data to validate and / or supplement the 
tool?s estimates.

 

132.  In addition, the integration of landscape restoration plans with the regional ecological plans 
developed in Component 1 will generate adequate technical support for decision-making at the regional 
and community levels by linking the zoned environmental objectives (protection, restoration and 
sustainable management) with territorial planning instruments (not only at the level of the pilot 
landscapes). This will help to generate, in the medium and long term, the desired effect of reducing the 
risk of transferring land degradation to other areas around the areas intervened by the project.

133.  Once the plans are in place, the detailed delimitation of the areas to be restored and the areas of 
influence for implementation of best practices in each pilot landscape will be undertaken; landowners 
of the prioritized lands will be identified and agreements and commitments for the implementation of 
the plans in each landscape will be sought. 

 

Output 2.1.2: Demonstration and high-impact[72]72 restoration actions and good agricultural and 
forestry practices in 6 landscapes implemented at landscape level through public-private partnerships 
(linked to Output 2.2.4)

134.  This output will support the implementation of demonstration activities within the framework of 
the six landscape-scale restoration plans elaborated under Output 2.1.1 above and supported by the 
operational instruments developed in Output 1.1.3. The Project will provide technical assistance for the 
detailed definition of restoration activities and best practices to be implemented in each landscape, 
including costs and technical and operational requirements, in accordance with the implementation 
schemes of the operational instruments (coordination of promotion and environmental management 
instruments for public, regional and sectoral financing; and public-private financing instruments) that 
are more appropriate for each pilot landscape.

135.  The specific demonstration activities defined for each pilot landscape will be connected to the 
objectives and intervention sites of each restoration plan (Output 2.1.1). Nevertheless, by the end of the 
Project, high-impact demonstration actions of at least 4 types or families of practices will have been 
implemented (Table 7). These actions will be prioritized and validated with key stakeholders in each 
landscape, and they will mainstream gender and cultural relevance.

Table 7. Families of practices, demonstration activities and benefits in pilot 
landscapes  

Family of practices Examples of demonstration activities Potential benefits



Resilient and 
sustainable agricultural 
production systems

Agroecology, agroforestry, polyculture, crop 
rotation, minimum tillage, microorganism 
inoculation, Hugelkultur, cultivation terraces, half-
moon micro catchments, infiltration strips, 
biofertilizers, riparian and farm buffers, crop 
livestock integration.

Conservation of the 
diversity of soil 
microorganisms, 
improvement of soil 
structure, increase in 
soil organic matter, 
decrease of erosion, 
reduction of 
dependence on 
synthetic fertilizers, 
increase in soil 
fertility, 
diversification of 
income sources.

Improvement of 
community habitat, 
family and 
community food and 
nutritional safety.

Sustainable and 
regenerative livestock 
production

Holistic management (rotation linked to 
productivity and carrying capacity), crop livestock 
integration.

Recovery of degraded 
grasslands, reduction 
of deforestation.

Conservation of soil 
microorganism 
diversity, improved 
soil structure, increase 
in soil organic matter, 
generates inputs for 
the manufacturing of 
biofertilizers, 
diversification of 
income sources.

Sustainable 
management of native 
forest

Native forest management plans with forest 
management criteria, trying to generate explicit 
biodiversity criteria according to forest type. Fire 
prevention forestry.

Progress in 
sustainability and 
generate significant 
links between native 
forest management 
and restoration.



Activities of the 
restorative practices 
continuum 
(reforestation with 
native species, 
rehabilitation and 
ecological restoration)

Increase in the surface area of remaining core areas 
of native ecosystems, increased connectivity 
between these areas, control of exotic species to 
clear the ecological niche of native species, post-
fire restoration, reforestation with native species 
considering the structure and composition of an 
ecosystem or reference model , identification and 
enrichment of key species habitat to recover 
ecological functions (rehabilitation), definition or 
modeling of ecosystems and reference sites for the 
purposes of ecological restoration, establishment of 
connectivity corridors between remaining 
fragments and increase in their surface area, 
revegetation to stabilize soil, fire prevention 
forestry, establishment of riparian buffers, among 
others.

Improve landscape 
connectivity, 
particularly its native 
component.

Improve species 
composition of the 
intervened areas.

Recover the 
composition and 
structure of 
ecosystems to 
catalyze an increase in 
functionality.

Enhance the capacity 
of native ecosystems 
to provide goods and 
services.

Increase the resilience 
of native ecosystems 
and move towards 
their self-sustenance.

Sources: 

Identificaci?n de pr?cticas implementadas en los paisajes pilotos en el marco de iniciativas previas.

Recarbonizing global soils: a technical manual of recommended sustainable soil management. 2021. 
[En l?nea] http://www.fao.org/3/cb6595en/cb6595en.pdf 

Holistic Management. Savory Institute. https://savory.global/holistic-management/ 

Cruz et al. An?lisis de los efectos de la Ordenaci?n Forestal en 30 a?os. Caso del Bosque Mediterr?neo 
de la Regi?n de Valpara?so Chile.

Dead Tree Management in British Columbia. Stone et al., 2002. USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. 
[En l?nea] https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/documents/gtr-181/063_StoneMann.pdf 

Principios y est?ndares internacionales para la pr?ctica de la restauraci?n ecol?gica. Society for 
Ecological Restoration (SER). 2019.

 

136.  The demonstration activities will be aimed at giving continuity or triggering processes that favor 
the restoration, recovery and / or rehabilitation of soils, micro-basins, wetlands, forests and native 
shrubland (especially of the sclerophyll type) and xerophytic formations. In this sense, improved 
practices in agricultural, forestry and livestock production will aim at reducing the rate of degradation 
of soils, water and biodiversity, thus generating conditions for a better functioning of the landscapes in 
providing ecosystem services and sustainable livelihoods for local communities. Likewise, the 
demonstration activities will consider best practices in planning, organization and monitoring in the 
productive, commercial and environmental fields, including short and medium-term property planning, 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb6595en/cb6595en.pdf
https://savory.global/holistic-management/
https://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/documents/gtr-181/063_StoneMann.pdf


family or community monitoring of the state of conservation of biodiversity, and productive 
innovations based on biodiversity (new products, new services, value addition), linked to Output 2.2.1.

137.  The demonstration activities will be implemented through public-private partnerships based on 
the operational instruments developed in Output 1.1.3, and their progress will be monitored after the 
first year of implementation. A specific exit strategy for each pilot landscape will be designed and 
implemented in the last year of the project for sustainability and upscaling of results.

 

Output 2.1.3: Socio-ecological restoration plan and actions co-developed with the effective 
participation of Mapuche communities and implemented at the landscape level in 1 landscape with 
cultural relevance and gender approach

138.  This output follows the same general guidelines indicated for Outputs 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 with a 
specific design and implementation scheme in accordance with the principles of the Mapuche 
cosmovision in the Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta pilot landscape (communes of Ca?ete and Contulmo, Biobio 
region). As part of the strategy initiated during the PPG an inter-agency participatory table will be set 
up (with technical assistance from FAO) at project outset with the purpose of facilitating a joint 
development of a roadmap for the landscape planning process together with the Mapuche indigenous 
communities and other public, private and / or community stakeholders, as agreed, through knowledge 
dialogue (linked to Outputs 1.1.1. and 2.2.2.). Together with the Local Committee of the indigenous 
pilot landscape, a program addressing the transfer of knowledge and knowledge dialogue on the 
standards for elaboration of socio-ecological restoration plans (Output 1.1.2) will be set up and 
implemented as part of the FPIC process developed in Output 1.1.1.

139.  The FPIC process will allow the participatory elaboration and co-development of the socio-
ecological restoration plan based on the adaptation of the standards defined in Output 1.1.2, including 
the baseline study of indicators and the sustainability index adapted for this landscape, focusing on the 
previously agreed pathway and on the reconstruction of the territorial historical memory emphasizing 
on the itrofil mognen (all life without exception) and kume mongen (good living).

140.  A detailed delimitation of the areas to be restored and the areas for the implementation of best 
practices in the pilot landscape will be undertaken. Table 8 includes an estimate made during the PPG 
of the intervention area and area of influence to be covered in the pilot landscape restoration plan.

Table 8. Estimation of potential surface areas of intervention and areas of influence 

for restoration and improved practices in the indigenous pilot landscape

Indigenous pilot landscape

Area 
(hectares) 
under 
restoration 
(1)

Area (hectares) under 
improved practices 
that benefit 
biodiversity (2)

Area (hectares) under 
sustainable land 
management in 
productive systems (3)

Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta (Biob?o) 998 5,643 4,855

Totales 998 5,643 4,855



(1) Estimated area of intervention within a potential area that has been prioritized for landscape level 
restoration objectives in each pilot landscape and comprising degraded agricultural lands, native forest 
and shrubs, and native grasslands.

(2) Estimated area of influence within a potential area of land uses linked mainly to native vegetation 
(forest, shrubs and grasslands) in each pilot landscape.

(3) Estimated area of influence within a potential area of land uses linked to mixed forest, forest 
plantations and agricultural uses in each pilot landscape. 

Source: Von Bernath, Z., 2021. Caracterizaci?n de ?reas piloto, tipolog?a b?sica de instrumentos, 
mecanismos y pr?cticas aplicables e indicadores de resultados. Informe elaborado en el marco del 
Proyecto GEF Restauraci?n.

 

141.  The lands of the prioritized indigenous communities will be identified, and agreements and 
commitments will be sought for the implementation of the restoration plan and the demonstration 
activities in the landscape. The restoration activities and best practices to be implemented in the 
landscape will be defined in detail, including costs and technical and operational requirements.  The 
demonstration activities will be implemented through public-private alliances based on the operational 
instruments developed in Output 1.1.3 and its adaptations.  Adaptive monitoring of the landscape and 
reporting of results in the first year of implementation will be carried out; and a specific exit strategy 
from the pilot landscape for the sustainability and upscaling of results will be designed and 
implemented.

 

Outcome 2.2: Generation of benefits from restoration-based economies in the agroforestry sector 
demonstrated

Indicator: Increase in monetary benefits (%) and non-monetary benefits (access to technical assistance, 
markets and livelihoods) of small and medium agricultural and forest landowners and communities, 
associated with restoration actions and sustainable practices in the agroforestry sector of the pilot 
landscapes.

Baseline: Tbd during project implementation 

Targets: i) At least 10% of increase in monetary income and its distribution in the income matrix of 
producers linked to business and investment models and plans; ii) At least 10% of increase in non-
monetary benefits and its distribution in the income matrix of producers linked to business and 
investment models and plans

 

GEF Core Indicator #11: Number of men and women who implement new business models and 
investment plans for restoration (including % of women and representatives of indigenous peoples)

Baseline: Tbd during project implementation

Target: 350 people (on average 50 people for each pilot landscape, 30% are women and 5% are 
indigenous).

 



Output 2.2.1: Business models and investment plans mainstreaming gender and cultural relevance for 
restoration in the pilot landscapes developed and implemented

142.  This output will seek to design and implement at least five business models and investment plans 
(cross-cutting and / or specific, with characterization and prioritization of prototypes, portfolio of 
producers, links with restoration activities and a business plan that includes an investment plan and 
value chain, among other aspects), covering all the pilot landscapes with at least one of them being led 
by women's organizations and one led by indigenous communities. In developing the business models 
and investment plans, an integrated approach will be applied incorporating not only the economic 
dimension, but also the non-monetary benefits associated with biodiversity and ecosystem services in 
each pilot landscape.

143.  Qualitative assessments undertaken during the PPG identified areas of production with the 
potential to develop sustainable business models in the pilot landscapes on the basis of the following 
criteria: i) landscape vocation, ii) degree of consolidation; ii) gender vocation factors; iii) degree of 
innovation; iv) biodiversity; v) connection to the GEF Project objectives; and vi) sustainable land 
management; and defining their priority in high, medium and low. Among the areas of production 
identified the ones that stand out as having the greatest potential to develop sustainable business 
models are those that are common to all the landscapes, namely: 1) community tree nurseries, 2) 
agroecology, 3) rural tourism and 4) organic beekeeping. The remaining areas of production identified 
are mostly associated with specific potential business models, namely: 5) sustainable goat farming, 6) 
regenerative viticulture, 7) non-wood forest products, 8) agroforestry and biotrade systems, and 9) 
forest management systems[73]73. Figure 7 below summarizes the assessment process to identify the 
production areas with the potential to develop sustainable business models. Annex L includes more 
detailed information on the analysis and prioritization of business models and investment plans.

Figure 7. Prioritization of areas of production with potential to develop sustainable business models

 in the pilot landscapes. Source: Godoy, R. (2021).



 

144.  The business models (and the investment plans linked to them) are connected to the restoration 
objectives and activities defined in landscape-level planning. For this reason, it is important to bear in 
mind that the development of the business models and investment plans must begin at an early stage 
(before and during the process of preparing landscape restoration plans, and in parallel with the 
establishment of the Local Committees) in order to create the enabling conditions that will ensure the 
timely achievement of a portfolio of financially viable projects under the appropriate standards to 
attract private investments during the life of the Project.

145.  Firstly, an exercise will be carried out to verify and / or update the PPG?s business model 
prioritization assessments in order to ensure their alignment with the objectives, scope and priorities of 
the restoration plans that will be participatory elaborated under Outputs 2.1.1 and 2.1.3. To do this, the 
following aspects will be studied in depth: (1) identification of organizations, owners and local 
stakeholders interested in actively participating in a process of developing investment plans for future 
implementation; and (2) evaluation of the degree of maturity of the investment proposals to assess the 
viability of integrating a portfolio of attractive investment projects.

146.  Secondly, work will be undertaken with CONAF, INDAP and SAG through their institutional 
mapping of local producers who are formal users of promotion instruments, to identify and describe the 
producers-landowners and grassroots organizations in each pilot landscape with whom the project 
portfolios will be developed. Characterization will include aspects such as their productive profile 
(agriculture, forestry, or mixed activities), size (small, medium-sized owners) and other relevant 
aspects. Moreover, an assessment of the state of local capacities for the development and management 
of business models within the framework of the identified areas of production will be undertaken.

147.  Thirdly, the pre-feasibility of the identified and prioritized business model prototypes will be 
determined. This will include various analyzes: market, business and legal environment, risks, financial 
and associated investment plans, value chains, technologies and logistics, scalability of productive 
assets, management and organization; all these are elements that will serve to determine the viability of 
the models and the development of their investment plans. For this, existing studies available in State 
institutions (CORFO, INDAP, CONAF), NGOs and / or companies specialized in business models will 
be used. In parallel, a study will be undertaken to identify, characterize and organize the components of 
the value chains of the priority business models. This will allow identifying the current and / or 
potentially relevant value chain stakeholders, as well as their components (primary activities, 
transformation processes, market) and designing value chain projects to define to which of the chain 
component(s) should investments be targeted.

148.  Once the investment plans have been developed, the project will support identifying and 
leveraging resources for their financing with different sources, including CORFO, FIA, MMA, 
CONAF, INFOR, INIA, INDAP, Regional Funds, NGOs (national or international), among others. To 
support the identification of financing sources, a diagnosis and identification of opportunities for 
possible designs of public goods, club goods (greater ownership by a specific segment) and / or 
technological programs may be carried out. Different combinations of instruments (existing, targeted 
and new) will be tested in a comprehensive logic for the generation of environmental benefits (greater 
ecological functionality of the landscapes) and the improvement of livelihoods (increase and 
diversification of income and other non-monetary benefits) and evaluating those business models that 
have a better performance in both dimensions.

149.  It is important to note that the priority business models come from lagged and / or isolated 
territories where the financial resource base is not yet matched to their needs, and that, on the other 
hand, this represents a strategic opportunity to promote restoration economies within the framework of 
the demonstration activities. The financial structuring of the models may be distributed among various 
sources (public and / or private) according to the stage of consolidation in which each business model 
is in the context of the landscape where it is located. The sources of public financing are especially 



important in the early stages, through financing mechanisms that can range from regional or national 
funds to specific promotion instruments directed to the productive practices that will sustain the 
business models. In this way, a restorative economic fabric is generated creating enabling conditions 
for the emergence of portfolios of eligible projects that can attract private capital (for example, 
investment funds) or public-private (for example, environmental or compensation funds). This finally 
consolidates the models to the point of becoming eligible for a conventional financing market such as 
banks, which is more demanding in terms of its financing parameters (see Annex L for more detailed 
information on business models).

 

Output 2.2.2: Three technical assistance programs implemented for the integrated planning process at 
landscape level, socio-ecological restoration actions and business models, mainstreaming gender and 
cultural relevance, and aimed at: a) regional and municipal governments, b) small farm and forest 
landowners and local communities, and c) market players and the agroforestry value chain

150.  The project will support the development of three technical assistance programs to support the 
integrated implementation of landscape-scale planning, socio-ecological restoration actions and 
business models (Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.1.3 and 2.2.1). Each of these programs will be directed to a 
specific target group, namely: a) regional and communal governments; b) small and medium forest and 
agricultural landowners and local communities; and c) market players and the agroforestry value chain.

151.  The design of these programs will cover the following areas of action: 1) Transfer of knowledge 
for development of business models relevant to restoration economies; 2) Transfer of knowledge, 
practices and coordination of value chains and markets; and 3) Transfer of knowledge and skills to 
coordinate financing and investment. Within each program, these areas will be adapted to the specific 
characteristics of each target group. The design of the programs will include working with development 
networks, identifying instruments for transfer of technology and knowledge, training programs, 
mentoring networks, networks with B companies, corporate social responsibility programs, and 
experiences within the framework of other cooperation projects. This will be done through coordination 
(i.e of networks and companies) and / or focalization (i.e instruments, programs) on the basis on 
restoration processes at landscape level and best practices at farm level, and connecting private market 
players and investors who are willing to promote portfolios of landscape restoration projects with a 
focus on green economies. Some of the issues to be considered in technical assistance programs are the 
following:

?        Positioning and awareness strategies in the markets to promote the choice of sustainable products 
and services.

?        Seals and certifications mechanisms (by third parties or community members) or communication 
campaigns within strategies such as those already existing in Chile (Farmhands, farmers markets, 
territorial identity, denomination of origin, among others).

?        Strategies to accompany and promote connections to networks or markets and business rounds.

 

152.  The technical assistance program for regional and local governments will be prepared with the 
governments of the intervention regions and landscapes, and will aim to promote among them an 
increased knowledge and understanding of restoration economies and restoration businesses models 
that arise from this concept, as well as good restoration, agricultural and forestry practices with 
biodiversity, sustainable land management, gender and cultural relevance considerations. In this way, it 
is expected that regional and local governments will be able, within the framework of their own 
development instruments, to adapt their outlook and favor adjustments or adaptations that will allow 



them to promote restoration economies within the framework of policies on land use planning and rural 
development.

153.  The technical assistance program aimed at small and medium agricultural and forestry 
landowners and local communities will seek to transfer knowledge and develop the capacities of these 
beneficiaries to promote a transformational shift from conventional productive practices to practices 
within the field of restoration that enhance biodiversity and contribute to sustainable land management. 
In the implementation of this program, a criterion of inclusion of women landowners of at least 30% 
will be applied in all the pilot landscapes, in addition to indigenous communities of the indigenous pilot 
landscape.

154.  The technical assistance program for market players and the value chain, on its part, will seek to 
inform and raise awareness on the concepts of restoration, restoration economies, business models 
based on restoration economies to show this group the investment opportunities that they can represent 
and generate their interest in directing resources towards the business models, investment plans and 
projects identified within the framework of the project.

155.  The implementation of the technical assistance programs will be coordinated with the instruments 
available in INDAP, PRODESAL, PDTI, FOSIS, SERCOTEC, CONADI, SAG and CONAF, among 
others, with the support of FAO?s specialized units. In the case of the indigenous pilot landscape, the 
technical assistance programs will be adapted based on the indigenous cosmovision and oriented to the 
concept of good living. Likewise, in a complementary way to the productive capacities for the 
implementation of business models, business management or commercial management capacities will 
be strengthened as well as access to information for compliance with food safety and quality 
regulations for market access.

 

Output 2.2.3: Diversified portfolios of restoration projects, promotion of value chains for a restoration 
economy and dissemination in national and international platforms to mobilize financing with support 
from the private sector (linked to Outputs 2.1.2 and 2.1.3)

156.  Based on the restoration plans and business models, this output will support the design of 
portfolios of restoration and value chain promotion projects (one for each pilot landscape), including 
mainstreaming gender and cultural relevance, under appropriate standards to promote them in business 
and investment rounds, including uploading the portfolios on web platforms in search of national and 
international private financing.

157.  To this end, the project will work in coordination with CORFO, CONAF, INDAP, MMA, 
regional and local governments, municipal production promotion offices, local communities, programs 
for economically, socially and environmentally vulnerable areas, and NGOs for the recruitment and 
selection of projects by individual producers or groups of producers who meet the conditions for 
incubation and acceleration in order to make them attractive to investors and incorporate them into a 
diversified portfolio. 

158.  With the project portfolios, work will be undertaken with Incubator(s)-Accelerator(s)-Business 
development centers (CDN-SERCOTEC), productive development corporations or productive 
development agencies and productive development offices to apply business capacities acceleration 
programs. The recently developed TSJ-CORFO (The Entrepreneur's Journey) [74]74 methodology or 
the different capacity development programs of the respective collaborating institutions of the 
development network may be used to this purpose.



159.  At the same time, the project will work in coordination with the MMA, MINAGRI-CONAF, 
Ministry of Economy (MINECON)-CORFO, NGOs and regional governments to develop a web 
platform where restoration projects may be viewed, and to carry out investment / private financing 
rounds, Demo -Day / Pitch.  In addition, other potential platforms that the project will make use of 
include the national platform FIS Ameris (https://fisameris.cl/) and international platforms such as 
TerraMatch (https://www.terramatch.org/), Trillion Trees (https://trilliontrees.org/), NaturePays 
(https://wwf.panda.org/projects/nature_pays/), Pic Parks (https://www.picparks.com/).

160.  It is expected that at least seven restoration and value chain promotion projects included in the 
portfolios will obtain financing for their implementation (at least one for each pilot landscape), with at 
least two of these projects being led by women's organizations, and one by indigenous communities. It 
is expected that the projects under implementation or with financing secured will contribute to 
improving the monetary income of producers within the framework of the business models and plans, 
and / or that changes in the income distribution matrix will show an increase in the proportion of 
income generated by changes in productive practices within the framework of property plans. 
Similarly, an increase in non-monetary benefits received by producers linked to business and 
investment models and plans associated with restoration is also expected. 

 

Component 3: Knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation

161.  Component 3 will seek to promote knowledge management as well as monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) of the project?s progress and impact for the sustainability and upscaling of the project results. 
GEF support will address knowledge management, communication and information, and M&E 
activities, including monitoring project progress and compliance of indicators, monitoring risk 
mitigation measures, and identifying new measures to address unforeseen risks, and extracting the 
lessons learned (including successes and failures) resulting from the implementation of the project, 
which will be disseminated throughout Chile, the region and the rest of the world, and that will serve 
for other projects to be implemented in similar regions.

 

Outcome 3.1: Knowledge management strategy and Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system based 
on adaptive management and delivery of measurable and verifiable results

Indicator: Project results achieved and demonstrating sustainability

Baseline: N/A

Target: Project fulfills MEL (monitoring, evaluation and learning) benchmarks, delivers expected 
results and shares lessons learned.

 

Output 3.1.1: M&E system developed with relevant stakeholders, clearly defining expected results, the 
expected time periods for their completion, and their confirmation through objectively verifiable 
indicators and means of verification

162.  The Project Management Unit (PMU) will design and implement the projects M&E system. The 
M&E system will be designed at project outset with the relevant stakeholders, clearly defining the 
expected results, the expected time frames for their achievements and their confirmation by means of 
objective indicators and means of verification. Annual work plans and corresponding budgets will also 
be developed based on expected results and their respective progress, including progress and 

https://fisameris.cl/
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milestones required for measurable achievements. To help in this process, the annual work plans will 
be coordinated with annual progress indicators for each result. 

163.  The PMU will prepare a multi-scale M&E plan to monitor the outputs and activities at the 
national, regional and pilot landscape levels, and the dynamic interactions between the different levels. 
The PMU will be responsible for the implementation of the M&E plan, including the Inception 
Workshop; annual progress review workshops and preparation of the annual work plan and budget; 
monitor activities, outputs, outcomes and indicators; risk mitigation and supervision measures; 
completion of the GEF Core Indicator Worksheet at mid-term and end of the project; monitoring of the 
gender action plan and the stakeholder participation plan. Likewise, the PMU will prepare the Project 
Progress Report (PPR) every six months.  The PPR includes the project results framework with 
relevant outcome and output indicators, benchmarks and six-month targets, risk matrix monitoring, and 
will identify potential risks and mitigation measures to reduce unforeseen risks. At the end of each 
year, it will provide inputs to the FAO Lead Technical Officer (LTO) to prepare the Project 
Implementation Review (PIR). The PIR includes the project results framework with relevant outcome 
and output indicators, baseline and annual targets, risk matrix monitoring, and will identify potential 
risks and mitigation measures to reduce unforeseen risks.

164.  Data generated by the multilevel monitoring system (Component 1, Outcome 1.2) and its 
application in the pilot landscapes (Component 2, Outcome 2.1) may provide feed to the M&E system, 
as appropriate, especially in regards to reporting the GEF core indicators.

 

Output 3.1.2:  Mid-term Review and Final Evaluation conducted in order to constructively inform and 
guide project implementation, sustainability considerations, and the application of adaptive measures 
when necessary

165.  When project implementation reaches 50% an external consultant will conduct a Mid-Term 
Review, who will work in consultation with the project team, including the FAO-GEF Coordination 
Unit, FAO-LTO and other partners. It will include field visits to selected sites and consultations with 
local stakeholders and national project partners to allow for any necessary adjustments to the results 
framework or planned activities. In accordance with FAO's evaluation policy, the FAO Office of 
Evaluation (OED) will carry out a Final Evaluation of the project, which will begin within six months 
of the project closing date. Its objective will be to identify the achievements of the project, its 
sustainability and its real or potential effects. It is also intended to indicate the future measures 
necessary to guarantee the continuity of the process developed through the project. The FAO OED will 
carry out the evaluation in consultation with project stakeholders and the donor, and share with them 
the evaluation report, which is a public document.

 

Output 3.1.3: Mechanisms implemented for the dissemination and exchange of best practices and 
lessons for replication and upscaling of the project results, including the gender and cultural relevance 
approach

166.  The mechanisms to be developed under this output are the following: 1) Design and 
implementation of a Knowledge Management Plan; 2) Design and implementation of a Communication 
Strategy and Plan; 3) Design and implementation of an Experience Exchange Plan; and 4) Design, 
implementation and annual monitoring of an Advocacy Plan for Sustainability and Upscaling (Project 
exit strategy). These plans will seek to promote dialogue, trust and participation so that the key 
stakeholders know the project and take ownership and will be oriented towards contributing to the 
incidence on public policies and other private and local initiatives that promote sustainability, 
replication and upscaling of the project?s experiences and results. They will be prepared based on the 
FAO Knowledge Management Strategy.



167.  The stakeholder mapping identified two main types of target audiences. The first comprises the 
direct beneficiaries, including: 1) national, regional and local institutions; 2) small and medium 
landowners, producers and their associations in the intervention landscapes; and 3) community 
organizations and civil society, small farmers and indigenous communities in the intervention 
landscapes. The second group is made up of indirect beneficiaries, including: 1) journalists and 
communicators, 2) politicians, regional and local authorities, decision makers, 3) social and community 
leaders, 4) the general public. The plans will be developed taking into account these audiences and the 
messages of the project will be configured according to the particular characteristics of each target 
group. Knowledge and communication products will be produced in formats and languages adapted to 
each audience.

168.  The Knowledge Management Plan will include a validated methodology for the continuous 
systematization of lessons learned at various levels, clearly defining the objective, object, axis and 
strategy of the systematization process, based on the information asymmetries that exist among the 
interested parties and that need to be addressed for an adequate management of knowledge on 
landscape restoration. The knowledge products will preferentially focus on facilitating and promoting 
greater empowerment of local communities for landscape restoration and will consider the 
dissemination of lessons learned through: 1) Project website, 2) generation of audiovisual products (for 
dissemination on social networks and in local media, such as community or community radios), and 3) 
publications (at least 10) systematizing lessons learned in the areas or dimensions of the landscape 
restoration process, namely: governance, monitoring, plans and demonstration activities, financing and 
business models and investment plans

169.  The project's Communication Strategy and Plan will seek to disseminate and upscale results and 
good practices. For this, it will include: 1) graphic line of the project and corporate logo; 2) media 
management; 3) press releases, 4) periodic newsletters, 5) social networks. The communication 
strategy will establish a common ?language? on landscape restoration processes, including cultural 
relevance and a gender perspective, which will allow an effective communication between the 
interested parties for an adequate understanding of the concepts, applications and potentialities of 
landscape restoration.

170.  The project website will be linked to the web platforms of FAO, MMA, CONAF and other 
partner organizations with the aim of providing continuous and updated information on the progress of 
the project to the various stakeholders and partners, as well as the public. The website will be updated 
periodically to continuously share experiences, disseminate information, develop policies and highlight 
results and progress and facilitate the replication of processes throughout the project.

171.  The gender approach will be an important part of the knowledge products and communication 
products generated by the project, encompassing, for instance, experiences in incorporating the gender 
perspective; successful cases of women implementing sustainable gender-sensitive agricultural and 
restoration practices, women and women's organizations that benefit from business models, projects, 
and access to financing; tools used to incorporate the gender perspective throughout the project cycle, 
and others identified during implementation.

172.  The Experience Exchange Plan will include at least 10 events carried out and documented with 
the participation of at least 40% of women and 10% of indigenous people. Of the total planned events, 
at least seven will be local level meetings (one in each pilot landscape) with a strong territorial and 
face-to-face emphasis, insofar as health conditions allow. These meetings will be aimed at discussing, 
analyzing and exchanging experiences on the impact achieved by participatory planning processes, 
demonstration activities, and business models and investment plans, on the improvement of livelihoods 
and on the functionality of landscapes. In these territory level meetings priority will be given to 
mechanisms that promote the empowerment of local communities in driving the knowledge 
management processes, providing them relevant and meaningful spaces so that the local communities 
themselves will lead the transfer of experiences among peers (farmers, indigenous communities, 
women's organizations) and also with other local level stakeholders (public institutions, private sector, 



civil society organizations). In addition, based on the proper functioning of the local and regional 
committees, the development of thematic communities of practice and learning will be fostered to 
allow projecting the exchange of specific experiences beyond the implementation period of the Project.

173.          The remaining three events will be national meetings in the form of seminars-workshops in 
mixed format (telematic and face-to-face) to broaden the scope of the exchange of experience between 
the Project participants and other interested parties that have not been directly involved in the project 
and offer opportunities for replication and scale-up at the national level. These meetings will prioritize 
the discussion, exchange and systematization of experiences related with strategic instruments, 
operational instruments and tools for monitoring landscape restoration processes, with emphasis on a 
socio-ecological approach (that is, integrating the ecological, productive, human well-being and 
governance dimensions) and from a gender perspective. In addition, travel to national, regional or 
international events, by representatives of the project team and / or partner institutions, may be funded 
from the GEF budget.

174.  The Advocacy Plan for the sustainability and upscaling of  Project results will be prepared taking 
into account its close relationship with the deployment of the PNRP, with an emphasis on multilevel 
governance and the sustainability of financing for landscape restoration. Based on the specific 
experiences that will be developed in each of the pilot landscapes and the exit strategies that the local 
committees will develop in a participatory manner, activities will be designed and implemented to 
allow "anchoring" project results in the priorities of the Municipalities and Regional Governments of 
the target regions and of the communes that are part of the pilot landscapes. For this, special attention 
will be paid to the post-pandemic recovery processes of rural economies based on understanding the 
development of rural areas through nature-based solutions. Hence, the results of the Project will be 
upscaled through the transfer and institutionalization both at the national level (in particular, the 
PNRP), as well as at the regional and community levels.

175.  The main aspects that will be included in the design and implementation of the advocacy plan are 
the following (to be confirmed during the Project implementation stage): 1) Governance schemes and 
mechanisms generating the conditions for the creation and operation of regional technical committees 
in all regions of the country and local committees in new landscapes that are prioritized preferably in 
the target regions; 2) Generating technical guidelines for strategic tools (such as standards for regional 
ecological planning, landscape prioritization criteria and standards for landscape restoration plans); 3) 
Updating and / or formalizing inter-institutional agreements regarding operational instruments for 
landscape restoration (mechanism to coordinate production promotion and environmental management 
instruments, guidelines for accessing regional and sector funds, mechanisms for accessing private 
financing); 4) Institutional ownership of the landscape restoration monitoring module in SIMBIO, 
ensuring the continuity of monitoring of the pilot landscapes, the expansion of monitoring to other 
regions of the country, and the sustainability of financing for monitoring (through public-private 
cooperation strategies); and 5) Transfer of lessons learned, experiences, tools, good practices and 
knowledge, at the level of the Regional Governments of the target regions and of the Municipalities 
that are part of the pilot landscapes, especially to the authorities elected by popular vote (Regional 
Governors, Regional Councilors, Mayors and Municipal Councilors) to facilitate integration in the 
implementation of land use planning and rural development policies.

 

4) Alignment with GEF focal area and/or Impact Program strategies; 

176.          The project will contribute to developing an enabling environment for the deployment of the 
PNRP as a robust public policy that integrates inter-institutional approaches, instruments and 
capacities. The project aims at creating the conditions for the development of an innovative multilevel 
governance (national, regional and local), triggering strategic restoration processes of environmentally 
vulnerable landscapes of priority in the Mediterranean ecoregion of Chile, and facilitating the 
mobilization of public-private financing for landscape restoration and the promotion of local 



restoration-based economies, hence generating global environmental benefits in terms on biodiversity 
conservation and increasing the provision of ecosystem services by forests and other ecosystems as 
well as the livelihoods of local communities. Therefore, it is consistent with the GEF criteria and is 
aligned with the Biodiversity and Land Degradation Focal Areas and its objectives and entry points, 
more specifically with BD 1-1 Mainstream biodiversity across sectors as well as landscapes and 
seascapes through biodiversity mainstreaming in priority sectors and LD 1-3 Maintain or improve 
flows of ecosystem services, including sustaining livelihoods of forest-dependent people through Forest 
Landscape Restoration (FLR).

177.          Project Component 1 will address the institutional management and planning for sustainable 
landscape restoration and is aligned with both BD 1-1 and LD 1-3. Through Outcome 1.1 Institutional 
arrangements, public policy objectives, restoration instruments and plans are aligned for a 
comprehensive restoration of degraded landscapes the project will promote the development of 
multilevel (national, regional and local) and multifocal (political, technical and operational) governance 
and planning schemes and mechanisms as well as the development of strategic and operational 
instruments for landscape planning and restoration. Outcome 1.2 Monitoring and prioritization system 
for landscape restoration designed and implemented on its part will support the development of 
conceptual tools for a monitoring and prioritization system for landscape restoration, indicators and 
sustainability index and a landscape restoration monitoring module integrated in the MMA?s SIMBIO. 
Through these interventions the project will support the spatial and land-use planning at landscape-
level to ensure that land and resource use is appropriately situated to maximize production without 
undermining or degrading biodiversity (at ecosystem level) under BD 1-1, as well as the integrated 
landscape management with particular attention to rangelands and livestock production in view of their 
effect on forest resources under LD 1-3.

178.          Project Component 2 will address the scaling up of public and private investment for 
restoration and sustainable management in agricultural-forestry landscapes. Outcome 2.1 Agroforestry 
landscapes and their natural environments integrated in restoration for the demonstration and 
upscaling of nature-based solutions, instruments, financing and investment models will develop socio-
ecological restoration plans in seven landscapes, improve stakeholder capacities and implement 
restoration actions and good agricultural and forestry practices at landscape level. Outcome 2.2 
Generation of benefits from restoration-based economies in the agroforestry sector demonstrated will 
support developing public-private restoration business models; technical assistance programs targeting 
regional and municipal governments, small farm and forest landowners and local communities, and 
market players and the agroforestry value chain; and developing and mobilizing financing for 
restoration projects and promotion of value chains. These approaches are aligned with and will support 
BD 1-1 priorities, namely improving and changing production practices to be more biodiversity-
positive with a focus on the agricultural and forestry sectors that have significant biodiversity impacts 
seeking to incentivize stakeholders to change current practices that may be degrading biodiversity (at 
ecosystem level). Likewise, with LD 1-3 priorities regarding sustainable management of production 
landscapes, addressing the complex nexus of local livelihoods, land degradation, climate change, and 
environmental security; sustainable management of dryland forests and trees outside forests, and 
promotion of diversified agro-ecological food production systems in drylands.

179.          The seven selected landscapes host 18 terrestrial ecosystems within the Chilean Winter 
Rainfall Forests biodiversity hotspot that fall under IUCN conservation categories, of which six are 
Critically Endangered (CR), four are Endangered (EN), five are Vulnerable (VU), one is Near 
Threatened (NT) and two are of Least Concern (LC). The above-mentioned project interventions at the 
landscape level will therefore benefit the biodiversity at ecosystem level, therefore the project is fully 
aligned with BD 1-1 priorities.  

 

5) Incremental/additional cost reasoning and expected contributions from the baseline, the 
GEFTF, LDCF, SCCF, and co-financing; 



180.          Through the incremental support of the GEF, the project will support Chile in the removal of 
the identified barriers promoting an environment conducive to good governance and sustainable 
financing of landscape restoration in Chile. The project design and components are aligned with the 
PNRP?s components and will thus support its implementation at national as well as regional and local 
levels in the selected regions and landscapes, and generating the lessons and experiences for upscaling 
to the whole country.

181.          Component 1 will address barrier 1. For this, the incremental support of the GEF will be 
used to strengthen the governance capacities at national, regional and local levels for sustainable 
landscape restoration.  This will be done through establishing multilevel governance schemes and 
mechanisms; developing strategic planning instruments; operational instruments for integrated 
management of biodiversity, promotion of production and financing for restoration; as well as 
developing and testing tools to enable monitoring landscape restoration.

182.          Component 2 will contribute to remove barrier 2 through promoting public and private 
investment for restoration and sustainable management in agricultural-forestry landscapes.  GEF?s 
incremental resources will be used to develop landscape restoration plans in selected landscapes; 
promote public-private partnerships to demonstrate nature-based solutions that integrate restoration and 
good production practices for sustainable land management and conservation and sustainable use of 
biodiversity; and mobilize public and private funding to promote restoration-based economies that 
improve the livelihoods of local communities.

183.          Component 3 will address barrier 3, with GEF incremental support aimed at closing 
knowledge and information gaps and increasing stakeholders? knowledge and awareness on landscape 
restoration through developing and disseminating knowledge management products; developing 
communication and information materials, sharing experiences and promoting the use of successful 
lessons at the local, regional and national levels. Incremental resources will also address monitoring the 
global environmental benefits delivered by the project; undertaking the midterm and final evaluations; 
and developing an exit strategy for the sustainability and upscaling of project results.

184.          The co-financing resources total USD 37,402,846 comprising cash and in-kind contributions 
by national  governments, and FAO as GEF Agency. Part of the cash contributions correspond to 
competitive funds within production and environmental management instruments that will support 
demonstrations on restoration and best practices. Considering the significant contributions of the co-
financing partners of the project, the GEF resources, for a total value of USD 5,674,032, will be used, 
as planned, to develop the enabling environment for efficient landscape restoration, thereby generating 
significant global environmental benefits.  The financial resources of the GEF will be added to the 
investments currently underway by the project partners, and therefore the project is considered as fully 
incremental.

 

6) Global environmental benefits (GEFTF) and/or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF);

185.          The project will generate benefits for the global environment, consistent with national 
development priorities and sustained in the long term by the local and regional benefits that it will 
generate in terms of better livelihoods, cultural reaffirmation and environmental sustainability. These 
multiple benefits at various levels will be achieved through the strengthening of national and local 
capacities for multilevel governance of landscape restoration, demonstration of restoration and best 
production practices in selected pilot landscapes that contribute to sustainable land management and 
the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and mobilizing public and private investments to 
promote restoration-based economies.

186.          In particular, the main expected benefits for the global environment to be delivered by the 
project are: 



?        1,948 hectares of degraded agricultural lands under restoration in 7 intervention landscapes (GEF 
Core Indicator #3.1)

 

?        4,422 hectares of forests and forestland under restoration in 7 intervention landscapes (GEF Core 
Indicator #3.2) 

 

?        3,630 hectares of grasslands and shrublands under restoration in 7 intervention landscapes (GEF 
Core Indicator #3.3)

 

?        38,890 hectares of landscapes under improved practices that benefit biodiversity (GEF Core 
Indicator #4.1).

 
?        31,110 hectares under sustainable land management in productive systems (GEF Core Indicator 
#4.3)

 

?        Improved capacities of: 1) 480 people (of which 40% are women) for monitoring and evaluation 
of landscape restoration; 2) 8,800 people (of which 40% are women and 5% from indigenous 
communities), for planning and implementation of restoration actitivies and good agricultural and 
forestry practices in seven intervention landscapes; and 3) 350 people (on average 50 people for each 
pilot landscape, 30% are women and 5% are indigenous) to undertake new business models and 
investment plans for restoration (GEF Core Indicator #11).

 

?        The project interventions will benefit the biodiversity of the pilot landscapes, which are home to 
numerous species, many of which are of global importance, through the reduction of pressure on 
natural resources and the consequent change in land use, and the increase in connectivity, complexity 
and functionality of landscapes.

 

?        The seven selected landscapes host 18 terrestrial ecosystems within the Chilean Winter Rainfall 
Forests biodiversity hotspot that fall under IUCN conservation categories, of which six are Critically 
Endangered (CR), four are Endangered (EN), five are Vulnerable (VU), one is Near Threatened (NT) 
and two are of Least Concern (LC). Through the reduction of pressure on natural resources and the 
consequent change in land use, and the increase in connectivity, complexity and functionality of 
landscapes, project interventions at the landscape level will therefore benefit the biodiversity at 
ecosystem level. These landscapes are home to numerous species, many of which are of global 
importance, therefore the project will also benefit biodiversity at species level. 

187. The project will generate climate benefits in terms of adaptation to climate change. While not the 

primary objective, the project will also deliver mitigation co-benefits. A preliminary estimation using 

FAO?s EX ACT Tool (Annex P of the Agency Project Document) indicates a GHG emission 



mitigation expected of 154,836 tCO2e for a 20 years accounting period, 5 years of implementation plus 

15 years of capitalization. This estimation considers a sample of 2,000 ha of the intended intervention 

area, corresponding to sclerophyllous forest (considered as subtropical dry forest in EX ACT) for 

which it is possible to estimate the mitigation potential, and considering the following assumptions: the 

project will reduce the rate of deforestation from 0.8%/yr to 0.2%/yr; increase reforestation rate from 

10 ha/yr to 20 ha/yr and; reduce the forest land degradation level from large (60% of biomass lost) to 

moderate (40% of biomass lost) with a reduction of the fire impact from 100% to 75%. At project 

outset, during the development of the restoration plans for the pilot sites (Outputs 2.2.1 and 2.2.3), the 

EX ACT Tool[1] will be applied to update the estimation of GHG mitigation benefits (including the 

field survey of data to validate and / or supplement the tool?s estimates), and will follow-up at mid-

term and end of project. In addition, the feasibility of obtaining data from xerophytic formations that 

contribute to the development of GHG capture reference levels in arid and semi-arid regions will be 

evaluated within the framework of the elaboration of the regional ecological planning in the Coquimbo 

region (Output 1.1.2).

188.          Moreover, the project will contribute to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), 
especially Goal 15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably 
manage forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity 
loss and its targets 15.2 Promote the implementation of sustainable management of all types of forests, 
halt deforestation, restore degraded forests and substantially increase afforestation and reforestation 
globally, and 15.3 Combat desertification, restore degraded land and soil, including land affected by 
desertification, drought and floods, and strive to achieve a land degradation-neutral world.
189.          Complementarily, the project will contribute to Goal 2 End hunger, achieve food security 
and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture and its target 2.4 Ensure sustainable food 
production systems and implement resilient agricultural practices that increase productivity and 
production, that help maintain ecosystems, that strengthen capacity for adaptation to climate change, 
extreme weather, drought, flooding and other disasters, and that progressively improve land and soil 
quality; as well as to Goal 5 Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls and its target 
5.5 Ensure women?s full and effective participation and equal opportunities for leadership at all levels 
of decision-making in political, economic and public life; and Goal 13: Take urgent action to combat 
climate change and its impacts and its target 13.1 Strengthen resilience and adaptive capacity to 
climate-related hazards and natural disasters in all countries.

 

7) Innovativeness, sustainability,  potential for scaling up and capacity development. ?
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190.          The project will help to remove the barriers to landscape restoration, helping to address the 
problems of deforestation and degradation of native ecosystems and land degradation. The intervention 
strategy aims to support the implementation of the PNRP as a robust public policy that integrates inter-
institutional approaches, instruments and capacities, led by the MMA and MINAGRI (through 
CONAF). In this regard, the project is integrated into on-going processes, with the incremental funding 
of the GEF aimed at creating the conditions for the development of innovative multilevel governance 
capable of coordinating and monitoring the use of strategic and operational instruments, at the 
territorial level, to facilitate the mobilization of public-private financing for landscape restoration and 
the promotion of local restoration-based economies.

191.          Environmental sustainability. The provision of ecosystem services is highly dependent on 
the functionality of landscapes, which in turn depend on the health of native ecosystems in the land use 
mosaic. The drivers of loss and degradation of land and natural ecosystems will be addressed by the 
project through two main processes: 1) strengthening the integration of restoration of biodiversity and 
ecosystem services in productive development instruments associated with Small-holder Family 
Farming and agricultural, livestock and forestry activities; and 2) generation of demonstration actions 
for landscape restoration in core areas (with remnants of vulnerable and threatened native ecosystems) 
and their potential for upscaling to areas of influence in the productive sectors that depend on the 
ecosystem services of these core areas, thereby promoting and catalysing the adoption of best practices 
that benefit biodiversity and sustainable land management. For the design of the interventions in the 
pilot landscapes, the climate scenarios foreseen for Chile will be considered, contributing to increase 
the resilience of local communities.This will be possible to the extent that planning, management and 
implementation at the landscape level are increasingly adopted.

192.          Social sustainability. The multilevel governance scheme and mechanisms that the project 
will develop will contribute directly to the empowerment of local stakeholders (communities, civil 
society organizations, small and medium landowners, women's organizations and indigenous 
communities) in the process of planning, management and monitoring of landscape restoration. The 
social benefits of the project are linked to: 1) the integration of restoration actions and best productive 
practices in local development initiatives through business models, investment plans and project 
portfolios within the framework of public-private partnerships, strengthening the networks of technical 
assistance, promotion and development of green enterprises for the socio-economic recovery of rural 
areas; and 2) the increase in monetary and non-monetary benefits for local communities from the 
diversification of productive activities based on restoration, while highlighting and supporting the role 
of women in value chains and generating products with territorial and cultural identity.

193.          Economic sustainability. One of the barriers that the project will help to remove is 
insufficient funding for landscape restoration processes. This will be approached through integrating 
three key factors: 1) a strategy for targeting public financing (national, regional and sectorial) available 
for the promotion of production in the forestry and agricultural sectors, and for local environmental 
management; 2) a strategy to mobilize public-private financing through the strengthening of initiatives 
based on environmental funds and the conservation property right; and 3) a strategy for developing 
portfolios of restoration projects in landscape restoration plans, supported by business models and 



investment plans, and linked to networks of entrepreneurship, business acceleration and attracting 
private investment. 

194.          Cost efficiency. One of the key hypotheses of the landscape restoration process is that 
planning, management, and monitoring at the landscape scale allow the generation of economies of 
scale and increase the efficiency of public spending. For every dollar of public investment in 
productive development in agroforestry sectors that is invested under the logic of landscape restoration 
plans, the social, environmental and economic impact will be greater compared to the same investment 
without a territorial logic and focused only on the property level. In this regard, the existing potential in 
the country to finance landscape restoration (both in the public and private spheres) is relevant. The 
project will help to take advantage of this potential through scalable and replicable demonstration 
actions, coordinating between the interested parties and generating processes to strengthen knowledge 
management.

195.          Replicability. The results to be obtained from the project will catalyse the implementation of 
the PNRP throughout the national territory. Therefore, the experiences and lessons learned obtained in 
the pilot landscapes, as well as the tools, instruments and products for knowledge management, should 
be transferred to the project partners for their institutionalization. From the beginning of its 
implementation, the project will make an important effort to promote the exchange of experiences 
between beneficiaries, while fostering knowledge sharing, the transfer of learning and the use of best 
practices through self-managed trusted spaces for local communities and stakeholder networks in each 
pilot landscape. The technical assistance and training programmes to be implemented by the project 
will be transformed into practical guides (in the format of learning communities and communities of 
practice) that will be incorporated into the existing instruments for productive development.

 

 

8) Summary of changes in alignment with the project design with the original PIF

196.          The main changes applied are linked to wording, relocation or merge some outcomes and 
outputs for better coherence and to expand scope, and an output focused on landscape restoration in the 
context of indigenous peoples was added. There are minor changes in the values of #3, #4 and #11 GEF 
core indicators to specify the distribution in the sub-indicators, according to socio-environmental 
characterization of the selected pilot landscapes during the project preparation phase (see Table 9). 

Table 9. Summary of changes in alignment with the original PIF

Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Modifications and adjustments to components, results and products



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Component 1 Governance and institutional management and 
planning for sustainable landscape restoration.

Slight change in wording

 

Institutional management and 
planning for sustainable 
landscape restoration.

Outcome 1.1
Institutional arrangements, policy objectives and 
restoration plans are aligned and articulated for 
efficient restoration of degraded landscapes.

Slight change in wording

 

Institutional arrangements, 
public policy objectives, 
restoration instruments and 
plans are aligned for a 
comprehensive restoration of 
degraded landscapes

Output 1.1.1

Local, regional and national committees have been 
implemented and strengthened in terms of 
governance and planning to align landscape priority 
tools with policy objectives to include them and make 
them operational and ensure project sustainability, 
replicability and up-scaling.

Revised wording

 

Multilevel (national, regional 
and local) and multifocal 
(political, technical and 
operational) governance and 
planning scheme and 
mechanisms developed and 
implemented

 

Output 1.1.2

Landscape priority tools have been aligned with 
policy objectives in order to include them into 
national, regional and local policy instruments to 
ensure project sustainability, replicability and up-
scaling

Revised wording

 

Strategic instruments 
developed at the national, 
regional and local levels, 
mainstreaming gender and 
cultural relevance, and 
ensuring the sustainability, 
replication and up-scaling of 
the project

 



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 1.1.3

Standards for land restoration plans in the five target 
regions developed.

 

 

Modified (includes expanded 
scope)

 

Operational instruments 
developed and / or aligned for 
an integrated management of 
biodiversity, promotion of 
production in agroforestry 
landscapes and financing for 
restoration (public, private and 
public-private) and 
mainstreaming gender and 
cultural relevance

 

Observation: the develop of the 
standards for regional and 
landscape restoration plans are 
now included in the 
development of strategic 
instruments (Output 1.1.2) to 
be implemented in 7 pilot 
landscapes in 6 target regions 
(Component 2 of the 
PRODOC) trough the 
operational instruments to be 
developed in this output (1.1.3) 
focused on to expand the scope 
of the demonstration actions.

Outcome 1.2 A monitoring system for landscape restoration has 
been designed and implemented.

Slight change in wording

 

Monitoring and prioritization 
system for landscape 
restoration designed and used 
by relevant institutions 



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 1.2.1

Indicators criteria and methodology for establishing a 
landscape restoration monitoring system based on 
existing information platforms (LEMU, SIMEF and 
SIMBIO, or others) developed.

Revised wording

 

Conceptual tools developed, 
tested and validated to 
implement a monitoring and 
prioritization system for 
landscape restoration, 
mainstreaming gender and 
cultural relevance

 

Observation: the conceptual 
tools include socio-ecological 
indicators (linked with 
biodiversity, ecosystems 
services, water resources, soils, 
sustainable production, 
wellbeing human, governance, 
gender and indigenous people 
criteria), landscape 
sustainability index, and 
methodological tools for the 
collect of the data. 

Output 1.2.2
Landscape restoration tools, such as Sustainable 
Forest Management, Clean Production Agreements 
APL, or Good Manufacturing Practices, prioritized.

Modified (focus on monitoring)

 

Multiscale baseline of socio-
ecological indicators raised, 
and sustainability index 
validated in the 7 intervention 
landscapes (linked to Outputs 
2.1.1 and 2.1.3)

 

Observation: output 1.2.2 
originally in the  PIF is not 
related to a monitoring system, 
but to operational instruments; 
it has been merged with Output 
1.1.3 of the PRODOC.

 



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 1.2.3 Restoration tools managed and coordinated together 
with proposals for improvements of existing tools.

Modified (focus on monitoring)

 

A functional module for 
cadastre, prioritization and 
monitoring of restoration 
indicators at the landscape 
level, incorporated into the 
Biodiversity Information and 
Monitoring System (SIMBIO) 
and interoperable with existing 
information systems (Atlas of 
Climate Risks -ARCLIM, 
Integrated System of 
Monitoring of Native Forest 
Ecosystems -SIMEF, and 
others)

 

Observation: the output 1.2.3 
originally in the PIF is not 
related to a monitoring system, 
but to operational instruments 
and their application. It was 
merged with Output 1.1.3 and 
Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 
of the PRODOC.

 

Component 2
Scaling up public and private investment for 
restoration and sustainable nature-based management 
in agroforestry landscapes and natural environments.

No significant changes

 

Scaling up public and private 
investment for restoration and 
sustainable management in 
agricultural-forestry landscapes



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Outcome 2.1 Sustainable restoration practice and business models 
implemented in the agroforestry sector.

Modified (combined with 
Outcome 2.3 of PIF)

 

Agroforestry landscapes and 
their natural environments 
integrated in restoration for the 
demonstration and upscaling of 
nature-based solutions, 
instruments, financing and 
investment models

 

Observation: restoration 
practices need to be associated 
with landscape restoration 
plans and demonstration 
actions; teherfore, the business 
models related to these plans 
origanally in output 2.1 are 
part now of the Outcome 2.2 of 
the PRODOC.



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 2.1.1

A programme to encourage partnership between 
small-scale forest owners and farmers and local 
communities has been planned and implemented at 
local level.

Modified (focus on plans 
implemented and combined 
with Output 2.3.2 of the PIF)

 

Standardized landscape level 
socio-ecological restoration 
plans implemented in 6 
intervention landscapes 
through integrated 
methodological approaches and 
diversification of the 
biodiversity values ??of the 
landscape and mainstreaming 
gender and cultural relevance

 

Observation: the process of 
participatory development and 
implementation of landscape 
restoration plans and 
demonstration actions will be 
carried out through the 
association between owners 
and local communities in the 
pilot landscapes (transversal to 
Component 2 as adjusted in the 
PRODOC). The required 
output is ?landscape 
restoration plans 
implemented?.



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 2.1.2

Landscape restoration plans are designed and 
implemented through the tools tried in other GEF 
projects and other experiences, such as: Good 
Agricultural Practices (GAP), biodiversity 
compensation mechanisms and/or payment for 
ecosystem services, In Rem Right of Conservation, 
among other tools.

Modified (focus on 
demonstration actions and 
combined with Output 2.3.1 of 
the PIF)

 

Demonstration and high-impact 
restoration actions and good 
agricultural and forestry 
practices in 6 landscapes 
implemented at landscape level 
through public-private 
partnerships (linked to Output 
2.2.4)

 

Observation: the landscape 
restoration plans designed and 
implemented (Output 2.1.1 of 
PRODOC) will apply the 
operational instruments 
(Output 1.1.3 of PRODOC) to 
carry out high-impact 
demonstration actions 
(restoration and best 
productive practices to benefit 
biodiversity and sustainable 
management), under SbN 
standards. The operational 
instruments are: i) 
regional/local coordination 
mechanism for environmental 
promotion and management 
instruments; ii) technical-
operational guide for 
landscape restoration 
programmes to apply for 
regional and sector financing; 
iii) the Chile Nature Fund's 
forest and watershed 
programme; and iv) standards 
for the coordination of 
landscape restoration through 
private financing within the 
framework of Law 20930 that 
establishes the Real Right of 
Conservation (DCR).

 



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 2.1.3 None

New output

 

Socio-ecological restoration 
plan and actions co-developed 
with the effective participation 
of Mapuche communities and 
implemented at the landscape 
level in 1 landscape with 
cultural relevance and gender 
approach

 

Observation: The PIF had to 
carry out actions in 5 sites or 
basins. PRODOC increased the 
number of pilot landscapes to 
7, with one of them being an 
indigenous landscape. Of the 7 
selected pilot landscapes, one 
in particular has indigenous 
Mapuche communities. A 
separate Output was decided 
for this pilot landscape within 
the framework of the 
adaptation of the process under 
the indigenous cosmovision.

 

Outcome 2.2 Benefits of agroforestry production demonstrated.

Revised wording

 

Generation of benefits from 
restoration-based economies in 
the agroforestry sector 
demonstrated



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 2.2.1
Agroforestry Business and investment plans 
developed with producer organizations for each target 
landscape within the project.

Revised wording and expanded 
scope

 

Business models and 
investment plans 
mainstreaming gender and 
cultural relevance for 
restoration in the pilot 
landscapes developed and 
implemented

Output 2.2.2

Technical assistance programmes for supply chain 
and market actors, as well as for regional 
governments (to further support producers), 
implemented.

Revised wording

 

Three technical assistance 
programs implemented for the 
integrated planning process at 
landscape level, socio-
ecological restoration actions 
and business models, 
mainstreaming gender and 
cultural relevance, and aimed 
at: a) regional and municipal 
governments, b) small farm and 
forest landowners and local 
communities, and c) market 
players and the agroforestry 
value chain

Output 2.2.3

Diversified portfolio of restoration projects in each 
target landscape and promotion of value chains 
aiming at a restoration economy, made visible in 
financing platforms or national and international 
markets.

Modified (combined with 
Output 2.2.4 of PIF)

 

Diversified portfolios of 
restoration projects, promotion 
of value chains for a restoration 
economy and dissemination in 
national and international 
platforms to mobilize financing 
with support from the private 
sector (linked to Outputs 2.1.2 
and 2.1.3)



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 2.2.4

Funding mobilized (with support from the private 
sector) to promote the implementation of priority 
restoration plans and projects developed in 2.2.1 and 
2.2.3.

Combined with Output 2.2.3 of 
PIF

 

Observation: the goal of at 
least one project financed in 
each pilot landscape is 
included. The new Output 2.2.3 
combine the original outputs 
2.2.3 and 2.2.4 of PIF.

Outcome 2.3 Integrated agricultural and forestry landscapes in 
restoration. Combined with Outcome 2.1

Output 2.3.1 Restoration Pilots for sustainable agricultural and 
forestry production practices implemented and tested. Combined with Outcome 2.1.2

Output 2.3.2 Target landscapes improved as a result of Restoration 
Pilots and other project activities.

Combined with Outputs 2.1.1, 
2.1.2 and 2.1.3

Component 3 Knowledge Management and Monitoring & 
Evaluation (M&E)

No changes

 

Knowledge management, 
monitoring and evaluation

Outcome 3.1 Knowledge and learning mainstreamed by 
beneficiaries, other actors and public institutions.

Modified (combined with 
Outcome 3.2 of the PIF) 

 

Knowledge Management 
Strategy and Monitoring and 
Evaluation System (M&E) 
based on adaptive management 
and delivery of measurable and 
verifiable results.



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Output 3.1.1 Lessons learnt and best practices systematized.

Modified (corresponds to the 
relocation of Output 3.2.1 of 
the PIF)

 

M&E system developed with 
relevant stakeholders, clearly 
defining expected results, the 
expected time periods for their 
completion, and their 
confirmation through 
objectively verifiable indicators 
and means of verification

 

Output 3.1.2

Development and dissemination of communication 
products and exchange of successful experiences.

 

 

Modified (corresponds to the 
relocation of Output 3.2.2 of 
the PIF)

 

Mid-term Review and Final 
Evaluation conducted in order 
to constructively inform and 
guide project implementation, 
sustainability considerations, 
and the application of adaptive 
measures when necessary

 

Output 3.1.3

Knowledge and learning exchange mechanism 
implemented.

 

 

Modified (integrated original 
Outputs 3.1.1, 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 
of the PIF)

 

Mechanisms implemented for 
the dissemination and exchange 
of best practices and lessons for 
replication and upscaling of the 
project results, including the 
gender and cultural relevance 
approach

 



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Outcome 3.2
Project implementation is supported by a Monitoring 
& Evaluation strategy based on measurable and 
verifiable results.

Combined with Outcome 3.1

Output 3.2.1
Monitoring & Evaluation strategy developed with 
expected results, time frames for completion with 
indicators and means of verification.

Relocated in Output 3.1.1

Output 3.2.2 Mid-term review and final evaluation carried out. Relocated in Output 3.1.2

Project intervention sites

Intervention 
sites (pilot 
landscapes)

5 target regions and 5 basins or pilot landscapes to be 
defined during the PPG phase.

6 target regions (Coquimbo, 
Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, 
?uble and Biob?o), and the 
identification, selection and 
characterization of 7 pilot 
intervention landscapes 
(including 1 bi-regional 
landscape and 1 indigenous 
landscape).

Core indicators

GEF #3

Area of land 
restored 
(hectares)

9,200

10,000

 

Observations: 1) considered as 
hectares under restoration; 2) 
the distribution by type of area 
may vary depending on the 
participatory process of 
preparing landscape 
restoration plans and 
demonstration actions.

3.1 Degraded 
agricultural 
land

2,760 1,948

3.2 Forest 
and forest 
land

2,760 4,422

3.3 Natural 
grass and 
shrublands

1,840 3,630

3.4 Wetlands 1,840 0



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

GEF #4 Area 
(hectares) of 
landscapes 
under 
improved 
practices 
(excluding 
protected 
areas)

69,000

70,000

 

Observations: 1) considered as 
an area of influence of the 
landscapes with improved 
practices; 2) the distribution of 
the type of improved practices 
may vary depending on the 
process of participation in the 
preparation of landscape 
restoration plans and 
demonstration actions.

4.1 Area of 
landscapes 
under 
improved 
management 
to benefit 
biodiversity

41,400
38,890

 

4.3 Area of 
landscapes 
under 
sustainable 
land 
management 
in production 
systems

27,600 31,110



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

GEF #6

Greenhouse 
Gas 
Emissions 
Mitigated

GEF #11

Number of 
direct 
beneficiaries 
as co-benefit 
of GEF 
investment

Nore

Total: 9,976 beneficiaries, 4,869 women beneficiaries 
(49%)

154,836 tCO2e per 20 years 
accounting period

Total: 9,630 (reduced by 3%), 
3,817 women beneficiaries 
(40%)

Lower number of women is 
explained by the update of the 
rural population identified in 
the pilot landscapes based on 
official information from the 
2017 Census.

Process of Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) 



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Stages of the 
FPIC process

During the project identification phase (PIF), there 
was no definition of the pilot intervention landscapes. 
Therefore, the initial stages of the FPIC process were 
not implemented, namely: 1) identification of 
affected indigenous peoples and their representatives, 
and 2) geographic documentation and demographic 
information with participatory mapping.

During the PPG, a pilot 
intervention landscape with the 
presence of indigenous 
communities (Lanalhue-
Nahuelbuta landscape) was 
identified and the following 
stages of the FPIC process 
were implemented: 1) 
identification of affected 
indigenous peoples and their 
representatives; 2) geographic 
documentation and 
demographic information with 
participatory mapping; and 3) 
design of a participatory 
communications plan and 
development of a discussion 
itinerary through which the 
project information will be 
delivered in a transparent 
manner.

During the process, the 
existence of a socio-territorial 
conflict was verified that 
required a specific strategy to 
address the FPIC process, 
including an initial diagnosis 
and approach with indigenous 
communities, with the support 
of an intercultural facilitator 
and the incorporation in the 
design of the PRODOC of 
Output 2.1.3 that aims to co-
develop a Landscape 
Restoration Plan with the 
indigenous communities based 
on the Mapuche worldview.

Therefore, and in accordance 
with the Indigenous Peoples 
Plan (see Annex J), the FPIC 
process will be completed at 
the beginning of the project 
implementation (stage 4 and 5).

GED budget and co-financing



Topic PIF proposal Proposed change in PRODOC

Budget by 
component

Component 1: USD 1,100,000 (19.4%)

Component 2: USD 3,475,840 (61.3%)

Component 3: USD 828,000 (14.6%)

PMC: USD 270,192 (4.7%)

Total: USD 5,674,032 

Component 1: USD 1,221,632 
(21.53%)

Component 2: USD 3,450,800 
(60.82%)

Component 3: USD 731,600 
(12.89%)

PMC: USD 270,000 (4.76%)

Total: USD 5,674,032

Co-financing Total: USD 32,000,000

In-kind (recurrent expenditures):

USD 10,200,000

Grant (investment mobilized): 

USD 21,800,000

Total: USD 37,402,846

In-kind (recurrent 
expenditures): 

USD 22,178,413

Grant (investment mobilized):

USD 15,224,433

 

 

[1] Myers et al., 2000 

[2] Arroyo et al., 2004

[3] Ministry of the Environment, 2018.

[4] Simonetti, 1999.

[5] National Statistics Institute, 2018. 2017 Census data. 
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[23] Houghton et al., 1999, Chase et al., 2000, Claussen et al., 2001, DeFries et al., 2002, Brovkin et 
al., 2004, Aguayo et al., 2009.

[24] Houghton et al., 1999, Chase et al., 2000, Claussen et al., 2001, DeFries et al., 2002, Brovkin et 
al., 2004, Aguayo et al., 2009.

[25] IPBES, 2019.

[26] CONAF, 2017e.

[27] Ministry of the Environment, 2019.

[28] Armesto et al., 2010.

[29] Ministry of the Environment, 2019.

[30] OTERRA. 2016. Final Consultancy Report: ?Support to the generation and root cause analysis of 
deforestation, forest degradation and lack of forest carbon stocks, identifying strategic options to 
address them under the Chile?s National Climate Change and Vegetation Resources Strategy 
ENCCRV.

[31] Frau et al., 2010.

[32] CONAF, 2020. National Report on Land Degradation. Chile's National Strategy for Climate 
Change and Vegetation Resources (2017-2025). National Forest Service.

[33] In general terms, the risk of desertification and land degradation was calculated based on its main 
components that include current erosion, human pressure, fires and aridity index in drylands. For the 
analysis of droughts, the methodology of the Standardized Precipitation Index (IPE) was used, which 
quantifies the precipitation deficit for different time scales. The IPE index was selected to characterize 
the intensity and duration of droughts, since it is widely used by the Ministry of Agriculture through the 
Emergency and Agricultural Risk Management Section (SEGRA / MINAGRI). Source: CONAF 
(2020).

[34] Water shortage zone decrees. 
 https://dga.mop.gob.cl/administracionrecursoshidricos/decretosZonasEscasez/Paginas/default.aspx

[35] OTERRA. 2016. Final Consultancy Report: ?Support to the generation and root cause analysis of 
deforestation, forest degradation and lack of forest carbon stocks, identifying strategic options to 
address them under the Chile?s National Climate Change and Vegetation Resources Strategy 
ENCCRV?.

[36] Radiograf?a del Agua, Fundaci?n Chile, 2018.

[37] Fundaci?n Amul?n, 2019.
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[38] Ministry of the Environment, 2019. Sixth National Biodiversity Report of Chile before the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). Ministry of Environment. Santiago, Chile, 220 pp.
[39] For example: System of Incentives for the Recovery of Degraded Soils - SIRSD, Management 
Plans with Forest Management Criteria of the Law on Recovery of Native Forest and Forest 
Development, Clean Production Agreements - APL, Local Development Program - PRODESAL, 
Programa Indigenous Territorial Development - PDTI and Environmental Protection Fund - FPA.

[40] For example: Environmental Funds, Real Right of Conservation Law.

[41] Such as the National Funds for Regional Development (FNDR).

[42] Ministry of the Environment, 2019. Reports of Regional Workshops for the Formulation of the 
National Restoration Plan. Database.

[43] System of Incentives for the Recovery of Degraded Soils - SIRSD, Management Plans with Forest 
Management Criteria of the Law on Recovery of the Native Forest and Forest Development, Clean 
Production Agreements - APL, Local Development Program - PRODESAL, Indigenous Territorial 
Development Program - PDTI and Environmental Protection Fund - FPA.

[44] Companies that incorporate environmental, social and economic sustainability criteria into their 
business models. In this regard, see: https://www.sistemab.org/ 

[45] An example of this is the recent constitutional reform so that Regional Governors are elected by 
popular vote, which took place for the first time in Chile in 2021. Another example is the creation, 
since 2008, of the Civil Society Councils. (COSOC) that function as consultative bodies at the 
municipal level, although they have not yet been implemented in all the communes of the country.

[46] https://www.enccrv.cl/rep-nacional-de-degradacion 

[47] Ministry of Environment (2019).

[48] The project is aligned with the PNRP?s componets: 1) Action in landscape restoration; 2) 
Governance for landscape restoration; 3) Capacity development and strengthening; 4) Financing; and 
5) Prevention, mitigation and reduction of degradation factors; as well as guidelines for follow-up, 
monitoring of landscape restoration and adaptive management (see Section 7 on consistency with 
national priorities). 

[49] PNRP 2021-2030. Draft document. April 2021. Landscape restoration includes ecological 
restoration processes (sensu stricto) and other processes of restoration, rehabilitation, recovery, 
conservation and protection of ecosystems within a mosaic of land uses and with a socio-ecological 
approach.

[50] One of the PRNP?s principles highlights the importance of orienting landscape restoration towards 
tackling socio-ecological challenges, understanding by such ?the social and ecological well-being of 
communities based on landscape restoration and functionality? and ensuring the supply of ecosystem 
services of the territories (PNRP, draft April 2021, pg.28) 
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[51] Based on: OECD Rural Policy Reviews: Chile 2014, p. 106 (?The new rural paradigm?). 
Available at: https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/urban-rural-and-regional-development/oecd-rural-policy-
reviews-chile-2014_9789264222892-en#page3 

[52] Base on: IUCN (2020). Global IUCN standard for nature-based solutions. A simple framework for 
verification, design and extension of NBS. First edition. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN 

[53] Capacities to 1) involve and engage in landscape restoration; 2) generate, access, and use 
information and knowledge on landscape restoration; 3) develop policies, instruments, and standards 
for landscape restoration; 4) manage and implement landscape restoration; 5) monitor and evaluate 
landscape restoration.

[54] The feasibility of obtaining data from xerophytic formations that contribute to the development of 
GHG sequestration reference levels in arid and semi-arid regions, will be assessed.

[55] Updating applies to available instruments that present important gaps regarding approach and 
strategic tools for the regional ecological planning to be developed by the project and adopted by 
decision makers.

[56] Adjustment applies to available instruments that present minor gaps regarding approach and 
strategic tools for the regional ecological planning

[57] Sustainble Land Management, Sustainable Mediterranean Communities, GEF Mountains, among 
others) 

[58] Article 3 of the Fundaci?n Fondo Naturaleza Chile statutes, dated 31 August 2021. 

[59] https://simef.minagri.gob.cl/ 

[60] https://arclim.mma.gob.cl/ 

[61] https://www.enccrv.cl/ 

[62] Current data fields in SIMBIO are: i) Number of restoration or similar initiatives (per region); ii) 
Georeferenced location of initiatives (as points); iii) Surface covered (hectares); iv) Investment 
(national currency) and financing source; v) Land uses in the areas where the initiatives are being 
implemented; vi) Causes of degradation of the areas where the initiatives are implemented; and vii) 
Activities undertaken in the areas of the initiatives.

[63] These are not the only available tools, but they account for landscape planning and restoration 
considering complementary approaches: technical-scientific basis, local community participation, 
results chain, and government and stakeholder level decision making.
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[64] Disponible en: https://gefmontana.mma.gob.cl/wp-
content/uploads/2021/03/Guia_Metodologica_PlanEco_GEFMontana.pdf 

[65] Disponible en: https://gefcomunidades.mma.gob.cl/wp-content/themes/gefcms/img/guia_iet.pdf 

[66] Disponible en: https://conservationstandards.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/10/CMP-Open-
Standards-V3-Spanish.pdf 

[67] Disponible en: https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2014-030-Es.pdf 

[68] Agropaisaje, 2020. Plan de Restauraci?n Socio-Ecol?gica a escala de paisaje del Corredor 
Biol?gico Bosques de 

Casablanca ? Pe?uelas ? Quilpu?. Ministerio del Medio Ambiente.

[69] Agencia de Cooperaci?n para el Desarrollo Sostenible ? Fommenta, 2020. Plan de restauraci?n 
socioecol?gica (PRSE) a escala de paisaje del territorio Put? ? Huenchullam?, Regi?n del Maule. 
Ministerio del Medio Ambiente

[70] The landscape restoration plan is an umbrella instrument that allows the design of investment 
programs for restoration and sustainable production under which the business models and investment 
plans are developed and supported.

[71] https://www.fao.org/in-action/epic/ex-act-tool/suite-of-tools/ex-act/en/

[72] High-impact restoration actions refer to the demonstration actions to be implemented in the pilot 
landscapes that generate effects at the level of the PNRP in terms of replicability and upscaling 

[73] Godoy, R. (2021). An?lisis y descripci?n de la hoja de ruta y priorizaci?n de modelos de negocios 
a escala de paisaje. Informe elaborado en el marco de la preparaci?n del Documento de Proyecto. 

[74] "The Entrepreneur?s Journey" is a methodology developed by CORFO that seeks to accompany 
the entrepreneur in all phases of his Project, from formulation of the idea to scaling up of products and 
services https://www.elviajedelemprendedor.cl

 [75] https://www.fao.org/in-action/epic/ex-act-tool/suite-of-tools/ex-act/en/

1b. Project Map and Coordinates 

Please provide geo-referenced information and map where the project interventions will take 
place.

1.b Project Map and Geo-Coordinates. 

The project will intervene in priority landscapes in the Mediterranean ecoregion of Chile, particularly 
in the following regions and landscapes:
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Region Pilot landscape
Coquimbo Conservation Corridor Hacienda El Durazno ? RN Las Chinchillas
Valpara?so Forests of Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu?-Colliguay Corridor
O?Higgins Coastal dryland-Nilahue
Maule Curepto-Put?-Huenchullam?-Maule Basins
?uble Inner dryland-Altos de Ninhue
?uble-Biob?o Cayumanque
Biob?o Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta

 

The pilot landscapes were identified and prioritized through the review of available information, 
meetings with the regional counterparts of the executing institutions, the analysis of criteria that 
account for regional, territorial and governance priorities, and socialization spaces with interested 
parties, as well as implementation capacity for landscape level planning and restoration actions, 
capacity to leverage co-financing, and proven capacity in terms of accumulated experiences, lessons 
and knowledge management. These landscapes are briefly described as follows:

Hacienda el Durazno? RN Las Chinchillas Conservation Corridor (Coquimbo Region). With an 
approximate area of 65,934 hectares, this landscape is located in the districts of Illapel, Canela and 
Combarbal?, and five agricultural communities are present in its territory (Jim?nez y Tapia, Canela 
Alta, De Orrego, D?az y Ocaranza, and El Espino).

Casablanca ? Pe?uelas ? Quilpu? ? Colliguay Forest Corridor (Valpara?so Region). With an 
approximate area of ??75,916 hectares, this landscape is located in the provinces of Valpara?so, San 
Antonio and Marga Marga, in the districts of Casablanca, Algarrobo and Quilpu?. The landscape 
contains the Lago Pe?uelas National Reserve and also portions of five priority sites for biodiversity: (i) 
Los Perales ? Estero Los Colig?es ? Cerro Tres Puntas, (ii) El Roble, (iii) Cerro ?guilas, (iv) San 
Jer?nimo and ( v) Colliguay.

Coastal dryland ? Nilahue (O'Higgins Region). This landscape covers an area of ??approximately 
122,947 hectares and is located in the Cardenal Caro and Colchagua provinces, in the districts of 
Navidad, Litueche, Pichilemu, Paredones, Marchihue and Pumanque. This landscape contains almost 
all of the priority sites for biodiversity conservation in Navidad-Tanum? ??and San Miguel de Las 
Palmas, all of the priority sites in Cahuil and Brisas de Topocalma, and borders the priority site 
Estuario R?o Rapel, which are all defined within the Regional Biodiversity Strategy.

Curepto - Put? - Huenchullam? - R?o Maule (Maule Region). This landscape covers an approximate 
area of ??150,543 hectares and is located in the province of Talca, in the districts of Constituci?n, 
Curepto and Pencahue; it contains the entire Ruil and Hualo de Curepto Forest priority site, the Put? ? 
Huenchullam? Wetlands, and a less significant portion in terms of surface area of ??the Picham?n 
priority site.

Inner dryland ? Altos de Ninhue (?uble Region). With an approximate area of ??30,633 hectares, this 
landscape is located in the provinces of Punilla and Itata, in the districts of Quirihue, Ninhue, San 
Nicol?s and San Carlos, and contains the entire Altos de Ninhue priority site for biodiversity the 
conservation.

Cayumanque and its surroundings (Biob?o and ?uble Regions). Bi-regional landscape that covers an 
approximate area of ??126,168 hectares and is located in the provinces of Itata and Diguill?n, districts 
of R?nquil and Quill?n in the ?uble Region, and the province Concepci?n, Florida district in the Biob?o 
Region); it contains the entire Cerro Cayumanque priority site. 



Nahuelbuta ? Lanalhue (Biob?o Region). With an estimated area of 73,232 hectares, this landscape is 
located in the province of Arauco, districts of Contulmo and Ca?ete. The landscape contains the entire 
El Natri Nature Sanctuary. Regarding private conservation initiatives, it contains part of the High 
Conservation Value Area (HCVA) Caram?vida (Arauco) and El Eucalipto, the entire Fundo El Natri, 
the Fundo Paillahue, the Fundo El Peral, Los Notros and Hijuela Punta del Toro. In addition, it contains 
a minor portion of the Quebrada Caram?vida priority site, and one-third of its area towards the south 
spans throughout the Lleu ? Lleu Indigenous Development Area (ADI) priority site. It tangentially 
intersects with priority sites Amortiguaci?n Contulmo and Amortiguaci?n Nahuelbuta (both priority 
sites on a regional scale). Within this landscape there are 23 indigenous communities.

Kindly refer to Section 1.b Project Map and Geo-Coordinates of the FAO Project Document for 
further details on the description of the intervention areas including the selection process, current 
threats and environmental, socio-cultural and economic characterization of the selected landscapes.

The maps below include the location of the selected intervention regions and landscapes. Annex E of 
the Agency Project Document includes additional maps and information for each landscape. The table 
below includes the geo-coordinates.

 
Table 3 - Landscapes? geo-coordinates (Projected coordinate

reference system: WGS 84 UTM 19S).
Centroid Bounding boxLandscape[1]

X Y Xmin Ymin Xmax Ymax
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Centroid Bounding boxLandscape[1]

X Y Xmin Ymin Xmax Ymax

1 295062 6525608 284473 6503734 309657 6550538

2 289858 6321118 256367 6300044 308251 6338838

3 234823 6198218 219741 6164959 258079 6244846

4 219455 6098606 190114 6075399 247794 6122018

5 201270 5974041 186499 5964630 212392 5988228

6 176713 5922804 154503 5902370 199162 5949554

7 128089 5792017 107577 5757821 142969 5817044

Source: Own elaboration, 2021

 

[1] Landscape 1: Hacienda El Durazno-RN Las Chinchillas Conservation Corridor (Coquimbo 
Region); Landscape 2: Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu? Corridor -Colliguay Forests Corridor (Valpara?so 
Region); Landscape 3: Coastal Dryland-Nilahue (O?Higgins Region); Landscape 4: Curepto-Put?-
Huenchullam?-Maule Basins (Maule Region); Landscape 5: Inner Dryland-Altos de Ninhue (?uble 
Regi?n); Landscape 6:  Cayumanque (?uble and Biob?o Regions) and Landscape 7: Nahuelbuta - 
Lanalhue (Biob?o Region).

1c. Child Project?

If this is a child project under a program, describe how the components contribute to the overall 
program impact.

N/A
2. Stakeholders 
Select the stakeholders that have participated in consultations during the project identification 
phase: 

Civil Society Organizations Yes

Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities Yes

Private Sector Entities Yes
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If none of the above, please explain why: 

Please provide the Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalent assessment.

2. Stakeholders. 

Stakeholder participation during project design

209.                During the project design phase stakeholders were engaged through several instances 
including the following: initial stakeholder mapping, interviews, working meetings, and regional and 
national validation workshops (for details, see Annex I2 of the Agency Project Document ? 
Stakeholder engagement plan).

210.                The initial stakeholder mapping considered the national and regional levels. To this end, 
the project team had access to reports of workshops held in 2019 by the MMA and CONAF to prepare 
the PNRP.[1] In particular, information collected through the identification of the interested parties that 
participated in workshops held in the Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o 
Regions was used as input in the process of identifying and selecting the project?s pilot landscapes. 
Additionally, the project team had access to the PNRP citizen consultation process (carried out between 
21 November 2019 and 14 February 2020), which is available on the MMA website,[2] and which was 
used as a complementary input for stakeholder mapping at the national level.[3]

211.                In order to validate the stakeholder mapping, a series of preparatory meetings were held 
with the institutional counterparts of CONAF and MMA at the regional level to identify the most 
relevant stakeholders in each region (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o). In 
addition, numerous interviews were conducted at the national level with private stakeholders, NGOs, 
public services, civil society organizations, researchers, representatives of women's organizations and 
indigenous communities, collecting information, perceptions, experiences and proposals, particularly 
for the identification of potential landscapes for project implementation.[4]

212.                The identified stakeholders were invited to participate in a national project inception 
workshop; with the participation of a total of 96 participants in an extended session, in which the stages 
and the methodological approach for the project design were introduced, followed by consultations, 
comments and observations by the participants. In a second session, and with the participation of the 
CONAF and MMA counterparts from each of the project's target regions (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, 
O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o), the identification and selection process of the pilot landscapes 
was introduced, discussed and initially validated. In this last session there were 37 participants, of 
whom 30 percent were women.[5]

213.                Stakeholder mapping at local level was undertaken within the framework of the 
identification, selection and validation of the pilot landscapes. Six regional workshops were held (one 
in each target region) with the institutional counterparts of MMA and CONAF (including, in some 
cases, representatives of other institutions and organizations), with 22 participants, of which 32 percent 
were women.[6] Based on the initial agreements obtained in these workshops, another six regional 
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workshops were held for socialization of the project and the landscape selection process, with the 
participation of 92 representatives (47 percent women) from community organizations, civil society, 
NGOs, women's organizations, public services, municipalities, the private sector and indigenous 
peoples, from each of the target regions (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o) 
and from the pilot landscapes. In addition, with the purpose of strengthening the socialization of the 
project, workshops and interviews were held with women representatives of farmer organizations and 
local organizations of the pilot landscapes, as well as field visits, meetings and, in the case of the 
Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta pilot landscape, interviews with indigenous communities with the support of an 
intercultural facilitator.

214.                Validation of the project design, particularly of the results framework, the intervention 
strategy and the pilot landscapes, was undertaken through meetings with the national and regional 
counterparts of the partner institutions and other public and private stakeholders, and a workshop with 
MMA and CONAF authorities. All the participatory processes described above served as the basis ? 
together with the project design logic ? to define the mechanisms for stakeholder participation in the 
implementation phase.

[1] In these workshops, there were a total of 532 participants (331 men and 201 women) from public 
services, local groups, trade associations, private landowners, indigenous communities, representatives 
of academia and education, producer groups, companies, and NGOs, among other actors.

[2] https://consultasciudadanas.mma.gob.cl/portal/consulta/60 

[3] MMA-CONAF, 2021. National Landscape Restoration Plan. Draft version. April 2021. Page 26.

[4] This is important because, during the preparation of the PIF, it was not possible to define the 
intervention sites, which is an important aspect to be addressed in the PPG phase.

[5] Valenzuela, F., 2021. Initial Workshop Report. GEF Restoration Project Design.

[6] Valenzuela, F., Z. von Bernath & Mandel, A., 2021. Results reports from pilot landscapes 
identification and selection workshops. Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o 
Regions.

In addition, provide a summary on how stakeholders will be consulted in project 
execution, the means and timing of engagement, how information will be disseminated, 
and an explanation of any resource requirements throughout the project/program cycle to 
ensure proper and meaningful stakeholder engagement 

Stakeholder participation in project implementation

215.                The project will promote participation mechanisms and instances in order to achieve the 
effective involvement of the key stakeholders in the different levels of project management as well as 
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in developing the enabling conditions for upscaling and replication of the governance and sustainable 
financing processes for landscape restoration. Stakeholder engagement will be sought in the following 
project aspects: 1) multi-level governance schemes and mechanisms, 2) preparation, updating and/or 
adaptation of regional ecological plans, 3) construction and validation of socio-ecological indicators 
and landscape sustainability index; 4) preparation of landscape restoration plans, demonstration actions 
and business models; and 5) knowledge management and M&E. Table 14 below identifies the main 
national, regional and local stakeholders from the public and private sectors, research institutes, NGOs, 
community organizations and civil society, including women's and indigenous organizations, as well as 
the proposed roles in project implementation.

216.                Multilevel governance schemes and mechanisms. The project will provide opportunities 
for stakeholder participation at the national level, ensuring adequate public-private coordination for 
decision-making within the National Technical Committee and the National Advisory Council of the 
PNRP. In addition, the establishment and operation of the Regional Technical Committees (one in each 
target region) and the Local Committees (one in each pilot landscape), will provide spaces for broad, 
inclusive and effective participation, empowering stakeholders (at each level) to participate in decision-
making for the development and implementation of strategic and operational instruments for scaling up 
investments in landscape restoration processes. As described in the project's intervention strategy, each 
regional and local committee will have regulations, parity criteria, and prominent roles for indigenous 
communities, where appropriate. In this framework, participation will be driven by a two-way 
approach, through horizontal integration (public-private participation at the level of each pilot 
landscape and at the level of each target region), and vertical integration (public-private participation 
from the bottom up, from local to regional and national). In the participation processes, emphasis will 
be placed on the empowerment of local communities, women and indigenous peoples in decision-
making at their respective management levels.

217.                Preparation, updating and/or adaptation of regional ecological plans. Although these 
project actions will be led by the different regional committees, which implies the effective 
participation of their members, the process of elaborating, updating and/or adaptating the regional 
ecological plans will provide opportunities for greater participation, involving as many public, private 
and civil society stakeholders as possible at the regional level. To this end, and following the previous 
experiences of the country in this matter, stakeholder participation will be emphasized in the Terms of 
Reference for the contracts to undertake these outputs, as well as full compliance with the standards 
that are defined within the framework of the design of strategic instruments for landscape restoration. 
In addition, the socialization of these processes will be included, as appropriate, in the Regional 
Climate Change Committees (CORECC) [1] of the target regions of the project.

218.                Development and validation of socio-ecological indicators and landscape sustainability 
index. As above, development and validation of the socio-ecological indicators and the sustainability 
index will be carried out with broad stakeholder participation at the national, regional and local levels 
(particularly through the key role of the members of each of the committees that make up the project?s 
multilevel governance and the PNRP). In addition, the National Advisory Council will have a 
prominent role as a high-level technical body that will ensure the availability of inputs, apply lessons 
learned and make appropriate proposals to achieve these outputs. Likewise, and based on the MMA?s 
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experience in the field of information systems, citizen science-type schemes will be incorporated to 
facilitate capturing data at the local level, as appropriate.

219.                Preparation of landscape restoration plans, demonstration actions and business models. 
These project outputs are not conceived in any other way than through effective stakeholder 
engagement processes within the local committees in each of the seven pilot landscapes. However, and 
given the territorial approach to landscape planning and management, a broad participation of local 
communities will be promoted in the design, validation and implementation stages of the landscape 
restoration plans, coordinating with key institutional stakeholders at the regional (regional 
governments) and district levels (municipalities). Regarding the development of business models, 
investment plans and a portfolio of projects in each pilot landscape, public-private working groups will 
be established with the participation of the institutions in charge of the instruments for production 
promotion and environmental management (INDAP, SAG, CONAF, Agency for Sustainability and 
Climate Change-ASCC, MMA and others), private stakeholders, NGOs, and local communities and 
landowners, to facilitate access to financing instances at the regional and national level. In addition, the 
technical assistance and training programmes for the implementation of the restoration demonstration 
actions and best productive practices will constitute hubs or "beacons" in each pilot landscape to 
develop spaces for peer-to-peer exchange of information in the form of communities of practice or 
learning communities.

220.                Knowledge management and M&E. In addition to the above, the project will ensure that 
national, regional and local stakeholders have opportunities to participate in the activities of the 
knowledge management plan, the communications strategy and plan, the exchange of experiences plan 
and the advocacy plan, which are part of the project?s M&E component. The M&E system of the 
project will include opportunities for consultation with the stakeholders, as well as to collect their 
testimonies regarding the project and their participation in the transfer of knowledge that contributes to 
the replication and upscaling of the lessons learned (see Section 9 ? Monitoring and evaluation).

221.                Finally, the project will have a grievance redress mechanism, which will be disseminated 
among the key stakeholders of the project to inform them about its existence and mode of operation. 
The PMU will be responsible for documenting all complaints and ensuring that they are addressed in a 
timely manner (see Annex I2 of the Agency Project Document).

 

Table 14. Stakeholder mapping and their roles in project implementation

Stakeholders Roles in project implementation



Stakeholders Roles in project implementation

Ministry of the Environment 
(MMA) - Undersecretariat for the 
Environment

Project executing partner. Co-financier. The MMA leads the 
Project Steering Committee and participates in the management of 
the National Technical Committee (through its Natural Resources 
and Biodiversity Division), Project Management Committee and 
Regional Technical Committees (through the Regional Ministerial 
Secretariats-SEREMIs). It also participates in facilitating 
coordination between the Local Committees of the pilot 
landscapes.

National Forest Corporation 
(CONAF)

Co-executing partner of the Project. Co-financier. CONAF 
participates in the leadership of the National Technical Committee 
(through its Forests and Climate Change Department), Project 
Management Committee and Regional Technical Committees 
(through its Regional Departments of Forests and Climate Change). 
It also participates in facilitating coordination between the Local 
Committees of the pilot landscapes.

National Forest Institute (INFOR)

Participates in the National Technical Committee of the PNRP and 
in the Regional Technical Committees (as appropriate). It also 
participates as a strategic partner in Component 1 for the 
coordination of the landscape restoration monitoring system 
(Output 1.1.3) and the development of strategic instruments 
(Output 1.1.2).

Institute of Agricultural 
Development (INDAP)

Participates in the Project Management Committee and Regional 
Technical Committees (through the Regional Directorates). It also 
participates as a strategic partner in the development of strategic 
(Output 1.1.2) and operational (Output 1.1.3) instruments. It acts as 
a co-financier in the demonstration actions for restoration, best 
production practices and business models (Outputs 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 
2.2.1 and 2.2.2).

Agricultural and Livestock Service 
(SAG)

Participates in the Project Management Committee and Regional 
Technical Committees (through the Regional Directorates). It also 
participates as a strategic partner in the development of strategic 
(Output 1.1.2) and operational (Output 1.1.3) instruments. It acts as 
a co-financier in the demonstration actions of restoration, best 
production practices and business models (Outputs 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 
2.2.1 and 2.2.2).

National Institute of Agricultural 
Research (INIA)

Strategic partner of the PNRP and the project, particularly in the 
field of technical assistance for the development of restoration 
plans, restorarion criteria and in situ / ex situ best practices 
demonstrations, in the pilot landscapes (Component 2).

Agency for Sustainability and 
Climate Change (ASCC)

Participates in the Regional Technical Committees (through the 
Regional Directorates). It also participates in the development of 
strategic (Output 1.1.2) and operational (Output 1.1.3) instruments, 
particularly in the area of Clean Production Agreements (APL in 
Spanish).



Stakeholders Roles in project implementation

Production Promotion Corporation 
(CORFO)

Support in promoting innovation, scaling-up and networking for 
the restoration-based business models and investment plans 
(Cmponent 2).

Regional Governments of 
Coquimbo, Valpara?so, 
O?Higgins, Maule, ?uble and 
Biob?o Regions

Will participate in the Regional Technical Committees and in the 
coordination between the Local Committees of the pilot 
landscapes, for integration with the Regional Development 
Strategies (ERD) and Territorial Development Plans (especially in 
the field of regional ecological planning under Output 1.1. 2).

Municipalities of Illapel, 
Combarbal?, Canela, Casablanca, 
Algarrobo, Quilpu?, Navidad, 
Marchihue, Litueche, Pumanque, 
Pichilemu, Paredones, Curepto, 
Constituci?n, Pencahue, San 
Carlos, San Nicol?s, Ninhue, 
Quirihue, Quill?n, R?nquil, 
Florida, Ca?ete and Contulmo

Will participate in the Local Committees of the pilot landscapes 
and in the coordination with the Regional Technical Committees, 
for integration with the Community Development Plans 
(PLADECO) and community priorities (PRODESAL PDTI and 
other instruments at the local level), especially in terms of the 
preparation of landscape restoration plans (Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 
2.1.3).

World Wildlife Fund (WWF-
Chile)

Participates in the National Technical Committee of the PNRP, 
Biob?o Regional Technical Committee, Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta Pilot 
Landscape Local Committee. Participates as a strategic partner for 
Outcomes 2.2 and 2.3 (business models and mobilization of private 
financing).

World Resources Institute (WRI) Participates in the National Technical Committee of the PNRP. 
Strategic partner to assist the project (Components 1, 2 and 3).

International Union for 
Conservation of Nature (IUCN)

Strategic partner in providing technical assistance to the project on 
scaling-up and nature-based solutions networks (Components 1, 2 
and 3).

National Society Audubon 
Strategic partner of the PNRP and the project, particularly in the 
field of technical assistance and public-private cooperation 
networks for landscape restoration (Components 1 and 2).

Chile Naturaleza Fund Foundation
Strategic partner of the MMA for the development of mechanisms 
for mobilizing private financing (Outcome 2.2) and scaling up the 
results and lessons learned from the project.



Stakeholders Roles in project implementation

Community and civil society 
organizations:

?        Llampangui Foundation

?        Centre for Sustainable 
Development of Pichilemu 
(CEDESUS)

?        Maule Mataquito Defense 
and Conservation Group 
(ADEMA)

?        San Nicol?s Communal 
Peasant Coordinating Committee 
(CCCCSN)

?        R?nquil Quill?n Florida 
Sustainable Territorial 
Development Association (ADTS)

?        Agricultural Communities

?        Indigenous Communities

?        Peasant committees

?        Functional and territorial 
community organizations

?        National Association of 
Rural and Indigenous Women 
(ANAMURI) and other women's 
organizations at the territorial level

Will participate in Local Committees of the pilot landscapes, in the 
planning of landscape restoration, in the coordination of local 
communities, agriculture producers and forest owners with public 
services and the private sector for the implementation of 
demonstrative restoration actions, better productive practices and 
business models and investment plans (Results 2.1 and 2.2).

Productive private sector

?  Forestry companies

?  Viticulture companies

?  Agriculture companies

Will participate, as appropriate, in Local Committees of the pilot 
landscapes, in the planning of landscape restoration, and in the 
coordination of local communities, agricultural producers and 
forest owners with public services for the implementation of 
demonstrative restoration actions, better productive practices and 
business models (Outcomes 2.1 and 2.2).

Universities and regional research 
centres

Participate, as appropriate, in Regional Technical Committees, 
contributing with information, experiences, lessons learned, 
proposals and research networks to improve coordination with 
Local Committees of the pilot landscapes (especially in the field of 
regional ecological planning of Output 1.1.2 and landscape 
restoration plans and demonstration actions for Outputs 2.1.1, 2.1.2 
and 2.1.3).

 



 

Indigenous communities and FPIC 

222.          The project includes an Indigenous Peoples Plan (see Annex J of the Agency Project 
Document) to ensure the proper participation of Mapuche indigenous communities present in the 
Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta pilot landscape. The plan includes the definition of criteria and conditions for 
participation in the different instances of the project and its related activities, particularly those 
associated with the establishment of a local indigenous committee (Output 1.1.1) and the development 
of a landscape restoration plan and demonstration actions from a Mapuche cosmovision (Output 2.1.3), 
in order to facilitate the participation and involvement of indigenous peoples considering the living 
conditions in the communities.

223.          In addition, the plan describes the stages and actions envisaged to complete the process of 
Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) initiated during the PPG, taking into account the risks 
identified in the historical socio-political context of the territory in which the indigenous pilot 
landscape is located (Contulmo and Ca?ete districts, Arauco Province, Biob?o Region). In this regard, 
see Section 5 ? Project risks.

 

[1] The CORECC are made up of representatives of the different public institutions with competence in 
the management of climate change for each region, such as the Regional Government and Regional 
Council, the SEREMI of the Environment, which acts as technical secretariat, and the SEREMIs of 
other ministries, as well as the Regional Advisory Councils and the interested municipalities.

Select what role civil society will play in the project:

Consulted only; 

Member of Advisory Body; Contractor; 

Co-financier; 

Member of project steering committee or equivalent decision-making body; 

Executor or co-executor; 

Other (Please explain) Yes

224.          Community initiatives on ecological restoration depend on local NGOs and other 
community-based organizations (such as small farmers organizations or rural women?s organizations), 
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which convene different landowners and build organizational and technical capacities to implement 
restoration activities.

225.          The project will pay special attention to the empowerment of civil society organizations 
(CSO) and local communities in the pilot landscapes to undertake the planning process of landscape 
restoration and the development and implementation of demonstration activities, including business 
models, investment plans and associative project portfolios. In each pilot landscape, CSOs have been 
identified with the capacity to coordinate local communities and small and medium-sized landowners 
around landscape restoration objectives. CSOs such as Fundaci?n Llampangui (Coquimbo region), 
CEDESUS (O'Higgins region), ADEMA (Maule region), San Nicol?s Farmers Coordinating 
Committee (?uble region), Sustainable Territorial Development Association (Biob?o region), 
indigenous communities of the Contulmo and Ca?ete territory (Biob?o region) and agricultural 
communities (Coquimbo region), will play an important role in the participation processes in the local 
committees of the pilot landscapes. In addition, the Project will work closely at the local and regional 
level with community-based organizations and women's organizations, especially with ANAMURI, 
which is represented in all the target regions.

3. Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment 

Provide the gender analysis or equivalent socio-economic assesment.

3. Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment.

The gender analysis identified several gaps in terms of 
women?s participation: 1) insufficient opportunities for 
association and disincentives to women to participate in 
initiatives outside the property; 2) lack of sustainable 
production initiatives with a gender approach; 3) loss of 
agroecological knowledge and spaces for transferring 
knowledge and practices for sustainable management of 
biodiversity; 4) insufficient technical support to 
agroecological initiatives by women; 5) insufficient 
availability of markets for agricultural and forestry 
products made by women; 6) lack of access of women to 
decision making within the property; 7) unequal access 



and distribution of water in the homes; 8) lack of 
adherence of women to environmental programs due to 
the lack of trust towards institutional initiatives; and 9) 
lack of access to good quality water for agroecological 
practices and domestic uses by women.

226.          Based on the identified gaps, a Gender Action Plan has been prepared (see Annex M of the 
Agency Project Document) to ensure the equitable participation of women in the intervention 
landscapes. The plan includes the definition of criteria and conditions for participation in the different 
instances of the project and its related activities, in order to facilitate the participation and involvement 
of women considering their living conditions in the intervention areas, as well as their different 
knowledge, needs and roles, so that these are recognized and addressed in the intervention.

227.          The key areas identified by the plan for mainstreaming the gender approach in the 
implementation of the project are the following: 1) governance, by strengthening local governance for 
the transfer of capacities and decision-making power to women and women's organizations, with an 
emphasis on the theme of landscape restoration; 2) business models, through the empowerment of 
markets, value chains and resource mobilization strategies that contribute to restoration with a gender 
perspective; 3) good practices, through the strengthening and visibility of local restoration initiatives 
with emphasis on small-holder family farming, food sovereignty and productive and reproductive 
economic activities; and 4) scalability and replicability, through the dialogue of knowledge and the 
transfer of capacities from/to project beneficiaries, including strategies for the institutionalization of 
lessons learned in productive development and environmental management programmes of the project 
partners.

Regarding the GEF result areas in gender equality, the project will directly address gaps related to 
?improving women?s participation and decision making? and ?Generating socio-economic benefits or 
services for women?. By implementing a governance system with a gender perspective the project will 
ensure women participation in decision-making in local and regional instances in the framework of the 
multilevel governance bodies, and promote the equal distribution of productive and reproductive work 
encouraging women to participate in meetings and off-farm initiatives, favoring their economic and 
social empowerment, as well as the generation of new opportunities for women associativity. At the 
same time, the project will include a Gender Approach in the development of sustainable practices, 
business models and investment plans, promoting an exchange of best practices and lessons for the 
replicability and scaling up of project results. Specific actions include: identifying new opportunities 
for the transmission of the women's knowledge and practices based on an agroecological approach; 
support and technical training for women's entrepreneurship and agroecological initiatives; and, access 



to markets for the commercialization of products and productive innovations carried out by women (for 
more details, see Annex M - Gender Plan). Although these actions will also help create and enabling 
environment for closing gaps in access to and control over natural resources, the project will not 
address directly this result area. 

Does the project expect to include any gender-responsive measures to address gender gaps or 
promote gender equality and women empowerment? 

Yes 
Closing gender gaps in access to and control over natural resources; No

Improving women's participation and decision making Yes

Generating socio-economic benefits or services or women Yes

Does the project?s results framework or logical framework include gender-sensitive indicators? 

Yes 
4. Private sector engagement 

Elaborate on the private sector's engagement in the project, if any.

4. Private Sector Engagement. 

228.     The Chilean private sector participates in landscape restoration given that the management and 
development of landscape restoration plans, demonstration activities and best production practices 
require the involvement of all sectors including local communities, civil society, private sector and the 
academia. The private sector is comprised by small, medium and large landowners, as well as forestry 
and agricultural associations, who have a high interest in the sustainable use of natural resources and 
maintaining the ecosystem services provided by ecosystems in the landscape.

229.     The private sector plays an important role in the development and implementation of the PNRP 
due to the high number of stakeholders identified that are interested or engaged, and also because of the 
substantial development of site-level ecological restoration initiatives and experiences implemented or 
under implementation by this sector, that are generating methodologies, lessons learned and technical 
support. Forestry, wine, and agricultural produce exporting companies, agricultural communities, small 
and medium-sized landowners, among others, will be part of the local committees and will have an 
important role in the participatory planning process at the landscape level. Another important role will 
be promoting and consolidating business models, investment plans and associative projects portfolios 
through initiatives that incorporate best agroforestry practices and nature-based solutions and linking 
these to instruments such as Clean Production Agreements (APL) in the Valpara?so y ?uble regions, 
Real Property Right in Coquimbo region, and native forest and sustainable land management plans in 
O?Higgins, Valpara?so, Maule, ?uble y Biob?o regions.  Moreover, the private sector will mobilize 



financing from the financial sector and high-impact national and international investors for the new 
business models, investment plans and project portfolios. In this context, public-private synergies will 
be relevant in order to facilitate access of the project portfolios to markets and private funding sources 
for the sustainability of the landscape-level demonstration activities on restoration and best production 
practices.

230.     Finally, private associations such as Wood Corporation (CORMA), Chilean Wines, National 
Agricultural Society (SNA) and Unitary Movement of Farmers and Peoples of Chile (MUCECH), and 
large companies such as Arauco and Paper and Cardboard Manufacturing Company (CMPC), 
participate in the PNRP Advisory Council, where, together with universities and research centers, 
NGOs, public institutions and international organizations, will play an important advisory role to the 
Project for the development of strategic and operational instruments, standards, socio-ecological 
indicators and the landscape restoration monitoring system in SIMBIO and its interoperability with 
SIMEF and ARClim. 

5. Risks to Achieving Project Objectives

Elaborate on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that 
might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and, if possible, the proposed measures 
that address these risks at the time of project implementation.(table format acceptable): 

5. Risks. 

231.           The project risks have been identified and analysed during the PPG and the mitigation measures 
have been incorporated into the project design. With FAO?s support and supervision, the Project Steering 
Committee (PSC) will be responsible for managing these risks, as well as for the effective implementation 
of mitigation measures. The Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system will serve to monitor outcome and 
output indicators, project risks and mitigation measures. The PSC and the PMU will also be responsible for 
monitoring the effectiveness of mitigation measures and adjusting mitigation strategies as necessary, as 
well as identifying and managing any new risks that have not been identified during project preparation, in 
collaboration with the project partners.

232.           The semi-annual Project Progress Reports (PPR) constitute the main instrument for monitoring 
and risk management. The PPRs include a section that covers the systematic monitoring of risks and 
mitigation actions that were identified in the previous PPRs. The PPRs also include a section for the 
identification of eventual new risks or risks that still need to be addressed, their qualification and 
mitigation actions, as well as those responsible for monitoring such actions and their estimated deadlines. 
FAO will monitor the risk management of the project closely and follow up as necessary, providing 
support for the adjustment and implementation of mitigation strategies. The preparation of reports on risk 
monitoring and their rating will also be part of the Project Implementation Report (PIR) prepared by FAO 
and submitted to the GEF Secretariat.



233.           Regarding the risks to the project (see Table 15), institutional risks, risks associated with the 
COVID-19 pandemic, risks associated with territorial conflicts and risks associated with climate change 
have been identified. In the case of climate risks, during the project design stage, the simulated climate 
variables[1] for the sub-basins that are part of each of the pilot landscapes were analysed according to the 
information available in the Climate Risk Atlas (ARClim) of the MMA.[2] The Climate Risk Screening at 
PIF stage for the target regions was complemented with this information and the climate risk classification 
has been confirmed as Moderate. See Appendix 8.1 ? Climate change scenarios in Annex I1 ? Socio-
environmental assessment of the project for detailed information.

 

Table 15. Risks to the project

  

Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge
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Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Institutional:

Delay in the 
implementation 
of the National 
Landscape 
Restoration 
Plan (PNRP) 
may affect the 
momentum of 
the 
implementation 
of the project in 
terms of its 
strategic scope.

 

High Low Context:  Since 2019, the PNRP 
preparation process made significant 
progress in creating conditions for its 
approval. Among the most relevant 
actions that have been carried out is the 
broad public consultation process at the 
regional and national level (2019-2020) 
and the recent creation (2021), by the 
Ministries of Environment and 
Agriculture, of a National Public-Private 
Advisory Council of high technical level, 
which is providing relevant inputs for the 
strengthening of the Plan in all its 
components. This resulted in the approval 
of the PNRP in December 22, 2021 by 
the Council of Ministers for 
Sustainability.

Mitigation measures: The project will 
work hard at the beginning of its 
implementation to generate strategic 
agreements with the regional governors 
and mayors of the regions and districts 
where the pilot landscapes are located. In 
the event that the implementation of the 
PNRP suffers delays, the agreements with 
the regional governments and 
municipalities will help to focus the 
project's actions with an even greater 
emphasis on a strengthening process from 
the bottom up, generating inputs, 
experiences and proposals to resume the 
public policy process at the national 
level. 

PSC



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Institutional:

Changes in 
institutional 
administrations 
at the national 
and regional 
levels, as well 
as the priorities 
and/or the work 
approach of 
strategic 
partners and 
public agencies 
or other actors, 
may affect 
decision-
making, project 
continuity and 
the scaling-up 
of experiences 
and lessons 
learned within 
the framework 
of the PNRP.

Medium High Mitigation measures: At the beginning of 
the project, the stakeholder mapping will 
be updated at the national, regional and 
local levels (pilot landscapes). At the 
national level, and given that the project 
design coincides with the end of the 
government period (with the holding of 
presidential elections), the PSC, with the 
support of FAO, and the PMU will 
sensitize the new authorities who assume 
management positions in the Ministry of 
the Environment and the Ministry of 
Agriculture. During the project 
implementation there will be changes in 
regional and municipal governments too, 
so this mitigation measure will also be 
applied in these cases.

Along with the above, strategic alliances 
will be established with the recently 
elected regional governors of the target 
regions of the project (Coquimbo, 
Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and 
Biob?o) who, in some cases, have a 
relevant track record in supporting 
environmental protection and recovery 
processes in the territories. This will 
make it possible to promote the project 
from the territorial level.

PSC-PMU-
FAO



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Institutional:

Insufficient or 
inadequate 
inter-
institutional 
coordination at 
the national, 
regional and 
local levels 
among public 
agencies and 
deficiencies in 
the cooperation 
mechanisms 
with the private 
sector and local 
institutions lead 
to delays in the 
implementation 
of project 
activities

Medium Medium Context: The project contemplates in its 
design the creation of a mechanism for 
the coordination of promotion 
instruments, regional financing and 
private financing (Output 1.1.3), within 
the framework of strategic instruments 
for the implementation of the PNRP 
(Output 1.1.2). In addition, during the 
design stage of the project, particularly 
in the selection of the pilot landscapes, 
the existence of enabling conditions and 
previous experiences were considered, 
which could be replicated, scaled-up or 
strengthened by the project.
Mitigation measures: During the 
implementation of the project, a 
knowledge management strategy 
(Component 3) and training and 
technical assistance programmes will be 
developed, aimed at both the 
beneficiaries of the local communities 
and the public officials responsible for 
targeting the promotion and territorial 
management instruments. This will 
facilitate the early identification of 
management bottlenecks and innovative 
practices to be replicated, while 
promoting adaptive management by 
focusing efforts on those instruments, 
sectors and/or territories with the 
greatest capacity to mobilize resources 
and/or capacities.

PSC-PMC



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Social:
Territorial 
conflicts in the 
districts that are 
part of the pilot 
landscapes of 
the project can 
generate 
security 
problems for 
people, 
difficulties in 
entering the 
territories and 
affect the 
technical 
viability of the 
implementation 
of the project 
activities, 
thereby 
affecting their 
results.
 

Medium Low Mitigation measures: With the exception 
of the Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta pilot 
landscape (see risk below), no major 
territorial conflicts are identified or 
foreseen in the short-term in the project's 
pilot landscapes. However, in the event 
that these conflicts are triggered by 
decisions outside the project and are 
associated, for example, with large 
investment projects, relevant changes in 
land use or modifications in public 
policies, plans or programmes related to 
the territories, the project will apply 
mitigation measures on two fronts: 1) 
activation of a crisis management 
protocol, in accordance with FAO 
standards and recommendations; and 2) 
design and implementation of an adaptive 
management plan to minimize the impact 
on the results of the project.
The Project Steering Committee, in 
consultation with the National Technical 
Committee and the respective Regional 
Technical Committee, will evaluate the 
implementation of alternative measures 
(although not necessarily exclusive) such 
as the following: 1) redefine the affected 
landscape or relocate the demonstration 
actions within it, identifying alternative 
areas in which the project activities can 
be focused; 2) suspend the project 
activities in the affected pilot landscape, 
redirecting the GEF resources and the co-
financing to the other pilot landscapes in 
order to ensure the achievement of the 
project?s results and targets; and 3) 
reduce the project?s direct actions in the 
affected landscape and refocus them 
toward creating enabling conditions for 
conflict resolution as part of the 
participatory landscape planning process.

PSC-PMU-
FAO



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Social:
Conflicts 
between 
indigenous 
communities, 
state 
institutions and 
the private 
sector may 
hinder or 
impede the 
implementation 
of the project in 
the Lanalhue-
Nahuelbuta 
pilot landscape, 
jeopardizing the 
fulfilment of 
one of the 
project?s 
products.

High Medium Context: The Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta pilot 
landscape is located in the Contulmo and 
Ca?ete districts in the province of Arauco 
in the Biob?o Region, a territory in which 
there is a complex historical conflict 
between the State, the Mapuche 
communities and the large landowners. 
During the design phase of the project, 
the first 3 stages of a FPIC process were 
launched, including the identification of 
communities in the pilot landscape, 
characterization of the socio-cultural 
context, and instances of initial approach 
through an intercultural facilitator.
Mitigation measures: In accordance with 
the project?s Indigenous Peoples Plan 
(see Annex J), the FPIC process will be 
completed during the project 
implementation, while, within the 
framework of the project?s multilevel 
governance strategy, a Local Indigenous 
Committee will be established (Output 
1.1 .1) for the landscape planning process 
based on the Mapuche cosmovision 
(Output 2.1.3). The process, therefore, 
will have its own character and dynamics, 
according to the agreements for co-
developing the landscape restoration 
plan. The FAO team of indigenous 
peoples specialists will provide close 
support to the project team and public 
institutions to ensure the correct 
implementation of the process.
As indicated for the above risk, the PSC 
may, if the situation warrants, take 
measures to: 1) activate a crisis 
management protocol, in accordance with 
FAO standards and recommendations; 
and 2) the design and implementation of 
an adaptive management plan to 
minimize the impact on the results of the 
project (see the mitigation measures 
described for the above risk). 

PSC-PMU-
FAO



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Social:
Sanitary 
conditions 
associated with 
the COVID-19 
pandemic in the 
intervention 
territories may 
limit or delay 
project 
activities due to 
mobility 
restrictions, 
shortage of 
inputs or 
connectivity 
problems in 
rural areas.

Medium Medium Context: During the design stage of the 
project, most of the activities developed 
with key stakeholders were through 
meetings and workshops in virtual 
format, due to the sanitary restrictions 
prevailing during the first half of 2021. 
Since the end of 2020, vaccination levels 
in Chile have increased significantly 
and, since mid-2021, there has been a 
decrease in cases and deaths caused by 
COVID-19. The national health 
authority maintains preventive measures 
(such as the use of masks, social 
distancing and limited capacity in 
meeting places). However, there is a risk 
that in one or more of the seven pilot 
landscapes (characterized by a high rate 
of rurality), there may be setbacks in 
sanitary conditions. 
Mitigation measures: In these cases, the 
project (considering lessons learned 
from the design stage and from other 
projects) will take the following 
mitigation measures: 1) All protocols 
established by the health authority will 
be strictly applied in order to protect the 
health of the beneficiaries and 
professionals of the project, under the 
direct supervision of FAO and the 
executing partners of the project; 2) 
Participation mechanisms will be 
strengthened through virtual platforms, 
while detecting gaps in connectivity to 
the Internet in rural localities, and 
offering low-cost technological solutions 
(such as the use of social networks and 
the improvement of digital literacy); 3) 
local communities will be supported for 
the development of associativity within 
the framework of business models linked 
to landscape restoration plans, taking 
advantage of short chains within the 
landscapes themselves, minimizing the 
need to access inputs outside of the 
territories; 4) the best practices 
associated with agroecology and food 
sovereignty will be promoted, favouring 
the generation of healthy foods and 
value chains that strengthen the 
sustainability and continuity of peasant 
family agriculture; and 5) large indoor 
activities will be adapted through 
outdoor activities with small groups, and 
with an important leadership of local 
community organizations, transferring 
capacities and operational resources so 
that they can provide, if necessary, 
coordination actions with key actors in 
the territory.
Within the context of the COVID-19 
pandemic, several opportunities for 
project support have been identified, 
which are aligned with the project 
outcomes and outputs, namely in regards 
to the socio-ecological indicators to be 
developed under Output 1.21 (see Table 
4 above) and the demonstration practices 
to be undertaken in the intervention 
landscapes under Output 2.1.2 (see 
Table 7 above). These opportunities 
include:
Land Degradation: i) Sustainable land-
based solutions especially related to 
agroecology, climate smart agriculture, 
pastoralism, sustainable land 
management (SLM), and landscape 
restoration, both generating multiple 
global environmental benefits (GEB) as 
well as livelihood benefits and green 
jobs; ii) Introducing natural resources 
management (NRM) practices that 
generate GEBs, food security and 
resilience to climate change with 
livelihood benefits; iii) Secure supply 
chains, using circular economy 
approaches and water, food, energy and 
ecosystems nexus thinking. 
Biodiversity: i) Wildlife conservation 
and sustainable management; ii) Other 
Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) type 
interventions. 

PMU-
PMC-RTC



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Environmental / 
climate:
Risks due to 
contingencies 
associated with 
climatic factors 
(heat waves, 
prolonged 
droughts) 
increasing the 
possibility of 
the occurrence 
of large-scale 
forest fires and 
water scarcity 
throughout the 
development of 
the project in 
pilot 
landscapes, 
thereby 
affecting the 
conditions for 
the 
implementation 
of the project 
and the 
sustainability of 
demonstrative 
restoration 
actions.

Medium High Mitigation measures: The vast majority 
of forest fires in Chile are due to human 
causes. In this regard, the project will 
help to strengthen local and community 
networks for disaster prevention in pilot 
landscapes, targeting landscape-scale 
planning and demonstration actions for 
restoration and best productive practices 
in order to reduce the disaster risk.
Multilevel governance bodies, especially 
regional and local committees, will 
intensify the coordination between local 
communities, small, medium and large 
landowners, and the State institutions in 
charge of disaster prevention and 
control, to include restoration specific 
risk analysis and the deployment of early 
warning mechanisms in their plans.
As a measure to mitigate climate risks at 
a general level, activities in pilot 
landscapes will be focused on those 
associated with CONAF?s 
Environmental Education Programme 
for Climate Change and Vegetation 
Resources of the National Strategy for 
Climate Change and Vegetation 
Resources (ENCCRV), to be 
implemented through the +Bosques 
Programme. This programme has been 
designed to contribute to the 
strengthening of formal and non-formal 
educational processes that allow the 
development and enrichment of citizen 
skills for mitigation and adaptation to 
climate change in relation to the 
management of forests and other 
vegetation resources, aimed at civil 
society, social organizations, public 
services and educational communities, 
among others.
Similarly, in relation to the climatic risks 
associated with the proliferation of forest 
fires, the activities in pilot landscapes 
will be focused on those associated with 
the Preventive Silviculture Programme 
of the ENCCRV, which considers the 
implementation of preventive 
management corridors in native forests, 
plantations and other types of vegetation 
located in public and private areas with 
an emphasis on the urban-rural interface. 
These measures seek to reduce the 
potential damage of fires by acting in 
advance on the vegetation, through the 
modification, planning or elimination of 
living or dead vegetation and plant 
residues and waste to avoid and reduce 
the occurrence of these incidents. In 
addition, it seeks to slow and/or reduce 
the spread and the area affected by forest 
fires, through silvicultural activities such 
as firebreaks and fuelbreaks. In addition, 
in relation to the risks associated with 
drought and the availability of water 
resources, it should be noted that FAO is 
the Implementing Agency of the 
National Adaptation Plan for Water 
Resources in Chile. The project will 
support the government in strengthening 
its national capacities and in leading the 
adaptation process in the water resources 
sector in the country, considering the 
active participation of different sectors 
of society, such as government, 
academia, civil society, indigenous 
peoples, women's groups, and the private 
sector, both locally and regionally. In 
this regard, the relationship between the 
project and the Adaptation Plan will be 
fostered to ensure information exchange 
and coherence in climate risk mitigation 
actions.

PSC-NTC-
RTC-Local 
Committees



Risk type and 
description

Impact Probability 
of 
occurrence

Context and/or Mitigation measures Entity in 
charge

Financial:
Lack or 
insufficient 
private funding 
for the 
restoration 
business 
models and 
project 
portfolio at 
landscape-level

Medium Medium Mitigation measures: a) Create at an 
early stage the enabling conditions (that 
is, at the time of the participatory 
planning of the restoration plans and 
confirmation of the pertinence of the 
business and investment models), 
through a strategic evaluation of the 
technical and financial feasibility, and 
the risks associated with the market and 
the situation of the beneficiaries; b) 
Prioritization of enterprises or initiatives 
with private financing (incipient or more 
advanced) that can be adapted towards a 
restorative approach, and that have 
greater feasibility and lower risks; c) 
Generation of strategic agreements with 
private financing platforms and public 
support networks (e.g CORFO and 
Regional Governments) to ensure 
adequate transfer of capacities for the 
formulation and evaluation of the 
portfolio of projects at the level of each 
pilot landscape, through the technical 
assistance programes to be developed 
under Output 2.2.2; and d) Mobilizing 
seed capital from public or private 
instruments (e.g, Funds or similar 
initiatives) to accelerate obtaining 
financing through private investments 
(own or from third parties)

PMU-
PMC-RTC

 

 

[1] Average temperature (average T), hot days (> 30 ?C), frequency of drought, accumulated precipitation. 
According to the ARClim definitions, climate threat is understood as a change in climatic conditions 
between a past period of time (1980 to 2010) and a future period (2035 to 2065), under a pessimistic 
scenario (RCP8.5) of greenhouse gases. For both time periods, the data are obtained from multiple climate 
model simulations.

[2] https://arclim.mma.gob.cl/ 

6. Institutional Arrangement and Coordination
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Describe the institutional arrangement for project implementation. Elaborate on the planned 
coordination with other relevant GEF-financed projects and other initiatives. 

6. Institutional Arrangements and Coordination. 

6.a Institutional arrangements for project implementation. 

235.          The executing agency of the project is the Ministry of the Environment (MMA), while the co-
executing agency is the National Forest Corporation (CONAF), with FAO providing supervision in its 
capacity as the GEF Agency. The MMA will be the leading executing agency and responsible for the daily 
management of the project results, the general coordination of the project implementation, as well as the 
coordination and collaboration with the institutions participating in the project, local community 
organizations and other entities participating in the project, through the structure and mechanisms defined 
by the project. At the request of the Government of Chile and as documented in the OFP Letter of support, 
FAO will administer the resources under the guidance of the MMA as Executing Entity. The MMA 
assumes executing responsibilities and project guidance and as such, it is the only decision-making body 
on the use of all resources allocated to the project. FAO will not charge any cost on the project budget to 
perform the administration of resources as requested by the Chile GEF OFP.

236.          The implementation logic underpinning the project (multi-level governance) is the same logic 
for the implementation of the PNRP. For this reason, and as a way to increase the cost-effectiveness and 
sustainability of the project results, the implementation arrangements aim to generate the structures, tools 
and instruments provided in the PNRP for their operation during and after the project. In this way, the 
multilevel governance scheme (Component 1) and the financing mobilization mechanisms to generate 
restoration economies (Component 2) will be included in the project implementation arrangements, 
combining the entities established in the PNRP (that is, the National Technical Committee and Regional 
Technical Committees) with the Project Management Unit (PMU) and its implementation at the regional 
and local level. The organizational structure of the project is as follows:



Figure 12. Project organizational structure

237.          FAO will be the GEF agency responsible for supervision and provision of technical advice 
during project implementation. The technical advice will be carried out in coordination with the Ministry 
of the Environment and CONAF.

National level

238.          A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be established for project strategic decisions.  The 
PSC will comprise the Undersecretary of the Environment, the National Director of CONAF, the FAO 
Representative in Chile and the GEF Operational Focal Point in Chile. The main responsibilities of the 
PSC are to: i) provide strategic definitions for the execution of the project; ii) resolve disputes related to the 
project and its proper execution; iii) supervise and support the correct implementation of the project 
components; iv) coordinate and manage through institutional means the timely contribution of the co-
financing agreed by each institution participating in the project, as well as other sources of financing that 
coincide with the project?s objectives; v) review and agree on the project?s strategy and methodology, as 
well as the changes and modifications generated by its implementation in the field; vi) convene and 
organize meetings with the different national, regional and local stakeholders of the project; vii) promote 
agreements and other forms of collaboration with national and international organizations; viii) approve 
work plans, annual budgets and progress reports; and ix) ensure the sustainability of the main results of the 
project, including scaling-up and replication. All PSC decisions must be adopted by consensus. The PSC 
will meet in ordinary sessions at least once a year; however, if its members deem it necessary, the PSC 
may call extraordinary meetings. The PSC meeting will be held in December of each year, when it must 
approve the project's work plan and budget for the next year. For the purposes of ensuring upscaling of the 
project results, the PSC will link with the National Technical Committee (NTC) ? which is the body in 
charge of the implementation of the PNRP and will consist of the technical representatives of the Division 
of Natural Resources and Biodiversity of the Ministry of the Environment, the Department of Forests and 
Climate Change of CONAF, and representatives of the INFOR, CONADI, WWF and WRI ?, and will 



coordinate the support of the PNRP?s National Advisory Council and other partners, as necessary within 
the framework of the implementation of the plan and the project.

239.          For the purposes of project implementation, the Project Management Committee (PMC) will 
be comprised by the Project National Director  (PND), technical representatives of the Division of Natural 
Resources and Biodiversity of the Ministry of the Environment, the Department of Forests and Climate 
Change of CONAF, the co-financing partners (INDAP and SAG), and the National Project Coordinator on 
behalf of the Project Management Unit (PMU). If necessary, the FAO LTO and the Funding Liaison 
Officer (FLO) may also participate in this instance, which will be headed by the Ministry of the 
Environment through the National Project Director (NPD). The main responsibilities of the PMC are to: i) 
manage the technical and administrative execution of the project; ii) follow-up and evaluate the project's 
work plan and budget at the national, regional and local levels; iii) evaluate and adjust the work program 
and its implementation when appropriate; iv) coordinate, at the national level, the participation of public 
and private institutions relevant to the project; and v) support the implementation and proper functioning of 
the institutional organization at the regional and local level.

240.          The Minister of the Environment will designate an official of the Ministry as the National 
Project Director (NPD). The NPD will be located in the Ministry of the Environment. The NPD will have 
the responsibility of representing the government in the instances related to the project; working with FAO 
in its capacity as Implementing Agency; convening and coordinating the PSC and the NTC; ensuring the 
correct implementation of the strategies and objectives defined by the PSC; overseeing the correct 
technical and administrative execution of the project by monitoring and evaluating its work programmes, 
in close relationship with the National Project Coordinator; communicating the decisions and agreements 
adopted by both the PSC and the NTC to the Environment SEREMI in the target regions of the project 
(Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o). The NPD will be responsible for requesting 
the timely disbursement of GEF resources, which will allow the execution of project activities, in strict 
accordance with the budget and the Annual Work Plan and Budget (AWPB) approved for the current year 
of the project. In addition, he/she will be responsible for supervising and guiding the National Project 
Coordinator in matters of government policies and priorities, thereby ensuring the policy impact of the 
project results on the continuity and financial sustainability strategies of the PNRP.

241.          A GEF-funded Project Management Unit (PMU) will be established. The main function of the 
PMU, following PSC and NTC guidance, is to ensure the coordination and execution of the project through 
the effective implementation of the annual work plans. It will be made up of the National Project 
Coordinator, a full-time Administrative Assistant, full-time Project Technical Assistant, two full-time 
Specialists (Environmental-Restoration, and Social-Gender-Indigenous Peoples), two part-time Specialists 
(Financing-Business Models, and Monitoring and Evaluation) and seven Facilitators in charge of 
coordinating the actions of the project at the local level (pilot landscapes) and regional level (with the 
support of the team of specialists at the national level). The national team will be stationed in the Ministry 
of the Environment, since, given that it is the Ministry in charge of the operational coordination and 
implementation of the project, it will facilitate access and coordination of project interventions in the 
territories, according to the approved work plans. The regional/local level facilitators will be stationed in 
the offices of the Environment SEREMIs of each target region.



242.          The National Project Coordinator (NPC) will be in charge of the day-to-day management of 
the project and technical supervision, including: (i) coordinating and closely supervising the execution of 
project activities, (ii) the correct execution of activities relevant to the development of the project; (iii) day-
to-day management of the project, (iv) coordination with other related initiatives, (v) ensuring a high level 
of collaboration between participating institutions and organizations at the national, regional and local 
levels, (vii) monitoring of the progress of the project and ensuring the timely delivery of inputs and 
products; (vii) implementing and managing the project monitoring plan and its communication program, 
(viii) organizing annual project workshops and meetings to monitor project progress and prepare Annual 
Work Plans and Budgets (AWPB), (ix) presenting the PPR together with the AWPB to the PSC and FAO; 
(x) acting as Secretary of the PSC; (xi) preparing the PIR, (xii) supporting the organization of the Mid-term 
Review and the Final Evaluation; (xiii) ensuring the correct implementation of the stakeholder 
participation plan, the gender action plan, and the indigenous peoples plan; (xiv) following the rules and 
procedures of FAO, and in accordance with this project document and the AWPB, the NPC will identify 
the expenses and disbursements that should be requested from FAO for the timely execution of the project; 
(xv) inform the PSC and FAO of any delays and difficulties in project implementation to ensure corrective 
measures and support in a timely manner; (xvi) reviewing all technical products developed by the project 
team?s specialists (environmental-restoration, social-gender-indigenous people, financing-business model, 
M&E and PMU facilitators, to ensure alignment with project objectives and quality standards; (xvii) 
providing technical supervision and guidance to implementing partners for the implementation of project 
activities; (xviii) ensuring the implementation of the nature-based solutions approach at landscape level, 
advising on multilevel governance, socio-ecological indicators and restoration-based business models; 
(xix) providing technical support and advice to the project?s components; (xx) supervising and providing 
technical support and evaluating the reports and deliverables of the project?s consultants (financed by GEF 
funds). The Project Technical Assistant (PTA) will provide both technical and project management 
support to the NPC (See Terms of Reference of the PMU team in Annex N of the Agency Project 
Document).

Regional level

243.          Regional Technical Committees (RTC): They will be established in each of the target regions 
of the project (Coquimbo, Valpara?so, O'Higgins, Maule, ?uble and Biob?o, see description in Output 
1.1.1). As in the case of the NTC, they correspond to governance bodies foreseen in the PNRP. At the 
beginning of the project, a core group will be formed in each region, with a technical representative from 
the Environment SEREMI and the CONAF Regional Directorate in each of the respective regions, as well 
as a Facilitator from the PMU. As the project activities progress, the RTCs will be formalized through the 
leadership of the Envrionment and Agriculture SEREMIs of each region, and with the participation of 
regional technical representatives of CONAF, INFOR, INDAP, SAG, CONADI, the Regional Government 
and representatives of civil society, universities and the private sector, with at least 40 percent female 
members and at least one member of each committee belonging to indigenous peoples, as appropriate. In 
coordination with the NTC, the RTCs will serve as a link between the regional participation instances and 
with the landscape restoration initiatives that are developed in the respective regions.   

244.          As the project?s governance bodies and mechanisms, the main responsibilities of the RTCs will 
be to: i) manage the technical and administrative execution of the regional component of the project; ii) 



follow-up and evaluate the project?s work plan in the target regions; iii) support the coordination at the 
regional and local level of the public and private institutions related to the project; iv) develop a work 
agenda at the regional level to coordinate public and private initiatives related to the development of the 
project in the territories; v) guide, support and supervise the PMU?s operational coordination and 
implementing activities in the intervention territories; vi) support the implementation and proper 
functioning of public-private coordination bodies at the regional level; viii) inform the National Project 
Director of the progress in the implementation of the project, through the Environment and Agriculture 
SEREMIs.

Local level

245.          Local Landscape Restoration Committees: They will be led by technical and operational 
representatives of the Ministry of the Environment and CONAF in each pilot landscape (see description in 
Output 1.1.1), in close collaboration with the municipalities of the districts involved in each of the pilot 
landscapes. As part of their operation each local committee will have working bodies with the participation 
of stakeholders, including PRODESAL, civil society organizations, community organizations and the 
private sector. At least 40 percent of its members will be women and at least one member will participate 
in representation of indigenous peoples as appropriate. The PMU Facilitators at the regional level will 
fulfill a coordinating role between both instances (regional-local), with the support of the project team at 
the national level.

246.          In the case of the Biob?o Region pilot landscape (Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta), a Local Indigenous 
Landscape Restoration Committee will be established and will be co-led by representatives of the 
indigenous communities in the landscape, in accordance with the FPIC process implemented during the 
project.

247.          As the project?s governance bodies and mechanisms, the Local Committees will have the 
following main responsibilities: i) analyze and validate the project's work proposal in the landscape; ii) 
prepare the plan of activities for the landscape in accordance with the project's Annual Work Plan; iii) 
establish the portfolio of priority projects and initiatives to be developed by them, in accordance with the 
activities, outpues and outcomes of Component 2 of the project; iv) receive and analyze reports on social 
control carried out by local organizations, NGOs and other entities of the landscape; v) ensure the timely 
and correct execution of the project at the local level, according to the priorities and needs of the landscape 
and within the framework of the project's work plan.

248.          The PMU Facilitators at the regional/local level will have a socio-environmental professional 
profile and will be focused on coordinating between the stakeholders at the regional and local levels (pilot 
landscapes), generating and promoting synergies between the different institutional actors in charge of the 
environmental promotion and management instruments, with a focus on the adaptive management 
processes that are required to ensure compliance with the activities, outputs, outcomes and objective of the 
project. In this regard, they will fulfill both strategic and operational roles, with significant support from 
the central PMU Project team. GEF financing will cover the work of the PMU Facilitators for a period of 
three years, and through co-financing from partner institutions or other sources identified during the project 
implementation, these professionals will be incorporated into the multilevel governance scheme of the 



PNRP to provide continuity to the processes of coordination of instruments and monitoring of the pilot 
landscapes during and after the project.

 

6.b Coordination with other relevant GEF-financed projects and other initiatives. 

249.          For the implementation of the project, and within the framework of the implementation 
arrangements, synergies will be harnessed with other GEF projects currently ongoing or in completion 
phase. The areas for coordination are mainly linked to: 1) exchange of experiences in planning 
methodologies at the landscape level, business models associated with restoration and governance 
schemes; 2) coordination of economic instruments, of productive development and of environmental 
management for financing landscape restoration and better productive practices; and 3) integration of 
restoration activities and best productive practices in target regions and pilot landscapes, as appropriate.

250.          The project will establish close coordination with project GEF #10213 Economic instruments 
and tools to support the conservation of biodiversity, the payment of ecosystem services and sustainable 
development (MMA/UNDP), for the coordination of economic instruments to promote production and 
environmental management to finance landscape restoration and best productive practices, generating 
synergies and the exchange of experiences in demonstration activities in the landscapes or pilot territories 
of both projects. Approved in 2021, this project will include coordination on potential payment for 
ecosystem services schemes that could be applied in the intervention landscapes.

251.          The project will coordinate with project GEF #9766 Mainstreaming conservation of coastal 
wetlands of Chile?s South Center biodiversity hotspot through adaptive management of coastal area 
ecosystems (MMA/UN Environment) in regards to the restoration activities at watershed level and local 
governance schemes for the adaptive management of wetland ecosystems. In particular, a joint work group 
will be established with the regional project teams and institutional partners in the shared pilot area: the 
coastal area of ??the Estero Nilahue basin (Coastal dryland- Nilahue, O?Higgins Region). In addition, 
methodological approaches will be coordinated and experiences will be exchanged in planning 
methodologies with a landscape approach for restoration. 

252.          The project will coordinate with the project GEF #9068 Establish a network of National 
Important Agricultural Heritage Sites, NIAHS (ODEPA/FAO) in terms of the experiences and mechanisms 
of coordination of promotion instruments for best productive practices in the field of Family Farming. In 
addition, dialogue spaces will be generated between the beneficiaries of both projects to strengthen 
knowledge management and dialogue on territorial governance, agrobiodiversity and livelihoods.

253.          The project will continue the coordination started during PPG with GEF project #5135 
Protecting biodiversity and multiple ecosystem services in biological mountain corridors in Chile?s 
Mediterranean Ecosystem (MMA/UN Environment) for the exchange of experiences, lessons learned and 
progress related to landscape-level planning methodologies, local governance and business models 
associated with instruments such as Clean Production Agreements (CPAs) and management plans with 



forest management criteria developed in the pilot landscape Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu?-Colliguay 
Forest Corridor (Valpara?so Region).

254.          Likewise, the project will continue to coordinate with GEF project #5429 Mainstreaming 
conservation and valuation of critically endangered species and ecosystems in development frontier 
production landscapes in the regions of Arica Parinacota and Biobio (MMA/FAO), particularly in relation 
to the lessons learned and proposals for management with a landscape approach in the area of the 
Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta pilot landscape in the Biob?o Region. Spaces will be generated for the exchange of 
experiences between institutional stakeholders and other interested parties on management mechanisms, 
coordination of instruments, local governance schemes and strategies for scaling up measures for the 
conservation of endangered species.

255.          Moreover, the project will coordinate with the GCF/CONAF REDD+ Results-Based Payments 
Project for the 2014-2016 period (+Bosques) in the Maule, ?uble and Biobio regions where both projects 
will jointly work to develop landscape level restoration plans, as well as ensuring synergies between the 
+Bosques governance schemes (REDD groups) with this project?s regional and local committees. In 
addition, sharing of experiences and knowledge regarding preventive silviculture, environmental education 
and restoration activities will also be coordinated.

256.          Finally, the project will coordinate with the following MMA initiatives for which the GCF has 
approved and reserved funds: 1) Update of the National Climate Change Adaptation Plan, 2) Update of the 
National Climate Change Adaptation Plan for Biodiversity, and 3) Elaboration of the National Water 
Resources Plan. These three plans constitute co-financing of the MMA to the project and have the purpose 
of increasing resilience at the territorial, community, political-administrative and governance levels to face 
climate change, the drivers of biodiversity degradation and ecosystem services, including the approach of 
nature-based solutions and restoration.

 

7. Consistency with National Priorities

Describe the consistency of the project with national strategies and plans or reports and 
assesments under relevant conventions from below:

NAPAs, NAPs, ASGM NAPs, MIAs, NBSAPs, NCs, TNAs, NCSAs, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, 
BURs, INDCs, etc.

7. Consistency with National Priorities. 

7.1 Consistency with national development objectives and policies 

257.     The project is aligned with the National Biodiversity Strategy (ENB) 2017-2030.[1] The ENB is 
aligned with the CBD and has the following objectives: 1) to promote the sustainable use of biodiversity 
and reduce threats, 2) to develop awareness, participation, information and knowledge, 3) to develop a 
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robust institutional framework, good governance and equitable benefit sharing, 4) to incorporate 
biodiversity objectives into public and private sector instruments, and 5) to promote and restore 
biodiversity and its ecosystem services. Among the strategic guidelines of this last objective of the 
Strategy, the project is aligned with the following: 1) definition of conservation objectives for the 
management, protection, and restoration of areas of high ecological value and their ecosystem services; 2) 
updating and identification of priority sites based on areas of high ecological value and their ecosystem 
services, for the targeting and implementation of effective protection, restoration and sustainable 
management actions; 3) promotion, institutionalization and implementation of conservation landscapes, in 
terrestrial and aquatic spaces, that include areas of high value for their biodiversity and sustainable use; and 
5) identification and implementation of joint actions for climate change adaptation and mitigation in the 
most vulnerable ecosystems, and protection of climate shelters for biodiversity, including ecosystem-based 
adaptation solutions and ecosystem-based disaster risk reduction.

258.     The Project is aligned with the National Strategy for Climate Change in Vegetation Resources 
(ENCCRV)[2]. The ENCCRV is aligned with UNFCCC; with the general objective to ?Reduce the 
social, environmental and economic vulnerability generated by climate change, desertification, 
land degradation and drought on vegetation resources and human communities that depend on 
them, in order to increase the resilience of ecosystems and contribute to mitigating climate 
change by promoting the reduction and capture of greenhouse gas emissions in Chile?. The 2017-
2025 goals of the ENCCRV that are directly aligned with the project are the following:

? US.1 Institutional forest management programme focused on public and private lands

? US.3 Strengthening the wood energy programme and the country's energy matrix

? MT.4 Afforestation and revegetation programme in prioritized districts/areas

? MT.5 Strengthening ecological restoration in prioritized districts/areas

? MT.6 Environmental education and dissemination programme

? IF.2 Restoration programme in ecosystems affected by forest fires

? IF.3 Preventive forestry

? IF.6 Technology transfer programme to provide alternatives for the management and use of agricultural 
and forestry waste

? GA.1 Adaptation programme for the management of vegetation resources in the framework of climate 
change, land desertification and drought

? MG.1 Buffer zones for livestock activity

? MG.2 Strengthening and expansion of summer grazing councils
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259.     The project will contribute directly to the implementation of the National Landscape Restoration 
Plan (PNRP) in the country, with an initial focus on the target regions, but generating enabling conditions 
for its implementation throughout the country. The PNRP is aligned with the CBD, the UNFCCC and the 
UNCCD. It will also contribute to Chile?s Nationally Determined Contributions (NDC), particularly 
contribution I9: ?As of 2021, there will be a National Landscape-Scale Restoration Plan, which will 
consider the incorporation into restoration processes of 1,000,000 hectares of landscapes by 2030, 
prioritizing those areas with greater social, economic and environmental vulnerability?. [3]  Chile?s NDCs 
are aligned with the UNFCCC.

260.     The recovery of biodiversity and ecosystem services in the medium and long term will be favored 
by the reduction of pressures on natural ecosystems and the reduction of land degradation rates in the 
intervention areas within the pilot landscapes, improving the content of organic matter in the soils and 
increasing the native vegetation cover (arboreal, shrub and herbaceous). In this context, the project goals 
and area restored and under improved management are aligned with the Land Degradation Neutrality 
(LDN) goal established by Chile for 2030, which includes the restoration of 20,000 hectares of degraded 
lands and forests, and 10,000 hectares of areas affected by forest fires.

261.     Finally, the project is aligned with the recently approved National Policy for Rural Development 
(PNDR) and National Policy for Land Management (PNOT)[4], which will create favourable 
conditions for the integration of the actions of the PNRP ? and the GEF project ? with the rural 
development and territorial planning instruments, including the participation of the regional governments 
and municipalities. Both of these national policies are aligned with the UNCCD.

[1] Available at: https://mma.gob.cl/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Estrategia_Nac_Biodiv_2017_30.pdf 

[2] Available at: https://www.enccrv.cl/ 

[3] Government of Chile. Chile's Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC). 2020 update. Page 61. 
Available at: https://mma.gob.cl/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/NDC_Chile_2020_espan%CC%83ol-1.pdf 

[4] Decree 469, Ministry of the Interior and Public Security, Undersecretariat of the Interior, Approves 
National Policy of Territorial Organization, July 05, 2021. Available at: 
https://www.bcn.cl/leychile/navegar?idNorma=1162254 

8. Knowledge Management 

Elaborate the "Knowledge Management Approach" for the project, including a budget, key 
deliverables and a timeline, and explain how it will contribute to the project's overall impact. 

8. Knowledge Management.
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265.           Knowledge management will be a cross-cutting activity throughout the project to develop 
institutional memory, promote continuous learning, produce documentation to support scaling-up of 
project results and visibility strategies for capacity development and political advocacy. For the 
implementation of this cross-cutting activity, and as described in Output 3.1.3, the following instruments, 
activities and products will be designed and implemented:

KM product Description Year 
1

Year 
2

Year 
3

Year 
4

Year 
5

Estimated budget

Knowledge 
management 
plan

?  Project website

?  Audiovisual 
products for social 
networks and local 
radio stations

?  10 publications 
systematizing 
lessons learned 
(governance, 
monitoring, 
demonstration 
plans and actions, 
financing, 
business models 
and investment 
plans)

X

 

 

 

X

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

X

USD 28,000 
(audiovisual 
products)

USD 40,000 
(publications)

USD 48,000 
(consultant in GIS 
and generation of 
thematic mapping)

Communications 
strategy and plan

?  Graphic design 
of the project and 
corporate logo

?  Media 
management, 
press releases

?  Periodic 
newsletters

?  Social media 
management

 

X

 

 

 

X

 

X

X

 

 

 

X

 

X

X

 

 

 

X

 

X

X

 

 

 

X

 

X

X

USD 200,000 
(contract for the 
design and 
implementation of 
the 
Communication 
Strategy and Plan, 
including website)



KM product Description Year 
1

Year 
2

Year 
3

Year 
4

Year 
5

Estimated budget

Plan for the 
exchange of 
experiences 

?  7 regional 
meetings (one in 
each pilot 
landscape) 
focused on the 
impact on 
livelihoods and 
functionality of 
the landscapes.

?  3 national 
meetings (in 
seminar-workshop 
format) aimed at 
strategic and 
operational 
instruments, and 
tools for 
monitoring 
landscape 
restoration.

  

 

X

 

 

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

 

 

X

USD 75,000 
(regional and 
national meetings)

USD 5,000 
(travel)

USD 14,800 
(transport in the 
field) 

Plan for the 
sustainability and 
scalability of the 
project results

Transfer and 
institutionalization 
of the project 
results at the 
national level 
(PNRP and 
partner 
institutions).

?  Transfer and 
institutionalization 
of committees at 
regional and local 
level (agreements 
with regional 
governments and 
municipalities)

    

 

X

 

 

 

 

X

 

 

X

 

 

 

 

X

USD 14,400 (NPC 
person-hours)

USD 8,000 
(Project Technical 
Assistant person-
hours)

USD 2,000 
(meeting between 
NPC, PMU and 
project partners, at 
the national and 
regional level)

USD 4,000 
(general expenses)

Total budget  USD 439,200

(*) Annex E Workplan contains a more detailed timeline per year and quarters.

266.           Knowledge management also includes incorporating lessons learned from other GEF projects in 
the different areas of project management. Among the main lessons learned identified and mainstreamed in 
project design and, implementation of the project, are the following:



Projects Status Lessons learned

Application in 
GEF 
Restoration 
Project

GEF Project #4104 Sustainable 
Land Management (CONAF-
World Bank)

Completed

Coordination of promotion 
instruments through integrated 
property planning at the 
territorial level

A mechanism 
for the 
coordination of 
instruments at 
the regional and 
local level will 
be developed 
(Output 1.1.2).

GEF Project #4968 Integrated 
system for monitoring native 
forest ecosystems - SIMEF 
(INFOR-FAO)

Completed

Institutionalization of results 
through agreements and transfer 
of capacities

Existing inter-
institutional 
agreements 
(PNRP, MMA-
INDAP, MMA-
INFOR) will be 
strengthened 
and the 
capacities of 
existing 
institutional 
platforms for 
monitoring and 
information 
management 
will be 
increased.

GEF Project #4939 Sustainable 
Mediterranean Communities 
(MMA-UNDP)

Completed

Empowerment of civil society 
organizations in the territories 
for the coordination of 
participatory planning processes 
at the landscape scale

Civil society 
organizations of 
the territories 
will be 
integrated into 
the landscape 
planning 
processes, 
transferring 
capacities and 
resources in 
order to develop 
actions that 
bring together 
actors and 
interested 
parties in the 
field.



Projects Status Lessons learned

Application in 
GEF 
Restoration 
Project

GEF Project #9766 Coastal 
Wetlands Conservation 
(MMA-UN Environment)

Ongoing

Early formation of public-
private governance bodies in 
pilot areas

Core groups 
will be formed 
to set up 
regional and 
local 
committees at 
the beginning of 
the project's 
implementation, 
defining a 
roadmap for its 
formalization 
over time.

GEF Project #5135 
Conservation of biodiversity 
and ecosystem services in 
mountain ecosystems (MMA-
UN Environment)

Ongoing

Importance of the role of 
municipalities in planning at the 
local level and capacity transfer 
mechanisms

The 
municipalities 
of the districts 
in the pilot 
landscapes will 
be incorporated 
into local 
committees, 
with an 
important role 
in coordinating 
local 
instruments 
(PRODESAL, 
PDTI) and in 
landscape 
planning.

Regional Ecological Plans for 
Valparaiso, O?Higgins, Maule 
and Biobio

Ongoing

Supported the identification, 
selection and characterization of 
the proposed intervention 
landscapes

Project support 
will address the 
adjustment and 
updating of 
these regions? 
ecological plans 
as part of the 
development of 
strategic 
instruments 
under Output 
1.1.2



Projects Status Lessons learned

Application in 
GEF 
Restoration 
Project

Pilot restoration plans for the 
Putu-Huenchullami and 
Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilp?-
Colliguay landscapes

Ongoing

Supported the identification, 
selection and characterization of 
the proposed intervention 
landscapes

These plans will 
be improved 
and updated 
under Output 
2.1.1, based on 
project 
interventions 
under other 
outputs 
(restoration 
standards, 
socio-ecological 
indicators and 
sustainability 
index)  in order 
to have standard 
restoration 
plans for all of 
the intervention 
landscapes.

 

267.           The gender approach will be an important part of the knowledge products generated by the 
project, encompassing, for instance, experiences in gender mainstreaming; successful cases of women 
implementing practices and/or participating in value chains associated with landscape restoration; tools 
used to mainstream the gender approach throughout the project cycle, and others that are identified during 
implementation. In addition, the experiences and lessons learned in the development of the restoration plan 
and the demonstration activities based on the Mapuche cosmovision in the indigenous pilot landscape will 
be highlighted.

268.           Component 3 of the project will contribute to communication and visibility through the 
systematization of experiences and lessons learned, which will be published and disseminated. In addition, 
the project will ensure the mechanisms are in place to give maximum dissemination to the documentation 
generated, and in particular the Final Report, the technical reports and the reports of the midterm and final 
evaluations. The project website will serve to disseminate information to a wide audience to raise 
awareness among the population about the importance of landscape restoration and best productive 
practices in the agroforestry sector that benefit biodiversity and promote sustainable land management.

269.           The GEF Restoration project is strategically designed to provide continuity and sustainability to 
long-term public-private efforts. In particular, the project approach can be described as "multilevel 
restoration embeddedness" based on high-level public policies (e.g PNRP, ENCCRV) and initiatives at the 
regional and local level that will be strengthened, consolidated or expanded in the areas of governance, 
instruments, monitoring and financing, hence favoring synergies and coordinating stakeholders at different 
levels (national, regional and local) based on the lessons learned, adaptive management and knowledge 
generated by previous initiatives.



9. Monitoring and Evaluation

Describe the budgeted M and E plan

9. Monitoring and Evaluation. 

 

270.          The monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of progress in achieving the project's results and 
objectives will be carried out based on the goals and indicators established in the Project Results 
Framework (Annex A1 of the Agency Project Document) and their description in Section 1.a. Project 
monitoring and evaluation activities have been budgeted for compliance. Monitoring and evaluation 
activities will follow FAO and GEF monitoring and evaluation policies and guidelines. The monitoring and 
evaluation system will also facilitate learning and replication of project results and lessons in relation to 
landscape restoration.

9.1 Supervisory and monitoring responsibilities

271.          The M&E functions and responsibilities specifically described in the monitoring and evaluation 
table below will be undertaken through: (i) missions to monitor and supervise the progress of the project on 
a day-to-day basis by the Project Management Unit (PMU) ; (ii) technical monitoring of indicators to 
measure improvements in landscape restoration (PMU and LTO in coordination with partners); (iii) mid-
term review and final evaluation (independent consultants and FAO-OED Evaluation Office); and (v) 
monitoring and supervision missions (FAO).

272.          At the beginning of the GEF project implementation, the PMU will establish an M&E system to 
monitor the progress of the project. Participatory mechanisms and methodologies will be developed to 
support the M&E of performance indicators and outputs. During the project inception workshop (see 
section 9.3 below), M&E tasks will include: (i) presentation and explanation (if necessary) of the project's 
Results Framework with all project stakeholders; (ii) review of the monitoring and evaluation indicators 
and their baselines; (iii) preparation of draft clauses that will be required for inclusion in consulting 
contracts, to ensure compliance with the monitoring and evaluation reporting responsibilities (if 
applicable); and (iv) clarification of the division of monitoring and evaluation tasks among the different 
project stakeholders. 

273.          The NPC together with the PMU team will prepare a draft of the M&E matrix that will be 
implemented during project implementation. The M&E matrix will be a management tool for the NPC, 
PMU team and the Project Partners to: i) semi-annually monitor the achievement of the output indicators; 
ii) annually monitor the achievement of the outcome indicators; iii) clearly define responsibilities and 
means of verification; iv) select a method to process the indicators and data. Based on these M&E 
mechanisms the need to prepare a more detailed monitoring plan will be reviewed at project outset.

274.          The M&E Plan will be prepared by the NPC and the M&E Specialist together with the project 
partners in the first quarter of Year 1 and validated with the PSC. The M&E Plan will be based on Table 
17 M&E below and the M&E Matrix and will include: i) the updated Results Framework, with clear 



indicators per year; ii) updated baseline, if necessary, and selected tools for data collection; iii) description 
of the monitoring strategy, including roles and responsibilities for data collection and analysis, reporting 
flows, monitoring matrix, and a brief discussion of who, when and how each indicator will be measured. 
Responsibility for project activities may or may not coincide with responsibility for data collection; iv) 
updated implementation arrangements, if necessary; v) inclusion of the indicators of the monitoring tool, 
data collection and monitoring strategy to be included in the mid-term review and final evaluation; vi) 
schedule of evaluation workshops, including self-evaluation techniques.

275.          The day-to-day monitoring of the project implementation will be the responsibility of the NPC 
and will be driven by the preparation and implementation of an AWPB with follow-up through six-
monthly PPR reports. The preparation of the AWPB and the biannual PPRs will represent the product of a 
unified planning process among the main project stakeholders. As tools for Results-Based Management 
(RBM), the AWPB will identify the actions proposed for the next year of the project and will provide the 
necessary details on the output and outcome targets to be achieved, and the PPRs will report on the follow-
up of the implementation of actions and achievement of output and outcome targets. Specific inputs to the 
AWPB and PPRs will be prepared based on participatory planning and progress review with all 
stakeholders and will be coordinated and facilitated through project planning and progress review. These 
contributions will be consolidated by the NPC in the draft AWPB and in the PPRs.

276.          An annual project planning and progress review meeting will be held with the participation of 
project partners to finalize the AWPB and PPRs. Upon completion, the AWPB and PPRs will be submitted 
to the FAO LTO for technical approval and to the PSC for review and approval. The AWPB will be 
developed in a manner consistent with the Project Results Framework to ensure proper compliance and 
monitoring of project outputs and outcomes. After Project approval, the Year 1 AWPB will be adjusted 
(either reduced or extended in time) to synchronize it with the annual reporting calendar. In subsequent 
years, AWPBs will follow an annual cycle of preparation and reporting as specified in section 9.3 below.

9.2 Indicators and Information Sources

277.          To monitor project outputs and outcomes, including contributions to global environmental 
benefits, a set of indicators is established in the Results Framework (Annex A1 of the Agency Project 
Document). The indicators and means of verification of the Results Framework will be applied to monitor 
both the performance of the project and its impact. Following FAO's monitoring procedures and progress 
report formats, the data collected should be detailed enough to allow monitoring of specific outputs and 
outcomes, and to determine risks to the project in advance. The output indicators will be monitored every 
six months and the outcome indicators will be monitored annually when possible or at a minimum in the 
Mid-term and Final evaluations.

278.          The main sources of information to support the M&E plan include: i) participatory progress 
review workshops with stakeholders and beneficiaries; ii) in-situ monitoring of the implementation of 
interventions in the field; iii) progress reports prepared by the NPC with inputs from partners, project 
specialists and other stakeholders; iv) consulting reports; v) training reports; vi) Mid-term Review and 
Final Evaluation; vii) financial reports and budget reviews; viii) Project Implementation Reports prepared 
by the FAO LTO with the support of the FAO Representation in Chile; and ix) FAO oversight mission 
reports.



9.3 Reporting Plan

279.          The reports that will be specifically prepared within the framework of the monitoring and 
evaluation program are: (i) Project Inception Report, (ii) Annual Work Plans and Budget (AWPB), (iii) 
Project Progress Reports (PPR), (iv) Annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIR), (v) technical reports, 
(vi) Co-financing Reports, and (vii) the Terminal Report. In addition, the GEF Core Indicators Worksheet 
will be completed before the Mid-Term Review and Final Evaluation to compare progress with the 
baseline established during project preparation. 

280.          Project Inception Report. After project approval by FAO, a project Inception Workshop will 
be held at the national level. Immediately after the workshop, the NPC will prepare a project Inception 
Report in consultation with the PSC and the FAO Representation in Chile. The report will include a 
description of the institutional functions and responsibilities and the action for coordination of the project 
stakeholders, the progress made in its establishment and start-up activities, as well as an update of any 
changes in external conditions that may affect the execution of the project. It will also include a detailed 
AWPB for the first year and the Monitoring matrix, a detailed monitoring plan based on the M&E plan 
presented below. The draft Inception Report will be submitted to FAO and PSC for their review and 
comments prior to completion, no later than three months after project start-up. The report must be 
approved by the Budget Holder (BH), the LTO and the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit. The BH will upload 
the report to FPMIS.

281.          Annual Work Plan and Budget (AWPB). The NPC will submit to the PSC a draft AWPB no 
later than December 10 of each year. This should include the detailed activities to be executed monthly for 
each output and outcome and the dates in which the targets and milestones of the outputs and outcomes 
will be achieved throughout the year. A detailed budget of the project activities to be carried out during the 
year will also be included, along with all necessary monitoring and supervision activities during the year.  
The FAO Representation in Chile will distribute the draft AWPB to the FAO Project Task Force (PTF) and 
will consolidate and submit FAO comments. The PSC will review the AWPB and the PMU will 
incorporate any comments. The final AWPB will be submitted to the PSC for approval and to FAO for 
final no objection. The BH will upload the AWPB to FPMIS. 

282.          Project Progress Reports (PPR). PPRs are used to identify limitations, problems, or 
bottlenecks that prevent timely implementation, and to take appropriate corrective action. The PPRs will be 
prepared based on the systematic monitoring of the output and outcome indicators identified in the Project 
Results Framework (Annex A1 of the Agency Project Document), the AWPB, and the Monitoring Plan. 
Each semester, the NPC will prepare a draft PPR and collect and consolidate FAO PTF comments. When 
the elaboration of PPRs and the Annual Project Implementation Reviews- PIRs (see below) coincide the 
PPR will not be prepared and the PIR will suffice both purposes. The report covering the July-December 
period must be accompanied by the updated AWPB for the following year for its review and no objection 
by the FAO PTF. The BH is responsible for coordinating the preparation and finalization of the PPR, in 
consultation with the PMU, LTO, and Funding Liaison Officer (FLO). Following LTO, BH, and FLO 
approval, the FLO will ensure that project progress reports are uploaded to FPMIS in a timely manner.

283.          Annual Project Implementation Review (PIR). The NPC, under the supervision of the LTO 
and the BH and in coordination with the project?s national partners, will prepare a draft PIR corresponding 



to the period of July (of the previous year) and June (current year). The LTO will finalize the PIR and 
submit it to the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit for review. The FAO-GEF Coordination Unit, the LTO and 
the BH will discuss the PIR and scores. The LTO is responsible for conducting the final review of the PIR 
and providing technical approval. The BH will submit the final version of the PIR to the FAO-GEF 
Coordination Unit for final approval. The FAO-GEF Coordination Unit will submit the PIR to the GEF 
Secretariat and the GEF Independent Evaluation Office as part of the Annual Monitoring Review of the 
FAO-GEF portfolio. The PIR will be uploaded to FPMIS by the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit.

284.          Technical reports. The technical reports correspond to project consultancies or contracts and 
according to the case, may serve to document and disseminate the lessons learned. The NPC will submit 
the drafts of all technical reports to the PSC and the FAO Representation in Chile, which in turn will share 
them with the LTO for their review and approval and with the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit for their 
information and eventual comments, before finalization and publication, as appropriate. Copies of the 
technical reports will be distributed to the PSC and other project stakeholders, as appropriate. These reports 
will be uploaded to FPMIS by the BH.

285.          Co-financing reports. The NPC will be responsible for compiling the necessary information on 
the in-kind and cash co-financing provided by all the project co-financiers, both those included in this 
document and those not foreseen (new). Each year, the NPC will submit these reports to the FAO 
Representation in Chile before June 15, covering the period from July of the previous year to June of the 
year of the Report. This information will be included in the PIRs.

286.          GEF Core Indicator Worksheet. In compliance with GEF policies and procedures, the GEF 
Core Indicator Worksheet will be submitted to the GEF Secretariat at three times: (i) together with the 
Project Document for approval by the GEF Chief Executive Officer; (ii) together with the Mid-term 
Review of the project; and (iii) together with the Final Evaluation of the project. It will be filled out by the 
NPC. 

287.          Terminal report. Within two months prior to the project completion date, the NPC will submit 
a draft Terminal Report to the PSC and the FAO Representation in Chile. The main purpose of the 
Terminal Report is to provide guidance at the authority level on the policy decisions necessary to monitor 
the Project and present the donor with information on the use of funds. Therefore, the Terminal Report will 
consist of a brief summary of the main project deliverables, results, conclusions and recommendations. The 
report will be aimed at people who are not necessarily technical specialists and who must understand the 
policy implications of the findings and technical needs to ensure the sustainability of the project results. 
The Terminal Report will evaluate the activities, summarize the lessons and express the recommendations 
in terms of their application to landscape restoration in the intervention areas, in the context of 
development priorities at the national and provincial levels, as well as in terms of practical application. 
This report will specifically include the findings of the final evaluation as described below in section 9.5. 
An evaluation meeting of the project should be held in order to discuss the draft Terminal Report with the 
PSC before its completion by the NPC and its approval by the BH, LTO and the FAO-GEF Coordination 
Unit.

9.4 Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 



288.          Table 17 presents a summary of the main monitoring and evaluation reports, those responsible 
for each one, and the deadlines.

Table 17. Summary of the main monitoring and evaluation activities

M&E activity Responsible Party Time frame / 
Periodicity

Budgeted costs (USD)

Inception workshop & 
Inception Report

NPC, FAO Chile (with 
the support of the LTO, 
and the FAO-GEF 
Coordination Unit)

Within the first 6 
months of starting the 
project

USD 3,000

Multi-level 
monitoring of the 
project (national, 
regional, local)

NPC and M&E 
Specialist, with the 
support of PMU 
Specialists 
(Environmental, Social-
Gender-PP, II, Financial-
Business Models) and 
PMU Facilitators

Continuous USD 8,640 (NPC person-
hours)

USD  4,800 (Project 
Technical Assistant 
person-hours)

USD 48,000 (M&E 
Specialist person-hours) 

PMU Specialists and 
PMU Facilitators person-
hours (according to 
project budget in 
Components 1 and 2)

Monitoring visits to 
target regions and 
pilot landscapes for 
supervision and 
monitoring

NPC and M&E 
Specialist, FAO (FAO 
Chile, LTO),

Annual or as required 
(including MTR and 
FE)

USD 13,500 (travel)

USD 14,800 (transport in 
the field)

FAO visits will be 
covered by GEF agency 
fees.

 

Project Progress 
Reports (PPR)

NPC with support from 
PMU specialists

Biannual USD 2,880 (NPC person-
hours)

USD 1,600 (Project 
Technical Assistant 
person-hours)

USD 6,000 (M&E 
Specialist person-hours)

USD 6,000 (reports)



M&E activity Responsible Party Time frame / 
Periodicity

Budgeted costs (USD)

Annual Project 
Implementation 
Review (PIR)

NPC and M&E 
Specialist, with 
contributions from 
project partners and other 
institutions, with the 
supervision of the LTO 
and BH. Approved and 
submitted to the GEF by 
the FAO-GEF 
Coordination Unit

Annual USD 2,880 (NPC person-
hours)

USD 1,600 (Project 
Technical Assistant 
person-hours)

USD 6,000 (M&E 
Specialist person-hours)

USD 6,000 (reports)

FAO staff time is funded 
by GEF agency fees.

 

Meetings of the PSC, 
PMU and Project 
Partners

NPC; FAO and member 
institutions

Annual USD 4,000 (inputs for 
meetings) 

Mid-Term Review 
(MTR)

NPC, FAO Chile, 
external consultant, FAO 
Evaluation Office in 
consultation with the 
project team, including 
the FAO-GEF Unit and 
others.

Midway through 
project implementation

USD 15,000 (National 
consultant)

USD 20,000 
(International consultant)

Independent final 
evaluation (FE)

NPC, FAO Chile, 
external consultant, FAO 
Evaluation Office in 
consultation with the 
project team, including 
the FAO-GEF Unit and 
others.

At the end of project 
implementation

USD 20,000 (National 
consultant)

USD 25,000 
(International consultant)

Terminal Report (TE) NPC, FAO (FAO Chile, 
LTO, FAO-GEF 
Coordination Unit, 
Reporting Unit TCS)

Two months before the 
end of the project

USD 10,000

Total budget USD 219,700

 

9.5 Evaluation Provisions



289.          When the project implementation reaches 50%, an external consultancy will carry out the Mid-
Term Review (MTR). The BH will organize the MTR in consultation with the PSC, PMU, LTO and the 
FAO-GEF Coordination Unit. The MTR will be carried out in order to review the progress and 
effectiveness of the project implementation, in terms of achievement of objectives, outcomes and outputs. 
The MTR will allow the implementation of corrective actions, if necessary. The MTR will provide a 
systematic analysis of the information included in the Monitoring Plan (see above), with emphasis on the 
progress in achieving the targets of the expected outcomes and outputs compared to expenditures. The 
MTR will refer to the Project Budget and the AWPB approved for years 1 and 2. The MTR will contribute 
to highlighting replicable good practices and the main problems faced during project execution and will 
suggest mitigation measures to be discussed by the PSC, LTO and the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit.

290.          The GEF evaluation policy foresees that all medium and large size projects require a separate 
terminal evaluation. Such evaluation provides: i) accountability on results, processes, and performance;  ii) 
recommendations to improve the sustainability of the results achieved and iii) lessons learned as an 
evidence-base for decision-making to be shared with all stakeholders (government, execution agency, other 
national partners, the GEF and FAO) to improve the performance of future projects. 

291.          The BH will be responsible to contact the Regional Evaluation Specialist (RES) within six 
months prior to the actual completion date (NTE date). The RES will manage the decentralized 
independent terminal evaluation of this project under the guidance and support of OED and will be 
responsible for quality assurance. Independent external evaluators will conduct the terminal evaluation of 
the project taking into account the ?GEF Guidelines for GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluation 
for Full-sized Projects.? FAO Office of Evaluation (OED) will provide technical assistance throughout the 
evaluation process, via the OED Decentralized Evaluation Support team ? in particular, it will also give 
quality assurance feedback on: selection of the external evaluators, Terms of Reference of the evaluation, 
draft and final report. OED will be responsible for the quality assessment of the terminal evaluation report, 
including the GEF ratings. 

292.          After the completion of the terminal evaluation, the BH will be responsible to prepare the 
management response to the evaluation within 4 weeks and share it with national partners, GEF OFP, OED 
and the FAO-GEF CU..

9.6 Disclosure of information

293.          The project will ensure transparency in the preparation, conduction, reporting and evaluation of 
its activities. This includes the full disclosure of all non-confidential information, and consultations with 
major groups and representatives of local communities. Information disclosure will be ensured through 
publication on websites and dissemination of findings through knowledge products and events. Project 
reports will be widely and freely disseminated, and findings and lessons learned will be made available.

10. Benefits

Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the project at the national and local levels, as 
appropriate. How do these benefits translate in supporting the achievement of global environment 
benefits (GEF Trust Fund) or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF)? 



10. Benefits

294.          The estimated number of direct beneficiaries of the project is 9,630 people, of which 3,817 (40 
percent) are women and 5,813 (60 percent) are men. Most of them (9,150 people,[1] or 95 percent of the 
total) correspond to inhabitants of rural localities in the seven pilot landscapes who will benefit from the 
actions of the project as a whole, mainly in the establishment of local committees, the landscape-level 
planning, design and implementation of demonstration activities for restoration and best production 
practices, development of business models, investment plans and project portfolios, and technical 
assistance programmes. The remaining 5 percent (480 people) correspond to officials from public 
institutions at the national and regional level, and from other public and private organizations, who will 
benefit from the training programme for monitoring landscape restoration. In addition, of the total direct 
beneficiaries, it is estimated that 6 percent (578 people) belong to indigenous Mapuche communities within 
the framework of the Lanalhue-Nahuelbuta indigenous pilot landscape.

295.          The project will support the beneficiaries to develop their capacities in order to: 1) actively 
participate in the establishment and operation of governance and decision-making mechanisms (at the 
local, regional and national levels), and strengthen their role in the sustainable management of the 
landscapes and ecosystems on which they depend for their livelihoods; 2) make use of approaches that 
contribute to greater sustainability in the use of biodiversity, soil and water resources; 3) participate in the 
development and implementation of landscape restoration plans and demonstration actions for restoration 
and best agricultural, livestock and forestry practices based on the approaches proposed and learned; and 4) 
develop business models and investment plans, as well as projects that help diversify the production of 
goods and services based on restoration.

296.          The capacities acquired in the area of restoration actions and better productive practices that 
benefit biodiversity and the recovery of degraded soils should allow the development of business models 
that will contribute to productive diversification and the improvement of income and livelihoods. In this 
regard, it is expected that 245 men and 105 women, who participate in agricultural, livestock and/or 
forestry activities in the pilot landscapes, will increase their income associated with local economies based 
on restoration by 10 percent, as well as the financing of at least seven demonstration projects. In addition, 
the project will contribute to the promotion of Decent Rural Employment[2] considering the following 
aspects:

Training, technical assistance and business model initiatives, investment plans and value chains for the 
diversification of products based on restorative economies (Outputs 2.2.1, 2.2.2 and 2.2.3).

Improvement of the beneficiaries? income, including the reduction of the income gap between men and 
women (Outputs 2.2.1, 2.2.2 and 2.2.3).

Participatory governance and decision-making mechanisms, including women and youth (Outputs 1.1.1, 
2.1.1 and 2.1.3).

Good practices for the sustainable use of biodiversity, water and soil resources (Outputs 2.1.2 and 2.1.3).
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Landscape restoration plans developed and implemented in a participatory manner (Outputs 2.1.1 and 
2.1.3).


The restoration business models and the capacity transfer programs to be developed by the Project 
(Outputs 2.2.1 and 2.2.2) will support the creation of decent employment opportunities based on farming 
and rural non-farm activities in the pilot landscapes, especially for women and youth. Project support 
includes promoting the application of international labour standards and partnering with local, regional and 
national stakeholders to build human capital by improving access to vocational and entrepreneurial training 
and strengthening the capacity of rural organizations.

[1] On average, 261 people are expected to participate per pilot landscape per year, considering a total of 
seven pilot landscapes and five years of implementation. It is likely that during the first two years of 
implementation the number of beneficiaries will be lower than average and more related to participatory 
planning processes, while in the following three years of implementation the number of beneficiaries will 
be higher and more related to the demonstration actions for restoration, best production practices and 
business models.

[2] In the definition used by FAO, decent rural employment refers to any activity, occupation, job, business 
or service performed by women and men, adults and youth, in exchange for remuneration or benefits, in 
rural areas, which: 1) respects the fundamental labour standards as defined in the ILO Conventions; 2) 
provides an adequate living income; 3) implies an adequate degree of security and stability in employment; 
4) adopts basic occupational health and safety measures; 5) avoids excessive working hours and allows 
enough time for rest; and 6) promotes access to technical and professional training.

11. Environmental and Social Safeguard (ESS) Risks 

Provide information on the identified environmental and social risks and potential impacts 
associated with the project/program based on your organization's ESS systems and 
procedures 

Overall Project/Program Risk Classification*

PIF

CEO 
Endorsement/Approva
l MTR TE

Medium/Moderate Medium/Moderate
Measures to address identified risks and impacts
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Elaborate on the types and risk classifications/ratings of any identified environmental and 
social risks and impacts (considering the GEF ESS Minimum Standards) and any 
measures undertaken as well as planned management measures to address these risks 
during implementation.

234.           Regarding the project risks, Table 16 contains a summary of the socio-environmental risks 
and potential impacts due to the implementation of the project. See Annex I1 ? Socio-environmental 
assessment of the project for detailed information.

Table 16. Project risks (Socio-environmental analysis of risks and potential impacts due to the 
implementation of the project)

Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions



Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

Annex 1 - ESS 
2. Does the 
project 
safeguard the 
relationship 
between 
biological and 
cultural 
diversity?

 

Risk: Conflict 
between 
traditional 
transhumant 
livestock 
farming and 
proposed 
Sustainable 
Livestock 
Models.

 

Since the 
impact is 
uncertain, the 
safeguard is 
activated in 
virtue of the 
precautionary 
principle. 

 

Low Possible refusal 
to change 
practices by 
livestock 
farmers, mainly 
goat farmers, in 
the 
Conservation 
corridor 
Hacienda El 
Durazno-RN 
Las Chinchillas 
(Coquimbo) 
landscape, due 
to the historical 
significance of 
transhumant 
livestock 
farming.

(i) Facilitate first 
approaches and 
communication 
with livestock 
farmers and 
sensitize them 
about the 
negative impacts 
of transhumant 
livestock on 
biodiversity. Use 
personnel trained 
for this purpose 
(specialists in 
social sciences or 
related).

 

(ii) Training 
(Product 1.1.3 
letter c) and 
technical transfer 
(Product 2.2.2) 
and ongoing 
support in 
transition to best 
practices 
(Product 1.1.3).

 

The measures are 
aimed at 
avoiding or, 
failing that, 
mitigating the 
expected impact.

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (i): At 
least 1 first 
approach and 
facilitated 
communication 
workshop, with 
a focus on 
raising 
awareness 
regarding the 
negative impacts 
of transhumant 
livestock on 
biodiversity.

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (ii): At 
least two 
instances of 
technical 
transfer for 
transition to best 
practices for 
each instance of 
technical 
transfer, with a 
brief report or 
minutes 
provided.

 

Linked to all 
mitigation 
measures: An 
annual report 
since the first 
actions were 
implemented, 
dealing with the 
incorporation 
and progress of 
sustainable 
livestock 
management 
actions. The 
first annual 
report should 
contain a 
summary of the 
first approach 
and facilitated 
communication 
workshop.

The practice of 
transhumant 
livestock 
farming has an 
important 
tradition in the 
landscape of 
Coquimbo. In 
turn, it is also 
recognized in 
the landscape of 
the Valpara?so 
Region, 
especially in the 
Colliguay 
Valley. 
PRODESAL 
Quilpu? has 
already 
sensitized 
livestock 
farmers from 
the Colliguay 
Valley 
regarding the 
possible 
impacts of this 
practice on 
biodiversity.

 

The training 
actions are an 
explicit part of 
the project's 
Results 
Framework.

 

The first 
contacts with 
administrative 
agencies of 
productive 
development 
funds 
associated with 
the Ministry of 
Agriculture 
have already 
been made.



Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

Annex 1 - ESS 
2. Would this 
project be 
implemented 
within a 
legally 
designated 
protected area 
or its buffer 
zone?

 

Given the 
proposed 
actions and the 
prioritized 
areas of 
execution 
within each 
landscape 
proposed in 
the design 
stage, which 
do not 
consider 
protected 
areas, no risk 
is identified.

 

However, 
since there are 
protected 
areas and 
critical 
habitats in the 
landscapes of 
the project, 
safeguards are 
activated as a 
precaution as 
there is a 
hypothetical 
risk of 
intervention in 
protected 
areas.

Low No impacts are 
foreseen since, 
based on what 
was proposed in 
the design stage 
of the project, 
direct 
interventions 
within protected 
areas are not 
considered. 
Moreover, the 
actions 
promoted by the 
project do not 
present risks to 
biodiversity.

 

However, given 
that during the 
implementation 
of the project a 
participatory 
planning 
process for the 
restoration of 
the landscapes 
will begin, and 
that what was 
planned in the 
design stage 
could be 
modified and 
incorporate 
actions within 
protected areas, 
the safeguard is 
activated under 
the 
precautionary 
principle.

If, during the 
implementation 
of the project, it 
is decided to 
promote direct 
intervention 
actions in some 
of the protected 
areas within the 
scope of the 
project, then:

 

(i) Potential 
negative impacts 
will be identified, 
mitigation 
measures[1] will 
be established, 
and the means of 
verifying 
compliance with 
these measures 
will be 
established. 

 

(ii) The METT 
monitoring 
methodology will 
be applied.

 

The measures 
aim to avoid the 
impact identified 
in the event that 
during the 
implementation 
of the project 
(ROAM) actions 
are defined 
within protected 
areas.

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (i): A 
socio-
environmental 
risk analysis 
report, with a 
participatory 
approach, for 
each protected 
area in which 
direct 
intervention 
actions are 
hypothetically 
carried out. 
These reports 
will establish 
means of 
verification of 
the measures 
proposed on the 
potential 
impacts, which 
will be added to 
those 
established in 
this instance. 

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (ii): 
Delivery of 
each METT 
application 
form to the 
teams in charge 
of the CONAF, 
MMA and FAO 
project. In 
addition, a brief 
report on the 
implementation 
of the METT 
system will be 
developed. 

 

 

It is recognized 
that the project 
should not have 
impacts on 
protected areas 
or critical 
habitats.

 

The safeguard 
is activated 
upon 
confirmation of 
the presence of 
protected areas 
within the 
landscapes, 
although no 
actions within 
these are 
proposed at the 
project design 
stage.

 

Recognition of 
sectors that 
could include 
critical habitats 
such as the 
remaining 
ecosystems of 
the Cordillera 
de la Costa in 
the landscapes 
of the Maule, 
?uble and 
Biob?o Regions 
and the 
landscape 
shared between 
these last two 
regions 
(Cayumanque), 
which provides 
habitat for tree 
species that are 
endemic to that 
area of the 
country, some 
of which are 
threatened 
(Gomortega 
queule, 
Nothofagus 
alessandri). The 
landscape of the 
Coquimbo 
Region where 
the endangered 
species 
Chinchilla 
lan?gera is 
found is also 
recognized as a 
potential critical 
habitat.
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Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

ESS 2 - 
Criterion C: 
Use of Alien 
Species or 
non-native 
species.

Risk: Use of 
exotic species 
in actions of 
the project?s 
continuum of 
restorative 
activities 
(more detail is 
provided in 
Annex I1, 
Appendix 
8.2).

 

High Considering a 
strict 
application of 
the law, there is 
a risk of 
executing the 
aforementioned 
restoration 
actions with 
monoculture of 
exotic and 
invasive tree 
species, which 
is linked to 
widespread and 
deep-rooted 
practices in the 
Chilean forestry 
sector. In this 
regard, the 
following risks 
are considered:

 

1.   
Considerable 
reduction in the 
possible 
positive impacts 
of the project by 
establishing 
systems with a 
lower 
contribution to 
the 
functionality, 
composition and 
structure of 
biodiversity, 
ecosystems and 
their capacity to 
provide 
ecosystem 
services 
compared to 
native systems.

2.   Low 
resilience or 
greater severity 
of fires in 
landscapes. It 
has been 
documented that 
the mega fires 
of 2017 (more 
than 500,000 
hectares burned) 
notably affected 
forest 
plantations 
(exotic species) 
to a greater 
extent than 
other formations 
such as native 
forest, with 
more than 50 
percent of the 
burned area 
corresponding 
to exotic forest 
plantations,[2],[
3].Regardless of 
the fact that in 
certain cases 
this may be due 
to a larger area 
of ??plantations 
than native 
forest, at least in 
qualitative 
terms it is a sign 
of a less 
resilient system 
compared to the 
native forest.

(i) Restorative 
activities that 
involve the 
planting of trees 
will be carried 
out exclusively 
with native 
species, to avoid 
the proliferation 
of exotic, 
naturalized 
and/or invasive 
species from the 
project. 
Furthermore, the 
drafting of plans, 
objectives and 
activities related 
to the planting of 
trees (with the 
exception of fruit 
trees for 
agroecological 
purposes) should 
all use the terms 
?native forest? 
and ?native 
species?.

 

(ii) Technical 
transfer for the 
implementation 
of community 
nurseries 
(Products 2.2.1, 
2.2.2 and 2.2.3). 
These programs 
should provide 
training for staff 
from the 
collection of 
seeds or 
propagules, with 
adequate 
protocols that do 
not alter the 
regeneration of 
the site in which 
they are obtained, 
until the 
development of 
seedlings that 
reach the 
potential for 
transfer to the 
field. 

 

(iii) Increase 
(number of 
seedlings) and 
diversify (number 
of species) the 
production of 
seedlings of 
various native 
species.

 

(iv) Ensure an 
effective means 
of 
communication 
between the 
beneficiary and 
the PMU 
facilitator, in 
accordance with 
the beneficiary?s 
preference, to 
provide 
continuous 
follow-up and 
assistance in case 
of consultation 
problems.

 

The measures 
aim to avoid the 
risk identified.

 

 

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measures (i) and 
(ii): The socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plans at the 
landscape scale 
require the 
exclusive use of 
native species 
for the actions of 
reforestation, 
rehabilitation, 
and ecological 
restoration 
(Products 2.1.1 
and 2.1.2, 2.1.3)

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measures (ii) 
and (iv): A 
report for each 
instance of 
training or 
technical 
transfer for the 
implementation 
of community 
nurseries 
(Product 2.2.2). 

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (ii): At 
least two 
instances of 
technical 
transfer, with 
one related to 
field work to 
provide training 
on the collection 
of seeds and 
propagules, and 
the second 
related to 
techniques to 
meet 
morphological 
and 
physiological 
standards 
necessary for the 
survival of the 
seedlings in the 
field. For each 
instance of 
technical 
transfer, a brief 
report or 
minutes should 
be prepared. In 
the first instance 
of technical 
transfer that is 
executed, the 
beneficiaries are 
given contact 
information by 
telephone, 
email, or other 
appropriate 
means, to 
establish direct 
communication 
with the PMU 
facilitator in the 
landscape. 

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (iii): In 
theory, the 
increase in the 
number of 
seedlings 
produced for 
each native 
species could be 
monitored using 
the 
aforementioned 
study as a 
baseline 
(Acevedo et al., 
2019[4]), as 
long as the data 
from this study 
can be obtained. 

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measures (ii) 
and (iii): a 
database will 
be provided, 
whether in 
digital or 
physical format 
according to 
the 
beneficiary?s 
preference, 
including at 
least: (a) the 
number of 
propagules 
collected by 
species, (b) the 
number of 
seedlings that 
germinate per 
species, (c) the 
percentage of 
survival per 
species, and (d) 
growth (height) 
per individual. 
The date of each 
of the 
measurements 
must be 
recorded, and 
the 
measurements 
(c) and (d) 
should be made 
every three 
months. During 
the first year, 
quarterly 
verification will 
be carried out by 
the PMU 
facilitator in 
each landscape 
to ensure the 
correct use of 
the database by 
the 
beneficiaries. 

 

An annual 
progress report 
on the activities 
of the project 
beneficiaries 
(nurseries 
established). 

Recognition of 
the distinction 
between 
?forest? and 
?native forest? 
in accordance 
with the 
legislation, and 
the need to 
make explicit 
the use of the 
concept ?native 
forest?.

 

Recognition of 
the significantly 
higher 
production of 
exotic species 
over native 
species in the 
country, and 
that if the 
appropriate 
concepts are not 
used (Progress 
in actions i), 
this could lead 
to the 
promotion of 
the use of 
exotic and 
invasive species 
of the genera 
Pinus and 
Eucalyptus, by 
the project, 
which goes 
against FAO 
safeguards.

 

More detail is 
provided in 
Annex I1, 
Appendix 8.2.

 

file:///C:/Users/Lord/Desktop/GEF/CHI/restauracion/PRODOC%20BORRADOR/PAQUETE%20GEF/Clearances%20CHILE/GEF%2010718%20Chile%20Rest%20ENG%2008122021_Final%20GCPCHI020GFF.doc#_ftn2
file:///C:/Users/Lord/Desktop/GEF/CHI/restauracion/PRODOC%20BORRADOR/PAQUETE%20GEF/Clearances%20CHILE/GEF%2010718%20Chile%20Rest%20ENG%2008122021_Final%20GCPCHI020GFF.doc#_ftn3
file:///C:/Users/Lord/Desktop/GEF/CHI/restauracion/PRODOC%20BORRADOR/PAQUETE%20GEF/Clearances%20CHILE/GEF%2010718%20Chile%20Rest%20ENG%2008122021_Final%20GCPCHI020GFF.doc#_ftn3
file:///C:/Users/Lord/Desktop/GEF/CHI/restauracion/PRODOC%20BORRADOR/PAQUETE%20GEF/Clearances%20CHILE/GEF%2010718%20Chile%20Rest%20ENG%2008122021_Final%20GCPCHI020GFF.doc#_ftn4


Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

ESS 5 ? 
Annex 1 and 
Criterion B

 

Would this 
project result 
the 
procurement 
or provision of 
pesticides? 
(Trigger 
question 5)

 

Risk: The use 
of pesticides 
and 
agrochemicals 
is a 
widespread 
and deeply 
rooted practice 
within the 
promotion 
instruments 
(for example, 
SIRSD) that 
will be used as 
co-financing 
for the project. 
As recognized 
by the FAO 
safeguards, the 
use of 
pesticides 
carries risks to 
its users, 
neighbors, 
consumers, 
and the 
environment.

 

 

Low It should be 
noted that the 
project 
promotes 
productive 
activities, under 
the umbrella of 
nature-based 
solutions, where 
the use of 
pesticides and 
agrochemicals 
in general is 
minimized or 
eliminated.

However, the 
historical use of 
these substances 
in some of the 
promotion 
instruments 
identified as co-
financing for 
the project, 
together with 
the risk 
described in 
ESS 7, it is 
possible that the 
traditional use 
of these 
elements will 
continue during 
the project.

 

(i) Gradual 
transition towards 
sustainable 
practices, 
minimizing the 
use of pesticides 
and 
agrochemicals in 
a sustained 
manner over 
time.[5] Consider 
using previous 
PRODESAL 
experiences 
(Product 3.1.3) in 
San Nicol?s 
(?uble) and 
Quilpu? 
(Valpara?so) 
districts as inputs 
for the 
preparation of 
these plans.

 

(ii) Technical 
transfer for 
agroecological 
practices (in the 
context of 
Products 2.2.1, 
2.2.2 and 2.2.3), 
including soil 
management, 
manufacture of 
biofertilizers, 
design of 
polycultures, 
among others.

 

(iii) Ensure an 
effective 
communications 
channel between 
the beneficiary 
and the project 
support staff and 
the Local 
Landscape 
Committee, 
according to the 
beneficiary?s 
preference, to 
provide on-going 
follow-up and 
assistance in case 
of problems or 
queries.

 

 

 

The measures 
aim to mitigate 
the impact 
identified.

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (i): 
Socio-ecological 
landscape 
restoration plans 
(Products 2.1.1 
and 2.1.3) 
incorporate 
strategy or 
guidelines that 
specify, within a 
feasible 
timeline, the 
transition to best 
practices 
(Product 2.1.2). 
The total or 
partial use of the 
Tool for 
Agroecology 
Performance 
Evaluation 
(TAPE)[6] will 
be evaluated.

 

At the end of the 
first year of 
implementation, 
prepare a report 
describing the 
baseline 
situation 
regarding the 
use of pesticides 
and 
agrochemicals. 
Input delivery 
records can be 
included from 
State 
instruments or 
surveys of the 
owners that are 
designed to 
obtain reliable 
information.

 

Linked to all 
mitigation 
measures: At 
least two 
instances of 
technical 
transfer for the 
transition to best 
practices. For 
each instance of 
technical 
transfer, a brief 
report should be 
developed. In 
the first instance 
of technical 
transfer that is 
executed, the 
beneficiaries are 
given contact 
information by 
telephone, 
email, or other 
appropriate 
means, to 
establish direct 
communication 
with the PMU 
facilitator of the 
landscape. In 
one of these 
occasions, when 
pertinent, a 
database will 
be provided 
(eventually 
compatible with 
TAPE), in either 
digital or 
physical format, 
according to the 
beneficiaries? 
preference, to 
document the 
application of 
pesticides and 
agrochemicals, 
and demonstrate 
the expected 
gradual decrease 
in their 
application 
during the 
implementation 
of the project. 
During the first 
year of use of 
the database, 
project support 
staff in each 
landscape will 
perform a 
quarterly 
verification to 
ensure the 
correct use of 
the database.

 

Linked to all 
mitigation 
measures: an 
annual report, 
starting from the 
incorporation of 
actions 
associated with 
best practices, 
contrasting the 
baseline 
situation with 
that registered in 
the databases 
provided to 
beneficiaries. 

No progress 
specified.
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Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

ESS 6 ? 
Criteria B: 
avoid and 
mitigate 
physical and 
economic 
displacement.

 

Risk: Possible 
measures of 
perimeter 
closure of 
properties or 
certain areas 
of these (for 
example, to 
keep out 
livestock) can 
generate 
difficulty of 
access in 
collection 
practices 
(fruits, herbs, 
fibers, non-
wood forest 
products, 
among others).

Low Eventual 
displacement of 
economic 
activity.

(i) Convene 
communities or 
groups of 
collectors to map 
collection areas, 
in addition to 
recognizing the 
season of the year 
when the 
resource is 
available. If these 
areas coincide 
with areas with 
perimeter 
closures, 
measures will be 
taken to ensure 
communication 
between owners 
and collectors (or 
mediated by 
project support 
staff and/or the 
Local Landscape 
Committee) in 
order to 
coordinate and 
facilitate access 
to resources. 

 

The measures 
aim to avoid the 
impact identified.

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (i): A 
report of the 
meeting with 
communities or 
groups of 
collectors, 
where the 
collected 
resource is 
indicated with 
the greatest 
possible 
precision, 
including the 
time of year 
when the 
collection is 
carried out, and 
when possible a 
map of the 
collection areas. 
During the 
harvesting 
season, the 
condition of 
access to 
resources by the 
collectors is 
monitored, and 
the information 
collected is 
documented in 
a spreadsheet.

 

No progress 
specified.



Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

ESS 7 - Annex 
1

Would this 
project affect 
the current or 
future 
employment 
situation of the 
rural poor, and 
in particular 
the labor 
productivity, 
employability, 
labor 
conditions and 
rights at work 
of self-
employed 
rural 
producers and 
other rural 
workers? 
(Trigger 
question 7).

 

Risk: In the 
initial phases 
of the 
conversion 
process 
towards 
sustainable 
practices, the 
occurrence of 
adversities 
(pests, for 
example) can 
discourage 
these 
processes. 
Although this 
risk is relevant 
for all the 
business 
models 
envisaged, it is 
more relevant 
for those 
related to 
agroecology.

High Partial or total 
abandonment of 
the transition 
process towards 
best practices; 
short-term loss 
or delay of 
income; and 
possible 
reconversion 
towards 
unsustainable 
profitability 
practices in the 
short-term.

(i) Strengthening 
of local 
agricultural 
community 
organizations for 
their meeting, 
associativity, 
exchange of 
experiences and 
decision-making.

 

(ii) Training, 
technical transfer 
(Product 2.2.2) 
that incorporates 
productive 
diversification 
and allows a 
gradual transition 
to best practices 
(associated with 
Product 2.1.1).

 

The measures 
aim to mitigate 
the impact 
identified. 

 

Linked to all 
mitigation 
measures: The 
total or partial 
use of the 
Instrument for 
the evaluation of 
agroecological 
performance 
(TAPE) will be 
evaluated.77

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (i): A 
seasonal 
workshop (that 
is, four a year) 
designed to 
strengthen local 
agricultural 
community 
organizations to 
facilitate their 
meeting, 
associativity, 
exchange of 
experiences and 
decision-
making. A brief 
report or 
minutes is 
prepared for 
each workshop.

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (ii): At 
least two 
instances of 
technical 
transfer for the 
transition to best 
practices. A 
brief report for 
each workshop, 
or other similar 
instances, in 
which training 
or technical 
transfer is 
carried out.

 

The experience 
of PRODESAL 
San Nicol?s is 
identified and 
recognized as 
an effective 
reference for 
community 
organization, as 
well as an 
experience that 
faced similar 
risks.

 

Similar efforts 
carried out by 
PRODESAL 
San Nicol?s and 
PRODESAL 
Quilpu? are 
recognized, and 
mitigation 
measures are 
proposed based 
on discussions 
with 
professionals 
from these 
programs.



Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

ESS 8 - Annex 
1 Could this 
project risk 
overlooking 
existing 
gender 
inequalities in 
access to 
productive 
resources, 
goods, 
services, 
markets, 
decent 
employment, 
and decision-
making? 
(Trigger 
question 8). 

 

Risk: Not 
considering 
the inequities 
and pre-
existing 
gender gaps in 
terms of 
access to 
productive 
resources, 
goods, 
services, 
markets, 
decent 
employment, 
and decision-
making.

Low Increase or 
perpetuate pre-
existing gender 
gaps and 
inequality.

(i) For the 
baselines of 
restoration plans, 
the cultural 
challenges, local 
problems and 
progress of rural 
women's 
organizations on 
restoration issues 
and sustainable 
agroecological 
practices will be 
detailed. In 
addition, 
inequities and 
gender gaps must 
be recognized in 
the initial phase 
of the 
implementation 
stage through a 
participatory 
approach.

 

(ii) A gender 
approach will be 
used in planning 
meeting places, 
hours, operating 
regulations, and 
other project 
activities to 
guarantee criteria 
of parity, 
participation, and 
effective 
incidence of 
women in project 
activities and 
decision-making.

 

(iii) Within the 
technical 
assistance 
programs, the 
gender approach 
will be made 
explicit and there 
will be a focus on 
surveying the 
actions carried 
out by women 
within the value 
chain of business 
models or family 
economies. 

 

(iv) 
Mainstreamed 
gender approach 
in all components 
and participants 
of the project 
(multi-level 
participation). 

 

(v) PMU, PMU 
facilitator and 
staff of executing 
partners trained 
in gender issues.

 

(vi) Gender plan 
includes: 
distribution of 
information 
guides on gender 
and women in 
rural areas; 
baselines of 
restoration plans 
are gender-
sensitive and 
identify women's 
social 
organizations or 
women's 
advocacy groups.

 

The measures 
aim to avoid the 
impact identified

Linked to 
mitigation 
measures (i) and 
(ii): During the 
preparation of 
socio-ecological 
restoration plans 
(Products 2.1.1 
and 2.1.3), at 
least a 
workshop 
and/or 
landscape 
survey of 
stakeholders 
with at least 
70% female 
participation, 
to obtain 
information 
about existing 
inequities, 
gender gaps and 
enabling 
conditions, and 
to maximize the 
participation of 
women in the 
different 
activities of the 
project. A brief 
report is 
prepared for 
each workshop. 

 

Linked to all 
mitigation 
measures: 
Complete 
execution of 
budget 
allocation for 
gender plan 
implementation. 
An annual 
budget 
execution 
report.

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (v): 
100% of 
personnel 
trained.

 

The three 
assistance 
programs have 
a gender focus 
(Product 2.2.2), 
which highlights 
the activities 
carried out by 
women linked to 
the 
demonstration 
actions of the 
project.

 

Specification of 
criteria to 
promote parity, 
participation 
and effective 
influence of 
women in the 
project activities 
and governance 
schemes or 
mechanisms. In 
this regard, the 
final goal in 
Results 1.2, 2.1, 
and 2.2 (GEF 
Indicator #11) 
will be 
established as a 
means of 
verification.

.

In the project 
design phase, a 
gender analysis 
and gender plan 
are prepared, 
which consider 
the current 
literature and 
data 
disaggregated 
by gender for 
the landscapes.

 

PRODOC, and 
results 
framework of 
the project, 
incorporate a 
gender 
mainstreaming 
plan in its 
objectives, 
results and 
products. The 
gender plan is 
incorporated 
and is linked to 
the logic 
framework and 
budget of 
PRODOC, thus 
ensuring its 
materialization.

 

The project?s 
first workshop 
on planning 
with a gender 
approach was 
held with the 
implementing 
agencies.

 

The gender 
action plan and 
the gender 
analysis were 
shared with 
organizations 
that make up 
the Rural 
Women's 
Roundtable in 
the framework 
of the workshop 
?Dialogue on 
the gender 
action plan?. 
Representatives 
of the Triunfo 
National 
Peasant 
Confederation 
and the 
National 
Beekeeping 
Network 
Federation 
participated.

 



Risk 
identified

Risk 
classification

Potential 
impacts

Mitigation 
measure(s)

Indicator or 
means of 
verification

Progress in 
mitigation 
actions

ESS 9 - Annex 
1

Would this 
project have 
indigenous 
peoples living 
in the project 
area where 
activities will 
take place? 
(Trigger 
question 9).

 

Risk: The 
Nahuelbuta-
Lanalhue 
bicultural 
landscape in 
the Biob?o 
Region is 
located in 
areas 
inhabited by 
indigenous 
peoples. In a 
complex 
socio-political 
context that 
manifests 
itself in 
multiple 
factors 
involving 
territorial 
recovery and 
tension 
between the 
communities, 
the State and 
the forestry 
sector at the 
public and 
private level, 
the project 
may not be 
welcomed.

 

 High

 

Attrition during 
project 
implementation; 
tensions 
between local 
stakeholders 
and/or 
communities as 
a result of 
project 
implementation; 
occurrence of 
actions that 
violate the 
project 
initiatives.

 

 

(i) Once the 
project begins, 
the FPIC process 
will begin, under 
the standards 
established for 
FPIC in Annex J, 
Table 3 
?Indigenous 
Peoples Plan?. In 
this process, 
indigenous 
communities can 
approve, approve 
with 
considerations, or 
reject the project. 
In the case of 
approval with 
considerations, 
these are 
incorporated 
according to their 
merit and 
congruence with 
the objectives of 
the project. The 
project will 
continue its 
execution with 
the communities 
that approve or 
approve with 
considerations, 
whenever these 
are resolved 
favorably and in 
consensus.

 

(ii) A Local 
Indigenous 
Committee 
(Product 1.1.1) 
will be 
constituted for 
the landscape 
planning process 
based on the 
Mapuche 
cosmovision 
(Product 2.1.3). 
The process, 
therefore, will 
have its own 
character and 
dynamics, 
according to the 
agreements for 
the co-
development of 
the plan. The 
FAO team of 
specialists in 
indigenous 
peoples will 
provide close 
support to the 
project team and 
public institutions 
to ensure the 
correct 
performance of 
the process.

 

(iii) The Project 
Steering 
Committee may, 
if the situation 
warrants it, take 
measures to: 1) 
activate a crisis 
management 
protocol, in 
accordance with 
the norms and 
recommendations 
of FAO; and 2) 
the design and 
application of an 
adaptive 
management plan 
to minimize the 
impact on the 
results of the 
project, among 
which the 
following may be 
considered: (a) 
redefining the 
landscape or 
relocating the 
demonstration 
actions within it, 
identifying 
alternative areas; 
(b); reducing the 
direct actions of 
the project in the 
landscape, and 
orienting them to 
actions for the 
creation of 
enabling 
conditions 
through conflict 
resolution 
mechanisms as 
part of the 
participatory 
landscape 
planning process; 
and, (c) in a 
situation of 
absolute non-
viability, suspend 
the project's 
actions in the 
landscape, 
redirecting the 
resources of the 
GEF and the co-
financing 
partners to the 
other pilot 
landscapes in 
order to ensure 
the achievement 
of the Project's 
results and goals.

 

(iv) Training the 
project team on 
cultural relevance

 

The measures 
aim to avoid or 
mitigate the 
identified impact.

Linked to 
mitigation 
measures (i) and 
(ii): A 
restoration 
plan and 
demonstration 
actions based 
on the 
Mapuche 
cosmovision in 
implementation 
in the 
Lanalhue-
Nahuelbuta 
pilot landscape. 
The plan 
incorporates the 
early 
socialization 
process of the 
project, 
concerns, 
frequently asked 
questions and 
ideas from the 
communities, as 
well as 
observations and 
suggestions 
from an 
intercultural 
advisor, and 
complies with 
the standards 
established in 
Annex J, Table 
3 "Indigenous 
Peoples Plan" 
(product 2.1.3).

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (i): a 
report 
describing the 
implementation 
of FPIC fully 
executed under 
the standards 
established for 
FPIC in Annex 
J, Table 3 
?Indigenous 
Peoples Plan?. 
The report or 
report must 
account for the 
indicators cited 
in the table just 
mentioned.

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (iii): a 
report that 
certifies the 
design and 
implementation 
of a crisis 
management 
protocol, or a 
report that 
certifies the 
design or 
implementation 
of an adaptive 
management 
plan.

 

Linked to 
mitigation 
measure (iv): 
Training for 
100% of the 
PMU, the PMU 
facilitator and 
100% of 
regional 
professionals of 
the executing 
partners in 
interaction with 
the communities 
through project 
actions.

During the 
design stage of 
the project, a 
Plan for 
indigenous 
peoples was 
prepared, 
incorporated 
and detailed in 
PRODOC, with 
progress in the 
process of 
dialogue with 
indigenous 
communities.

 

The first actions 
were carried out 
in the territory 
by a Mapuche 
intercultural 
facilitator, to 
collect 
concerns, 
wishes, fears 
and ideas. One 
of these actions 
was to transmit 
the information 
to the 
traditional 
authorities, 
especially the 
Lonkos, who 
have great 
influence in the 
territory and 
influence the 
decisions of 
various 
communities. 
The reception 
by lonkos and 
Lafkenche 
Mapuche 
communities 
has been 
diverse, with a 
lonko 
demonstrating 
in favor of the 
Project, and 
other 
stakeholders 
expressing 
themselves 
available to 
receive more 
information in 
this regard.

 

For the 
facilitator's 
approach, a 
script with 
cultural 
relevance was 
developed, 
which 
effectively and 
transparently 
communicates 
the project idea.

 

The FPIC 
process also 
began at the 
stakeholder 
mapping stage, 
which 
incorporates 
suggestions 
regarding the 
actions to be 
taken for 
effective 
communication, 
present in the 
Indigenous 
Peoples plan.

 

The mapping of 
stakeholders 
was 
complemented 
with qualitative 
information and 
progress was 
made towards 
validated 
mechanisms of 
dialogue, 
gathering 
information on 
traditional 
authorities.

 

A protocol for 
approaching the 
communities 
was created to 
mitigate 
conflicts, which 
incorporates 
their own 
cultural codes.



[1] Following the mitigation hierarchy of the FAO Safeguards Guide.

[2] De la Barrera, F., Barraza, F., Favier, P., Ruiz, V., & Quense, J. 2018. Megafires in Chile 2017: 
Monitoring multiscale environmental impacts of burned ecosystems. Science of The Total 
Environment, 637, 1526-1536.

[3] CONAF, 2017. Analysis of the impact and severity of the forest fires that occurred in January and 
February 2017 on the land uses and natural ecosystems present between the Coquimbo and Los R?os 
Regions of Chile. Technical report. 56 p. Santiago, Chile.

[4] Acevedo, et al., 2021. Native Plant Production in Chile. Is It Possible to Achieve Restoration Goals 
by 2035? Land 2021, 10, 71.[En l?nea] https://doi.org/10.3390/land10010071

[5] Considering a gradual transition, the use of agrochemicals with organic certification approved by 
SAG, and in full compliance with the applicable legislation, should be allowed under certain 
parameters to be defined, during the first phases of the transition to minimize project desertion, loss or 
delayed income.

[6] FAO. 2021. Agroecological Performance Assessment Instrument (TAPE) - Development process 
and guidelines for application. Trial version. Rome. FAO. https://doi.org/10.4060/ca7407es
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ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK (either copy and paste 
here the framework from the Agency document, or provide reference to 
the page in the project document where the framework could be found). 

 

Annex A1: Project Results Framework 

Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Objective: Restoration of biodiversity and ecosystem services at the landscape scale on productive agroforestry 
areas and their natural environment improving the livelihoods of local communities

Component 1: Institutional management and planning for sustainable landscape restoration.

Outcome 1.1: 

Institutional 
arrangements, 
public policy 
objectives, 
restoration 
instruments 
and plans are 
aligned for a 
comprehensiv
e restoration 
of degraded 
landscapes

Project 
Indicator #1:

Increase in 
the capacity 
development 
score at 
systemic, 
organizationa
l and 
individual 
levels as 
measured by 
the GEF 
Capacity 
Development 
Tracking 
Tool

 

 

 

Tbd at Project 
outset. 
Targets will 
be validated 
in the 
Inception 
Workshop

 

Tbd at Project 
outset. 
Targets will 
be validated 
in the 
Inception 
Workshop

 

Tbd at Project 
outset. 
Targets will 
be validated 
in the 
Inception 
Workshop

 

Capacity 
development 
TT surveys

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA)

 

Project 
Implementati
on Review 
(PIR)

 

Project 
Progress 
Report (PPR)

 

Mid-Term 
Review 
(MTR) and 
Final 
Evaluation 
(FE) reports

National 
Restoration 
Plan 2021-
2030 under 
implementati
on.

 

National 
institutions, 
regional and 
local 
stakeholders 
have political 
will and 
commit to 
adopt and 
promote 
governance 
and 
management 
measures to 
promote a 
comprehensiv
e and 
sustainable 
restoration at 
national, 
regional and 
local levels.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 1.1.1: 

Multilevel 
(national, 
regional and 
local) and 
multifocal 
(political, 
technical and 
operational) 
governance 
and planning 
scheme and 
mechanisms 
developed and 
implemented

 

Project 
Indicator #2:

Number of 
Landscape 
Restoration 
Committees 
established 
and 
functioning 
at national, 
regional and 
local levels 
with 
organizationa
l structure, 
regulations, 
work plans 
and 
budgetary 
requirements 
(including 
percentage of 
female 
participation 
and 
indigenous 
peoples? 
representativ
es, 
considering 
gender 
parity)

 

 

National 
level: a) Bi-
ministerial 
Political 
Committee 
(MMA-
MINAGRI) 
established; 
b) National 
Technical 
Committee 
(MMA, 
CONAF, 
INFOR, 
WWF y WRI) 
in 
development; 
c) public-
private 
National 
Advisory 
Council 
(functioning 
but not 
formalized)

 

Regional 
level: non-
existent. 
There is a 
governance a 
proposal 
based on case 
studies in the 
O?Higgins 
and Maule 
regions.

 

Local level: 
non-existent.  
There are 
incipient 
governance 
schemes at 
landscape 
level in some 
regions.

 

1 Restoration 
Technical 
Committee at 
national level 
(Bi-
ministerial 
Political 
Committee) 
strengthened

 

7 Restoration 
Technical 
Committees 
at regional 
and local 
levels 
established 
with 
organizationa
l structure, 
regulations 
work plans 
and 
budgetary 
requirements 
mainstreamin
g the gender 
approach

 

At least 40% 
of members 
are women 
and at least 1 
member 
representing 
indigenous 
peoples, as 
appropriate, 
in each 
committee 

 

14 
Restoration 
Technical 
Committees 
at national, 
regional and 
local levels 
functioning 
with work 
plans that 
mainstream 
the gender 
approach and 
monitored. At 
least 40% of 
members are 
women and 
co-led by 
representative
s of 
indigenous 
peoples, as 
appropriate

 

 

 

 

MMA and 
MINAGRI 
resolutions 
establishing 
the National 
Technical 
Committee, 
including 
applicable 
gender policy

 

Institutional 
resolutions 
establishing 
Regional and 
Local 
Committees 
(at landscape 
level), 
including 
applicable 
gender and 
indigenous 
peoples? 
policies

Committee 
documents: 
regulations, 
work plans, 
minutes of 
meetings, 
membership 
list, activity 
reports

 

PPR / PIR

National, 
regional and 
local 
stakeholders 
are willing to 
collaborate 
and 
coordinate 
and engage in 
the 
establishment 
and operation 
of governance 
mechanisms 
for 
participation 
and decision-
making on 
restoration

National, 
regional and 
local 
stakeholder 
are willing to 
include the 
gender and 
indigenous 
peoples 
approaches in 
all the 
proposed 
areas.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 1.1.2:

Strategic 
instruments 
developed at 
the national, 
regional and 
local levels, 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, and 
ensuring the 
sustainability, 
replication 
and up-
scaling of the 
project

 

Project 
Indicator #3:

Number and 
type of 
strategic 
instruments 
designed at 
national, 
regional and 
local levels, 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

 

 

Regional 
ecological 
plans 
developed in 
the regions of 
Valpara?so, 
O'Higgins, 
Maule, 
Biob?o and 
La 
Araucan?a.

There are 
ecological 
planning 
guides and 
initiatives at 
the landscape 
level in RMS, 
Valpara?so, 
O?Higgins, 
Maule, ?uble 
and Biob?o, 
but with 
different 
approaches 
and not 
directly 
oriented to 
restoration.

There are no 
official 
criteria or 
standards 
recognized at 
the inter-
institutional 
level for 
restoration 
plans that are 
aligned with a 
medium and 
long-term 
strategic 
planning.

i) Strategic 
Framework 
of the 
National 
Landscape 
Restoration 
Plan updated 
for medium 
and long-term 
planning at 
the national 
level in a 
participatory 
manner, 
mainstreamin
g a gender 
and cultural 
relevance

 

ii)  Standards 
and criteria 
for 
prioritizing 
landscapes 
for ecological 
planning at 
the regional 
level 
developed 
participatorily
, with an 
emphasis on 
restoration as 
?a zoned 
environmenta
l objective? 
within the 
regional 
ecological 
plans

 

iii) Standards 
for 
restoration 
plans at the 
local level 
(landscape 
scale), to be 
applied in the 
pilot 
landscapes 
under 
Outputs 2.1.1 
and 2.1.3

i) 1 Medium 
and long-term 
Strategic Plan 
for the 
National 
Landscape 
Restoration 
Plan designed 
in a 
participatory 
manner and 
under 
implementati
on.

 

ii) 6 regional 
level 
Ecological 
Plans 
prepared and 
validated 
according to 
the standards 
and criteria 
designed: 1 
new plan 
(Coquimbo), 
2 adjusted 
plans 
(Valpara?so 
and Maule) 
and 3 updated 
plans 
(O'Higgins, 
?uble and 
Biob?o).

 

 

 

 

 

 

Medium and 
long-term 
strategic 
planning 
document

 

Document 
containing 
agreed 
landscape 
prioritization 
criteria

 

Document 
containing 
agreed 
standards for 
regional and 
local level 
restoration 
plans

 

Regional 
ecological 
plans

 

Regional 
restoration 
plans

 

PPR / PIR

National, 
regional and 
local 
institutions 
are willing to 
advance in 
the 
development 
of strategic 
instruments 
and work 
collaborativel
y with each 
other and 
with the 
participation 
of key 
stakeholders.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 1.1.3:

Operational 
instruments 
developed and 
/ or aligned 
for an 
integrated 
management 
of 
biodiversity, 
promotion of 
production in 
agroforestry 
landscapes 
and financing 
for restoration 
(public, 
private and 
public-
private) and 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

Project 
Indicator #4:

Number and 
type of 
priority 
operational 
instruments 
developed 
and / or 
aligned for 
an integrated 
management 
of 
biodiversity, 
promotion of 
production in 
agroforestry 
landscapes 
and financing 
for 
restoration 
(public, 
private and 
public-
private) 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

There are 
instruments to 
promote 
production 
and 
environmenta
l 
management, 
but they are 
not aligned 
for restoration 
at the 
landscape 
scale, 
although 
there are 
valuable 
experiences 
of ad-hoc 
coordination 
in some 
territories.

Scarce 
development 
of operational 
instruments 
for private 
financing of 
restoration. 
There are 
experiences 
of private 
companies 
(corporate 
social 
responsibility 
and 
environmenta
l certification) 
and NGOs.

Regional 
Funds have 
made it 
possible to 
finance 
relevant 
landscape-
scale 
restoration 
programs, 
albeit with 
lengthy 
approval 
processes.

 

i) 1 
Mechanism 
for regional / 
local 
coordination 
of 
instruments 
for 
production 
and 
environmenta
l management

 

ii) 1 Public-
private 
instrument to 
support 
investment in 
forest and 
watershed 
restoration, 
aligned with 
plans for 
recovery, 
conservation 
and 
management 
of species and 
ecosystems

 

iii) 1 
Technical-
operational 
guide for 
landscape 
restoration 
programs to 
apply for 
national, 
regional and 
sectoral 
financing 
within the 
framework of 
regional 
ecological 
planning

 

iv) 1 
Standard for 
private 
initiatives of 
socio-
ecological 
restoration 
within the 
framework of 
Law 20930 
that 
establishes 
the Real 
Right of 
Conservation

i) 1 
Mechanism 
for regional / 
local 
coordination 
of 
instruments 
for 
production 
and 
environmenta
l and 
management 
applied in 3 
pilot 
landscapes

 

ii) 
Biodiversity 
conservation 
and 
landscape-
scale 
restoration 
initiatives that 
can be funded 
by partners to 
be identified 
during project 
implementati
on identified 
and 
prioritized

 

iii) 1 
Technical-
operational 
guide for 
landscape 
restoration 
programs 
applied 
within the 
framework of 
regional 
ecological 
planning in 2 
pilot 
landscapes

 

iv) 1 Standard 
for private 
initiatives on 
socio-
ecological 
restoration 
within the 
framework of 
the Real 
Right of 
Conservation 
Law applied 
in 1 pilot 
landscape. 

Technical-
financial 
report and 
systematizati
on of the 
mechanism 
for 
coordination 
of promotion 
instruments

 

Technical-
financial 
report of the 
forests and 
watersheds 
program of 
the Chile 
Nature 
Environmenta
l Fund

 

Technical-
operational 
guide for 
landscape 
restoration 
programs

 

Technical-
financial 
report on the 
application of 
standards for 
socio-
ecological 
restoration in 
private 
initiatives

 

PPR / PIR

National, 
regional and 
local 
institutions 
are willing to 
advance in 
the 
development 
of operational 
instruments 
and work 
collaborativel
y with each 
other and 
with the 
participation 
of key 
stakeholders

 



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Outcome 1.2:

Monitoring 
and 
prioritization 
system for 
landscape 
restoration 
designed and 
used by the 
relevant 
institutions

 

 

 

Project 
Indicator #5:

Level of 
application 
of the 
monitoring 
and 
prioritization 
system in the 
intervention 
landscapes, 
generating 
data and 
information 
that 
demonstrate 
progress in 
the 
comprehensi
ve 
implementati
on of 
restoration 
and 
contributing 
to national 
reports to 
international 
conventions

0 Test 
monitoring of 
1 intervention 
landscape for 
calibration 
and 
adjustments 
of socio-
ecological 
indicators and 
landscape 
sustainability 
index

100% of the 
intervention 
landscapes 
monitored 
through 
socio-
ecological 
indicators and 
landscape 
sustainability 
index 
showing 
progress in 
the 
comprehensiv
e 
implementati
on of 
restoration 
and 
contributing 
to national 
reports (NDC, 
Bonn 
Challenge, 
Initiative 
20x20, CBD 
Post-2020, 
UN Decade 
on Ecosystem 
Restoration, 
UNCCD)

Satellite 
images

 

Monitoring 
system 
reports

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA)

 

PIR

 

MTR / FE 
reports

 

 

 

 

MMA, 
CONAF and 
other key 
stakeholders 
have the will 
to agree on 
and maintain 
the 
institutional 
and 
operational 
arrangements 
to implement 
long-term 
monitoring. 
They work in 
a coordinated 
and 
collaborative 
manner to 
implement 
the system



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#11: Number 
of people at 
national, 
regional and 
local levels 
with 
improved 
capacities for 
monitoring 
and 
evaluation of 
landscape 
restoration 

 

0 60 (of which 
40% are 
women) 

480 people 
with at least 
80% of 
learning 
achieved for 
monitoring 
and 
evaluation of 
landscape 
restoration (of 
which 40% 
are women)

 

Training 
programs

 

Training 
reports with 
evaluation 
reports and 
participants? 
lists

 

PIR / MTR / 
FE reports



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 1.2.1:

Conceptual 
tools 
developed, 
tested and 
validated to 
implement a 
monitoring 
and 
prioritization 
system for 
landscape 
restoration, 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

Project 
Indicator #6:

Number and 
type of 
conceptual 
tools 
developed 
and validated 
to establish a 
monitoring 
and 
prioritization 
system for 
landscape 
restoration 
(based on 
international 
experience 
and adapting 
it to the 
national and / 
or 
ecoregional 
context), 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

Although 
there are 
proposals for 
functional 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
(formulated 
by other GEF 
projects, 
academia, 
private 
companies, 
NGOs and 
public 
services), 
they have not 
been 
standardized 
in a 
harmonious 
set to be 
applied in the 
monitoring of 
landscape 
restoration

1 Set of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
developed in 
a 
participatory 
manner, 
including 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance

 

1 Landscape 
sustainability 
index 
developed in 
a 
participatory 
manner, and 
with 
appropriate 
adjustments 
in the case of 
indigenous 
peoples? 
landscapes

 

At least 40% 
of women 
participate in 
development 
of tools. 
There is also 
territorial 
representation 
(regional and 
local), with 
an emphasis 
on indigenous 
peoples? 
landscapes

 

1 Set of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
(including the 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
approach) 
applied 
(through 
Output 1.2.2). 
Gaps 
identified, 
feedback and 
design 
improved

 

1 Landscape 
sustainability 
index and 
sub-indices 
applied in 7 
intervention 
landscapes 
(through 
Output 1.2.2); 
gaps 
identified, 
feedback and 
design 
improved

Document 
containing 
agreed socio-
ecological 
indicators

 

Document 
containing 
agreed 
landscape 
sustainability 
index and 
sub-indices 
according to 
dimensions of 
landscapes

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA) 

 

PPR / PIR

 

MMA, 
CONAF and 
other key 
stakeholders 
make 
agreements 
and work in a 
coordinated 
and 
collaborative 
way to 
develop the 
set of 
indicators and 
sustainability 
index that 
allows the 
monitoring of 
restoration



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 1.2.2:

Multiscale 
baseline of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
raised, and 
sustainability 
index 
validated in 
the 7 
intervention 
landscapes 
(linked to 
Outputs 2.1.1 
and 2.1.3)

 

Project 
Indicator #7:

Multiscale 
baseline of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
raised, and 
sustainability 
index 
validated in 
the 7 
intervention 
landscapes

0

 

 

Methodologie
s for raising a 
multiscale 
baseline of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators and 
for validating 
the landscape 
sustainability 
index and 
sub-indices of 
designed and 
agreed upon

 

 

Multiscale 
baseline of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators 
raised

 

Landscape 
sustainability 
index and 
sub-indices 
applied in 7 
intervention 
landscapes (in 
coordination 
with 
Component 
2)

 

Multiscale 
baseline 
methodologie
s / 
sustainability 
index 
validation

 

Results of the 
baseline 
survey / 
validation of 
the 
sustainability 
index

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA) 

 

PPR / PIR

MMA, 
CONAF and 
other key 
stakeholders 
make 
agreements 
and work in a 
coordinated 
and 
collaborative 
way to raise 
the baseline 
of indicators 
and validate 
the 
sustainability 
index that 
allows 
monitoring of 
the 
restoration



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 1.2.3:

A functional 
module for 
cadastre, 
prioritization 
and 
monitoring of 
restoration 
indicators at 
the landscape 
level, 
incorporated 
into the 
Biodiversity 
Information 
and 
Monitoring 
System 
(SIMBIO) 
and 
interoperable 
with existing 
information 
systems 
(Atlas of 
Climate Risks 
-ARCLIM, 
Integrated 
System of 
Monitoring of 
Native Forest 
Ecosystems -

SIMEF, and 
others)

 

Project 
Indicator #8:

A functional 
module for 
cadastre, 
prioritization 
and 
monitoring 
of indicators 
for landscape 
restoration 
incorporated 
into SIMBIO 
and 
interoperable 
with other 
systems, 
implemented 
and 
providing 
information 
for planning, 
decision-
making and 
reporting to 
international 
conventions

SIMBIO 
platform 
operational, 
but with gaps 
in 
functionalities 
to monitor 
landscape 
restoration in 
Chile.

There is 
historical data 
on restoration 
actions, but 
with different 
standards and 
without a 
common 
logic based 
on socio-
ecological 
indicators at 
the landscape 
level

A module for 
cadastre, 
prioritization 
and 
monitoring of 
restoration 
indicators at 
the landscape 
level 
developed 
and tested.

A module for 
cadastre, 
prioritization 
and 
monitoring of 
restoration 
indicators at 
the landscape 
level 
operational 
and 
functioning

 

Agreements 
between 
institutions 
for the 
design, 
interoperabilit
y and 
operation of 
the 
monitoring 
module

 

Design 
documents 
and operating 
manuals of 
the 
monitoring 
module

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA) 

 

Reports 
generated by 
the 
monitoring 
module

 

PPR / PIR

MMA, 
CONAF and 
other key 
stakeholders 
enter into 
inter-
institutional 
agreements 
and work in a 
coordinated 
and 
collaborative 
way to 
develop the 
restoration 
monitoring 
module.

Component 2: Scaling up public and private investment for restoration and sustainable management in 
agricultural-forestry landscapes 



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#3.1:

Area 
(hectares) of 
degraded 
agricultural 
lands, under 
restoration in 
7 
intervention 
landscapes

0

 

Intervention 
areas 
identified and 
characterized

1,948

 

 

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#3.2:

Area 
(hectares) of 
forests and 
forestland 
under 
restoration in 
7 
intervention 
landscapes

0 Intervention 
areas 
identified and 
characterized

4,422

Outcome 2.1:

Agroforestry 
landscapes 
and their 
natural 
environments 
integrated in 
restoration for 
the 
demonstration 
and upscaling 
of nature-
based 
solutions, 
instruments, 
financing and 
investment 
models

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#3.3:

Area 
(hectares) 
grasslands 
and 
shrublands 
under 
restoration in 
7 
intervention 
landscapes

0 Intervention 
areas 
identified and 
characterized

3,630

Satellite 
images of the 
intervention 
areas

 

Monitoring 
system 
reports

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA)

 

PIR / MTR / 
FE

 

 

Institutional 
public 
stakeholders, 
private sector, 
civil society, 
local 
communities 
are 
committed, 
engage and 
actively 
participate in 
the 
development 
of tools, 
plans, 
businesses 
and measures 
for a 
comprehensiv
e restoration 
of the 
landscape.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#4.1:

Area 
(hectares) of 
landscapes 
under 
improved 
practices that 
benefit 
biodiversity

0 Direct 
intervention 
areas and 
influence 
areas 
identified and 
characterized

 

38,890

 

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#4.3:

Area 
(hectares) 
under 
sustainable 
land 
management 
in productive 
systems

 

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#6: GHG 
emissions 
mitigated 
(metric tons 
CO2e).

0

Scenario 
without 
project: 
emission 
(source) of 
121,418 
tCO2e as 
gross fluxes 
without 
project over 
the whole 
period 
analysis (20 
years).

Direct 
intervention 
areas and 
influence 
areas 
identified and 
characterized

 

EX ACT tool 
applied and 
estimation 
updated for 
the forest and 
agricultural 
land use in 
the all 
landscape 
pilots

31,110

Total 
estimated 
mitigation 
(sink) of 
154,836 
tCO2e as 
gross fluxes 
balance with 
project over 
the whole 
period 
analysis (20 
years) 



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#11:

Number of 
direct 
beneficiaries 
of the project 
with installed 
capacities, 
that 
participate in 
the planning 
and 
implementati
on of 
restoration 
actions and 
good 
practices in 7 
intervention 
landscapes

0 2,700 (of 
which 40% 
are women y 
5% from 
indigenous 
communities)

8,800 (of 
which 40% 
are women y 
5% from 
indigenous 
communities)

Training 
programs

 

Training 
reports with 
evaluation 
reports and 
participants? 
lists

 

Monitoring 
system 
reports

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA)

 

PIR / MTR / 
FE



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 2.1.1:

Standardized 
landscape 
level socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plans 
implemented 
in 6 
intervention 
landscapes 
through 
integrated 
methodologic
al approaches 
and 
diversification 
of the 
biodiversity 
values ??of 
the landscape 
and 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

Project 
Indicator #9:

Number of 
standardized 
landscape 
level socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plans 
implemented 
in 
intervention 
landscapes 
with 
integrated 
methodologic
al approaches 
and 
diversificatio
n of the 
biodiversity 
values ??of 
the 
landscape, 
and 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance

 

2 pilot 
landscapes 
have 
restoration 
plans; 1 
landscape has 
planning 
using open 
standards. 
These plans 
are not 
standardized 
and need to 
be adjusted to 
the standards 
defined in 
Output 1.1.2.

At least 3 
socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plans are 
being 
prepared or 
updated 
based on the 
standards 
developed 
under Output 
1.1.2

3 additional 
socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plans 
prepared and 
validated, 
based on the 
standards 
developed 
under Output 
1.1.2 

 

6 socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plans under 
implementati
on and 
dynamic 
monitoring of 
socio-
ecological 
indicators and 
sustainability 
index.

Restoration 
plans

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA) 

 

PPR / PIR

 

Public and 
private 
stakeholders 
actively 
participate in 
the 
elaboration of 
restoration 
plans and 
collaborate in 
their 
implementati
on, 
monitoring 
and 
evaluation.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 2.1.2:

Demonstratio
n and high-
impact 
restoration 
actions and 
good 
agricultural 
and forestry 
practices in 6 
landscapes 
implemented 
at landscape 
level through 
public-private 
partnerships 
(linked to 
Output 2.2.4)

 

Project 
Indicator 
#10:

Number of 
demonstratio
n and high-
impact 
restoration 
actions 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
implemented 
at landscape 
level in 6 
landscapes 
through 
public-
private 
partnerships

There are 
diverse but 
specific 
ongoing 
restoration 
actions in the 
6 pilot 
landscapes, 
but having a 
low level of 
integration at 
landscape 
level due to 
the absence of 
standards and 
socio-
ecological 
indicators to 
allow for 
integration, 
monitoring 
and 
evaluation.

 

 

 

At least 4 
demonstratio
n and high-
impact 
actions 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
prioritized 
and validated 
with key 
stakeholders 
in the pilot 
landscapes

At least 4 
demonstration 
and high-
impact 
actions 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
implemented 
and 
monitored, 
covering 10% 
of the area of 
the pilot 
landscapes

 

 

 

Technical 
documents 
describing 
prioritized 
actions

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA) 

 

Monitoring 
system 
reports

 

PPR / PIR

Public and 
private 
stakeholders 
committed 
and working 
in 
coordination 
to implement 
demonstration 
restoration 
actions and 
good 
practices



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 2.1.3:

Socio-
ecological 
restoration 
plan and 
actions co-
developed 
with the 
effective 
participation 
of Mapuche 
communities 
and

implemented 
at the 
landscape 
level in 1 
landscape 
with cultural 
relevance and 
gender 
approach

Project 
Indicator 
#11:

Restoration 
plan and 
demonstratio
n actions 
planned and 
implemented 
in 1 
landscape 
based on the 
Mapuche 
indigenous 
cosmovision

There is a 
sociocultural 
and political 
diagnosis of 
the territory.

Mapping of 
stakeholders 
and 23 
indigenous 
communities

Existence of 
land 
recovered by 
Mapuche 
communities.

Public and 
private 
restoration 
initiatives 
under 
implementati
on.

Free, Prior 
and Informed 
Consent 
(FPIC) 
actions 
implemented.

Landscape 
level 
restoration 
plan co-
developed

 

Inter-
organizationa
l participatory 
table (linked 
to Outputs 
1.1.1. And 
2.2.2.) 
established.

1 Restoration 
plan and 
demonstration 
actions based 
on the 
Mapuche 
cosmovision 
under 
implementati
on in the 
Lanalhue-
Nahuelbuta 
pilot 
landscape.

 

 

Technical 
documents 
describing 
prioritized 
actions

 

Landscape 
restoration 
plan

 

Monitoring 
system 
reports

 

PPR / PIR

Indigenous 
communities 
and other 
public and 
private 
stakeholders 
committed 
and working 
collaborativel
y to 
implement 
restoration 
actions and 
good 
practices 
under the 
Mapuche 
cosmovision



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Outcome 2.2:

Generation of 
benefits from 
restoration-
based 
economies in 
the 
agroforestry 
sector 
demonstrated

Project 
Indicator 
#12:

Increase in 
monetary 
benefits (%) 
and non-
monetary 
benefits 
(access to 
technical 
assistance, 
markets and 
livelihoods) 
of small and 
medium 
agricultural 
and forest 
landowners 
and 
communities, 
associated 
with 
restoration 
actions and 
sustainable 
practices in 
the 
agroforestry 
sector of the 
pilot 
landscapes.

Tbd during 
project 
implementati
on (see mid-
term target)

i) Baseline 
estimate of 
monetary 
income and 
its 
distribution in 
the income 
matrix of 
producers 
linked to 
business and 
investment 
models and 
plans 
(including 
gender gaps 
and 
indigenous 
peoples).

 

ii) Baseline 
estimate of 
non-monetary 
benefits and 
its 
distribution in 
the income 
matrix of 
producers 
linked to 
business and 
investment 
models and 
plans 
(including 
gender gaps 
and 
indigenous 
peoples).

i) At least 
10% of 
increase in 
monetary 
income and 
its 
distribution in 
the income 
matrix of 
producers 
linked to 
business and 
investment 
models and 
plans

 

 

ii) At least 
10% of 
increase in 
non-monetary 
benefits and 
its 
distribution in 
the income 
matrix of 
producers 
linked to 
business and 
investment 
models and 
plans

 

 

Technical 
documents 
describing 
results of 
surveys

 

Executing 
partners? 
reports 
(CONAF, 
MMA) 

 

Monitoring 
system 
reports

 

PIR / MTR / 
FE

Landowners, 
producers, 
communities 
and other 
local 
stakeholders 
are actively 
involved and 
participate in 
implementing 
new 
businesses 
and 
restoration 
plans.

 

Implementati
on of new 
business and 
restoration 
plans 
generate 
economic 
benefits.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

GEF Core 
Indicator 
#11:

Number of 
men and 
women who 
implement 
new business 
models and 
investment 
plans for 
restoration 
(including % 
of women 
and 
representativ
es of 
indigenous 
peoples)

Tbd during 
project 
implementati
on (see mid-
term target)

Number of 
small and 
medium 
agricultural 
and forest 
landowners 
identified and 
selected for 
implementati
on of 
improved 
restoration, 
biodiversity 
and 
sustainable 
land 
management 
(at least 30% 
are women; 
indigenous 
communities 
included 
according to 
the Mapuche 
cosmovision)

350 people 
(on average 
50 people for 
each pilot 
landscape, 
30% are 
women and 
5% are 
indigenous).

Training 
programs

 

Training 
reports with 
evaluation 
reports and 
participants? 
lists

 

PIR / MTR / 
FE

 

 

Landowners, 
producers, 
communities 
and other 
local 
stakeholders 
are actively 
involved and 
participate in 
implementing 
new 
businesses 
and 
restoration 
plans.

 

 

Output 2.2.1:

Business 
models and 
investment 
plans 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance for 
restoration in 
the pilot 
landscapes 
developed and 
implemented

Project 
Indicator 
#13:

Number of 
new business 
models and 
investment 
plans 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
designed and 
implemented

 

 

Potential 
business 
models in the 
pilot 
landscapes 
will be 
identified and 
prioritized at 
project outset 

At least new 
3 business 
models and 
investment 
plans 
designed

(At least 1 of 
the 
investment 
models and 
plans is led 
by women's 
organizations
)

At least new 
5 business 
and 
investment 
plans 
designed and 
under 
implementati
on in all of 
the pilot 
landscapes

(At least 1of 
the plans is 
led by 
women's 
organizations 
and 1 is led 
by indigenous 
communities)

Business 
models 
design 
documents

 

Investment 
plans

 

PPR / PIR

Landowners, 
producers, 
communities 
and other 
local 
stakeholders 
work 
collaborativel
y with public 
institutions to 
develop new 
business 
models and 
investment 
plans

 



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 2.2.2:

Three 
technical 
assistance 
programs 
implemented 
for the 
integrated 
planning 
process at 
landscape 
level, socio-
ecological 
restoration 
actions and 
business 
models, 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, and 
aimed at: a) 
regional and 
municipal 
governments, 
b) small farm 
and forest 
landowners 
and local 
communities, 
and c) market 
players and 
the 
agroforestry 
value chain

Project 
Indicator 
#14:

Technical 
assistance 
programs 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
and aimed at: 
a) regional 
and 
municipal 
governments, 
b) small farm 
and forest 
landowners 
and local 
communities, 
and

c) market 
players and 
the 
agroforestry 
value chain

 

There are 
training and 
technical 
assistance 
programs, and 
technology 
transfer 
instruments, 
but they are 
not 
coordinated 
and / or 
focused 
toward 
restoration 
actions at the 
landscape 
level. There 
are access 
gaps for small 
and medium 
agroforestry 
owners, 
women and 
indigenous 
peoples.

3 technical 
assistance 
programs 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
coordinating 
the offer of 
instruments 
and networks 
for 
technology 
transfer and 
knowledge 
management 
at the local 
(pilot 
landscapes), 
regional and 
national 
levels 
designed, 
validated and 
linked to 
Outputs 
2.1.1, 2.1 .2 
and 2.1.3

 

3 technical 
assistance 
programs 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
coordinating 
the offer of 
instruments 
and networks 
for 
technology 
transfer and 
knowledge 
management 
at the local 
(pilot 
landscapes), 
regional and 
national 
levels 
implemented 
and 
monitored

 

 

 

Technical 
assistance 
programs

 

Training 
plans

 

Training 
reports & 
participants? 
lists

 

PPR / PIR

Regional and 
local 
stakeholders, 
including 
regional 
governments, 
landowners 
and 
communities, 
and market 
players get 
involved, 
accept 
technical 
assistance and 
are 
strengthened



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 2.2.3:

Diversified 
portfolios of 
restoration 
projects, 
promotion of 
value chains 
for a 
restoration 
economy and 
dissemination 
in national 
and 
international 
platforms to 
mobilize 
financing with 
support from 
the private 
sector (linked 
to Outputs 
2.1.2 and 
2.1.3)

Project 
Indicator 
#15:

Number of 
portfolios of 
restoration 
projects and 
promotion of 
value chains 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
with 
appropriate 
standards to 
be promoted 
in business 
and 
investment 
rounds, 
including the 
design and/or 
adaptation of 
a web 
platform to 
upload the 
portfolios 
and facilitate 
leverage of 
private 
national and 
international 
financing

 

0 At least 3 
project 
portfolios for 
restoration 
and 
promotion of 
value chains 
designed with 
a gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
approach

7 project 
portfolios for 
restoration 
and 
promotion of 
value chains 
(1 for each 
pilot 
landscape) 
designed with 
a gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
approach

 

At least 7 
projects (1 for 
each pilot 
landscape) 
included in 
the portfolios 
obtain 
financing for 
implementati
on. At least 2 
are led by 
women?s 
organizations 
and 1 by 
indigenous 
communities

 

Project 
portfolios

 

PPR / PIR

Local 
stakeholders 
(including 
women and 
indigenous 
communities) 
actively 
participate in 
the 
development 
and 
implementati
on of project 
portfolios

Component 3 Knowledge management, monitoring and evaluation



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Outcome 3.1:

Knowledge 
management 
strategy and 
Monitoring 
and 
Evaluation 
(M&E) 
system based 
on adaptive 
management 
and delivery 
of measurable 
and verifiable 
results

Project 
Indicator 
#16:

Project 
results 
achieved and 
demonstratin
g 
sustainability

 

N/A 100% of mid-
term targets 
achieved

 

Project 
fulfills MEL 
(monitoring, 
evaluation 
and learning) 
benchmarks, 
delivers 
expected 
results and 
shares lessons 
learned

 

 

PPR

 

PIR

 

MTR / FE 
reports

The project 
partners have 
the political 
will to 
advance 
towards the 
sustainable 
use of 
agroforestry 
resources and 
natural 
ecosystems; 
they take 
ownership of 
the project 
and ensure its 
sustainability.

Output 3.1.1: 

M&E system 
developed 
with relevant 
stakeholders, 
clearly 
defining 
expected 
results, the 
expected time 
periods for 
their 
completion, 
and their 
confirmation 
through 
objectively 
verifiable 
indicators and 
means of 
verification

Project 
Indicator 
#17:

M&E system 
developed. 
Gender 
approach 
mainstreame
d in project 
management 
and 
interventions

 

N/A 4 progress 
reports (2 
PPR & 2 
PIR), 
including 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
consideration
s. 40% of the 
gender 
budget 
correctly 
spent

 

 

10 progress 
reports (5 
PPR & 5 
PIR), 
including 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
consideration
s. 100% of 
the gender 
budget 
correctly 
spent

 

 

 

PPR / PIR Project M&E 
system 
deployed, 
including the 
monitoring of 
activities, the 
mechanisms 
for verifying 
compliance 
with outcome 
and output 
indicators, 
and M&E 
responsibilitie
s, deadlines 
and budgets.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 3.1.2: 

Mid-term 
Review and 
Final 
Evaluation 
conducted in 
order to 
constructively 
inform and 
guide project 
implementatio
n, 
sustainability 
considerations
, and the 
application of 
adaptive 
measures 
when 
necessary

Project 
Indicator 
#18:

1 Mid-term 
Review

& 1 Final 
Evaluation

N/A 1 

(Mid-term 
Review 
report)

 

1 

(Final 
Evaluation 
report)

 

Mid-term 
Review 
report

 

Final 
Evaluation 
report

The results of 
the Mid-Term 
Review and 
the Final 
Evaluation 
are used to 
review the 
progress of 
the project 
and define 
corrective 
actions to 
achieve the 
outcomes and 
objective.



Results 
Chain Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target

End-of-
Project 
Target

Means of 
Verification Assumptions

Output 3.1.3:

Mechanisms 
implemented 
for the 
dissemination 
and exchange 
of best 
practices and 
lessons for 
replication 
and upscaling 
of the project 
results, 
including the 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
approach

 

Project 
Indicator 
#19:

Number and 
type of 
mechanisms 
for the 
disseminatio
n and 
exchange of 
best practices 
and lessons 
for 
replication 
and 
upscaling of 
the project 
results, 
including the 
gender and 
cultural 
relevance 
approach

 

 

N/A a) Knowledge 
management 
plan 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
designed and 
validated 
with key 
stakeholders. 
5 documents 
and 
publications 
systematizing 
experiences 
and lessons 
disseminated 
(incorporatin
g the gender 
and cultural 
relevance 
approach)

 

b) 
Communicati
on strategy 
and plan 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
cultural 
relevance, 
designed and 
validated 
with key 
stakeholders

 

c) Plan for 
exchange of 
experiences 
designed and 
validated 
with key 
stakeholders

 

d) Advocacy 
plan for 
sustainability 
and upscaling 
of project 
results and 
lessons 
learned 
agreed with 
executing 
partners 
(CONAF, 
MMA) and 
key 
stakeholders

 

a) Knowledge 
management 
plan 
implemented. 
10 documents 
and 
publications 
systematizing 
experiences 
and lessons 
disseminated 
(incorporating 
the gender 
and cultural 
relevance 
approach)

 

b) 
Communicati
on plan and 
strategy 
implemented. 
Most 
important 
Project 
benchmarks 
published in 
local, regional 
and national 
press. 
Communicati
on products 
include 
testimonies 
by women 
and 
indigenous 
peoples.

 

c) At least 10 
events for 
exchange of 
experiences 
implemented 
and 
documented. 
At least 40% 
of 
participants 
are women 
and 10% 
indigenous 
peoples

 

d) Advocacy 
plan for 
sustainability 
and upscaling 
of project 
results and 
lessons 
learned 
implemented

 

Knowledge 
management 
plan

 

Communicati
on strategy

 

Knowledge 
Exchange 
plan

 

Publications

 

Documentarie
s

 

Website

 

Social media

 

Press 
clippings

 

Reports of 
exchanges

 

PPR / PIR

The project 
partners are 
open to the 
challenges, 
successes and 
lessons 
learned from 
the project so 
that these can 
be identified, 
published and 
disseminated.



 

 

ANNEX B: RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat 
and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work 
program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF). 

Comments from the Council, GEFSEC and STAP at PIF stage 

  Council comments

Comments Responses

Japan:

 

We welcome these important tropical-forest-
related programs, especially as they relate to 
productive forest supply chains and 
landscape restoration, which are issues that 
require urgent global attention. We support 
a rigorous data-driven approach to this field, 
and wonder whether the focal agency on 
forest-related supply chain/ trade matters 
within the CPF and the main data provider 
for tropical forests to the FAO is involved 
i.e. the International Tropical Timber 
Organization (we only see the TFA 
mentioned). To better align with an 
inclusive multi-stakeholder approach, we 
request the involvement of specialist 
organizations/platforms as these with the 
relevant global data, expertise and networks 
to ensure efficient and effective approaches 
to relevant stakeholders and to reduce 
duplication of effort in the global arena. The 
organization also has relevant indicators and 
guidelines on legal and sustainable supply 
chains and forest landscape restoration 
related to tropical forests, which can help 
assess and measure impact of relevant 
projects. 

 

The project does not consider the specific inclusion of 
ITTO and its experience related to forest restoration and 
value chain of tropical forests given that the project will 
not undertake activities in tropical forests. However, the 
project includes the experience and lessons learned from 
agencies and platforms specialized in the restoration of 
ecosystems and productive systems and was formulated 
considering the methodologies and information relevant 
to the national context, implemented and promoted by 
IUCN and FAO, members of the Collaborative 
Partnership on Forests (CPF). It should be noted that the 
project proposes a robust monitoring and evaluation and 
knowledge management mechanism on the 
implementation of restoration actions at the national and 
subnational levels, including the application of 
agricultural and forestry business models (see section 1a. 
Description of the Project, Component 2, Outcome 2.2, of 
the Project Document). The project foresees collaboration 
at the regional and global levels, through the exchange of 
information and lessons learned within the framework of 
the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 2021-2030, co-
led by FAO and UN Environment.

 



Germany:

 

Germany approves the following PIF in the 
work program but asks that the following 
comments are taken into account:

Germany welcomes the planned efforts to 
combat land degradation in Chile?s 
Mediterranean ecoregion where 
deforestation is such a serious issue.  It 
similarly commends the information 
provided on past initiatives and ongoing 
national efforts so as to highlight synergies 
the project will create during 
implementation. Moreover, notes on gender-
sensitivity and the inclusion of indigenous 
communities are well received.

Suggestions for improvements to be made 
during the drafting of the final project 
proposal:

?        However, in section 3, more 
information could be provided on how 
the wide range of expected outcomes 
cited are to be achieved, and potential 
trade-offs could be formulated. Also, 
while possible nature-based solutions 
and agroforestry practices are suggested 
and economic instruments for the 
implementation of project component 2 
are named, benefits for biodiversity are 
only described in very general terms. 
Biodiversity benefits could be 
characterized with greater reference to 
the project region.

?        Finally, since the project?s name 
mentions ?productive agroforestry 
areas? the project description could 
include a characterization of the 
region?s agroforestry system, i.e both 
present and planned agroforestry 
approaches, and how the latter will 
contribute to incentivizing more 
sustainable land management 
approaches.

 

The suggestions are welcomed and appreciated.

?        The components of the project have been conceived 
based on the following main components of the 
National Landscape Restoration Plan (PNRP): 1) 
landscape restoration actions; 2) governance for 
landscape restoration; 3) development and 
strengthening of capacities; 4) financing; and 5) 
prevention, mitigation and reduction of degradation 
factors. These components are reflected in the 
project?s intervention strategy and its interrelated 
axes and proposed actions: a) the implementation of 
multilevel governance with the cooperation and 
participation of institutions, local communities, 
community organizations and civil society; b) 
interventions in the field, where work will be done in 
coordination with the public and private sectors and 
local communities to promote the recovery of the 
productivity of forestry systems and natural 
environments in degraded areas, and the mobilization 
of public and private financing for the sustainability 
of the demonstration actions in the pilot landscapes, 
and c) knowledge management. These are key 
aspects to overcome the barriers identified and to 
support strategic and sustainable restoration 
processes in prioritized environmentally vulnerable 
landscapes, in order to improve the conservation of 
biodiversity and increase the provision of ecosystem 
services by forests and other native ecosystems. 
Thus, the components of the project constitute a 
strategic effort to facilitate the implementation of the 
PNRP in the pilot regions and throughout the country 
and in this sense, they are considered sufficient to 
achieve the objective. Moreover, the alignment of the 
project with the PNRP, and with recently approved 
policies in Chile (National Policy for Territorial 
Planning and National Policy for Rural 
Development), will contribute to the sustainability of 
the results.

The biodiversity benefits were assessed during the 
PPG.  Biodiversity significance for each selected 
intervention landscape has been described (kindly 
refer to Section 1.b, Table 12 of the FAO Project 
Document) and has been considered to propose 
project interventions (kindly refer to Output 2.1.1 
describing the development of landscape restoration 
plans and Output 2.1.2 proposing the demonstration 
activities, namely Table 7 which includes the 
potential benefits to be accrued through the 
demonstration activities). In addition, Section 1.a, 
Sub-section 6 of the FAO Project Document 
describes the Global Environmental Benefits, 
including biodiversity benefits (GEF Core Indicators 
#3 and #4, and additional information on the project 
actions to reduce the vulnerability of ecosystems 
included in the target landscapes).  

?        The term agro-forestry in the project title refers to 
productive landscapes that include agriculture and/or 
forestry. Table 12 (Section 1.b of the FAO Project 
Document includes a summary characterization of 
the main land uses in the target landscapes, including 
agroforestry, as well as the stakeholders present in 
those landscapes, who also promote agroforestry and 
with which the project will establish coordination 
and synergies.

Project Component 2 aims to demonstrate nature-
based solutions for the sustainable management of 
agriculture, livestock and forestry, considering 
restoration actions and improved practices in the 
seven pilot landscapes. In this sense, the proposed 
landscape restoration plans will include 
demonstration restoration activities and best 
productive practices for biodiversity and sustainable 
land management.  Agroforestry is included among 
the proposed demonstration actions (within the 
framework of the restoration plans) and will 
contribute to promote sustainable land management 
(Output 2.1.1 see Table 7 on best practices).  The 
restoration plans will be linked to business models 
and investment plans (Output 2.1.2) and to the 
development of portfolios of restoration projects, 
promotion of value chains for a restoration economy 
(Output 2.1.3). The business models and investment 
plans prioritized during the PPG for further 
development during project implementation include 
agroforestry.  The portfolios of projects will serve to 
mobilize financing for the business models and 
investment plans.  These interrelated actions will 
support a virtuous cycle for sustainable land 
management, that is replicable and may be upscaled 
at both regional and national levels.



Canada:

Canada would like to note that it is 
important to look to local and regional 
examples of success that can be used as a 
launching point for new work.  Natural 
Resources Canada-Canadian Forest Service 
hosts the international Model Forest 
Network (IMFN) Secretariat which provides 
leadership and technical support to over 60 
large scale landscapes in six regional 
networks covering 73 million ha in 35 
countries. Chile has been a member of the 
IMFN since 1998 and has advanced 
sustainable forest management efforts 
through the Model Forest approach.  Chile 
has three Model Forests encompassing more 
than ? million ha, addressing issues as 
varied as strengthening public-private 
partnerships, forest landscape restoration, 
and land-use conflict resolution.

The suggestion is welcomed. During the PPG the lessons 
learned through GEF Project #4939 ?Sustainable 
Mediterranean Communities? which worked in two 
model forests (Cachapoal and Araucarias del Alto 
Malleco) were taken into account in the design of 
Component 1, especially in regard to governance. During 
implementation, the project will continue to assess the 
lessons learned by the Model Forests in Chile and will 
take them into account in the design of activities, 
including for the design of the local level governance 
schemes, landscape restoration and land use conflict 
resolution as suggested (see par. 102 of Prodoc).

 

 

GEFSEC Comments

Comments Responses

1. The expected results are relatively low, 
particularly regarding the biodiversity
benefits. We take note of the explanation 
provided and request the agency to 
explore
ways to improve them during PPG phase.

The expected results included in the Project Document are 
consistent with the identification, delimitation and socio-
environmental characterization of the intervention 
landscapes, as well as with the GEF budget and the 
committed co-financing. In general, the expected results at 
PIF stage were confirmed in the PPG, with a slight increase 
of 800 hectares for Core Indicator 3 (from 9,200 to 10,000 
hectares) and 1,000 hectares in Core Indicator 4 (from 
69,000 to 70,000 hectares). The benefits for global 
biodiversity are strongly associated with the increase in the 
functionality of the landscapes through the recovery and/or 
sustainable management of critical ecosystems of the 
Mediterranean ecoregion represented in the landscapes (in 
particular, 18 vegetation floors ? proxy of terrestrial 
ecosystems ? which are under the following IUCN 
conservation categories: Critically Endangered (6), 
Endangered (4), Vulnerable (5), Near Threatened (1) and 
Least Concern (2).

 



2. Considering the potentially significant 
climate benefits of this project, please 
consider adding the GHG emission 
mitigation results during PPG phase.

During the PPG, this aspect was assessed, considering that 
Chile's efforts to report mitigation of GHG emissions are 
committed within the framework of the ENCCRV until 
2025. The climate change benefits of the project are 
fundamentally associated with adaptation to climate 
change, given the socio-ecological characteristics of the 
selected pilot landscapes and the main focus of the project 
on the management of biodiversity at the landscape scale 
with a strong development of socio-ecological indicators at 
different levels (see Table 4 of the Project 
Document). Mitigation co-benefits are considered limited 
due to the characteristics of the intervention area. However, 
as suggested by GEF SEC, during the PPG a preliminary 
estimation was made using the FAO's EX ACT tool for a 
sample of 2,000 hectares of the project area of direct 
intervention -corresponding to native sclerophyllous forest, 
which EX ACT designates as ?subtropical dry forest?-  in a 
scenario of occurrence of disturbances by forest fires and 
prolonged droughts. The estimated indirect co-benefit 
mitigation potential is 154,836 tCO2e for a 20 years 
accounting period (see Annex P of the Agency Project 
Document). The following assumptions must be verified 
and updated during of project implementation in the pilot 
landscape as necessary: the demonstration actions of the 
Project (1) would reduce the rate of deforestation from 
0.8%/yr to 0.2%/yr, (2) would increase rate reforestation 
from 10 ha/yr to 20 ha/yr and (3) would reduce the forest 
land degradation level from large (60% of biomass lost) to 
moderate (40% of biomass lost) with a reduction of the fire 
impact from 100% to 75%.

 

This estimation will be updated during the development of 
the landscape-scale restoration plans, when more robust and 
detailed information will be available. In this context, the 
FAO EX ACT tool will be applied at the beginning of the 
Project to estimate and updated benefits associated with the 
mitigation of GHG emissions, including data collection at 
farm level to validate or supplement the tools? estimations. 
Likewise, the results will be monitored at mid-term and at 
the end of the project.

 

 

 STAP comments

Section Comments Responses



Section Comments Responses

STAP Overall 
Assessment and 
Rating

STAP welcomes the proposal to restore biodiversity 
and ecosystem services in agroforestry production 
landscapes in central Chile.

 

Whilst STAP appreciates the outline of a theory of 
change (ToC) at this stage, which should help to show 
the proposed project logic quickly, here the 
presentation is more of a logframe and it is hard to be 
confident that a backwards logical process was 
undertaken to devise this set of component actions. It 
would help to make the expected relationship between 
different component actions and intended long-term 
objectives clearer by adding (even if simply) outputs 
and shorter and longer-term outcomes in between. 
Without this it is difficult to consider whether the 
components are necessary AND sufficient to achieve 
the outcomes, and whether there can be confidence in 
the durability of the outcomes once the GEF investment 
finishes. As a consequence the sustainability section, 
whilst using the right terms, is not convincing. In fact 
Chile?s commitments to LDN provide one opportunity 
to ensure leakage of benefits does not occur. But the 
treatment of climate risk is weak. 

 

Therefore, during project design, STAP particularly 
urges proponents to:

 

(i)               enhance the ToC by laying out the 
component activity-to-outcome logic 
more clearly, working back from the 
outcomes to ensure the components 2 are 
not only necessary but also sufficient to 
achieve the outcomes, and looking closely 
at the assumptions that are built into the 
project design; 

(ii)             consider developing a separate ToC 
aimed specifically at scaling and 
durability;

(iii)           ensure ToC assumptions are being 
formally monitored and evaluated over 
time to allow learning about these; and 

(iv)            pay more attention to issues that might 
undermine project durability, including 
climate change and the potential for 
increasing demand or population to 
overwhelm improved management in this 
region or cause damage to leak from here 
to surrounding areas. 

 

STAP describes further its advice below

FAO appreciates the 
comments of STAP that 
have been used to improve 
the final project design. In 
general, more detailed 
studies and analysis have 
been carried out during the 
PPG to address the key 
aspects identified, which 
are discussed in greater 
detail in the responses 
below.

 

 



Section Comments Responses

Part I: Project 
Information B. 
Indicative Project 
Description Summary

  

Project Objective

 

Is the objective clearly 
defined, and 
consistently related to 
the problem 
diagnosis?

Yes (though it is hard to see which version of objective 
is intended to be authoritative). 

 

However, the project needs to do more than ?trigger 
processes? ? it needs to ensure they have impact ? this 
is no doubt intended, but might be better worded. It 
may also be helpful to highlight the need for benefits to 
the local population as well as GEBs in the objective 
from the start ? e.g. ??whilst delivering enduring 
improvements in local livelihoods? or similar ? to recall 
the need for local support to maintain the 
environmental benefits.

The wording of the 
objective was improved to 
include high impact effects 
and the improvement of the 
livelihoods of local 
communities, ensuring 
consistency with the global 
problem and barriers.

Project components

 

A brief description of 
the planned activities. 
Do these support the 
project?s objectives?

These encompass institutional design, planning and 
monitoring; public and private investment for 
sustainable production practices, with demonstration of 
benefits; and related KM/M&E. Subject to the 
comment above, these appear necessary to the 
objectives; it is less clear whether they are strictly 
sufficient to achieving them, as discussed below (ToC).

The components of the 
project have been 
conceived based on the 
following main 
components of the 
National Landscape 
Restoration Plan (PNRP): 
1) landscape restoration 
actions; 2) governance for 
landscape restoration; 3) 
development and 
strengthening of capacities; 
4) financing; and 5) 
prevention, mitigation and 
reduction of degradation 
factors, as well as 
guidelines for the 
evaluation and monitoring 
of landscape restoration 
and adaptive management. 
Thus, the components of 
the project constitute a 
strategic effort to facilitate 
the implementation of the 
PNRP in the pilot regions 
and throughout the 
country. In this sense, they 
are considered sufficient to 
achieve the objective.



Section Comments Responses

Outcomes

 

Are the global 
environmental 
benefits/adaptation 
benefits likely to be 
generated?

Plausible; attention needs to be paid to ensuring they 
are durable.

The intervention strategy is 
based on three main 
interrelated axes: a) the 
implementation of 
multilevel governance with 
the cooperation and 
participation of 
institutions, local 
communities, community 
organizations and civil 
society; b) interventions in 
the field, where work will 
be done in coordination 
with the public and private 
sectors and local 
communities to promote 
the recovery of the 
productivity of forestry 
systems and natural 
environments in degraded 
areas, and the mobilization 
of public and private 
financing for the 
sustainability of the 
demonstration actions in 
the pilot landscapes, and c) 
knowledge management. 
These are key aspects to 
overcome the barriers 
identified, which are aimed 
at supporting strategic and 
sustainable restoration 
processes in prioritized 
environmentally vulnerable 
landscapes, in order to 
improve the conservation 
of biodiversity and 
increase the provision of 
ecosystem services by 
forests and other native 
ecosystems. The alignment 
of the project with the 
PNRP, and with recently 
approved policies in Chile 
(National Policy for 
Territorial Planning and 
National Policy for Rural 
Development), will 
contribute to the 
sustainability of the results.



Section Comments Responses

Outputs

 

A description of the 
products and services 
which are expected to 
result from the project. 
Is the sum of the 
outputs likely to 
contribute to the 
outcomes?

Plausibly necessary but see following comments on 
whether they are fully sufficient.

As a result of the 
consultations, information 
gathering and technical 
analysis carried out during 
the project design phase, 
the products of 
Components 1 and 2 were 
realigned to ensure better 
organization of the 
intervention logic and 
performance to achieve the 
expected results. For more 
information, see Table 9 of 
the PRODOC.

Part II: Project 
justification

 

A simple narrative 
explaining the 
project?s logic, i.e. a 
theory of change.

 

We appreciate the intention to present a ToC in the PIF, 
and the diagram usefully highlights key barriers and 
problems to be addressed. But it does not spell out 
(even simply) how the components will add up to 
delivering the objective and hence neither the diagram 
nor the associated text addresses the question of 
whether the set of comments is sufficient to achieve the 
outcomes; we are not confident that a systematic (even 
if simple) ToC process has been undertaken that works 
back from the objectives to critically test this (e.g. see 
STAP ToC Primer). It would help to do this to provide 
more insight into whether the components are truly 
sufficient to achieve the outcomes.

The Theory of Change has 
been developed in greater 
detail. See Figure 6 of the 
PRODOC.

 

 



Section Comments Responses

Project description. 
Briefly describe: 1) 
the global 
environmental and/or 
adaptation problems, 
root causes and 
barriers that need to be 
addressed (systems 
description)

 

Is the problem 
statement well-
defined?

 

Yes, including noting forest loss from the expansion of 
agriculture and grazing in the past, coupled with forest 
fires and illegal use of firewood for heating today, as 
well as rising impacts of climate change and 
overexploitation of available water resources. 

 

Some of these may present challenges to the durability 
of project outcomes that should be addressed further 
(see below). It is not clear whether population pressures 
in the region are still rising, nor whether agricultural 
resource use and land area are still increasing ? if so, 
these are pressures that should be taken account of to 
ensure any restoration benefits are not lost due to 
damage 4 outside the project area. A brief mention of 
these matters would improve the reader?s confidence, 
and could link to the mobilisation of Chile?s LDN 
commitments to ensure leakage does not occur. Refer 
to STAP?s guidance on LDN, and to UNCCD?s 
Scientific LDN framework: 

 

https://stapgef.org/guidelines-land-
degradationneutrality

 https://www.unccd.int/publications/scientificconceptua
l-framework-land-degradation-neutralityreport-science-
policy

The description of the 
causes of the loss and 
degradation of land and 
native ecosystems has been 
expanded, focusing on 
changes in land use 
(especially for agricultural 
and forestry monocultures, 
and subdivisions/real estate 
development). In 
particular, the main threats 
and trends facing the sector 
are described and 
quantified. Some of the 
most relevant are: 1) 
annual rate of loss of land 
area of ??terrestrial 
ecosystems, 2) agricultural 
expansion and 
development, 3) extraction 
of firewood for energy and 
heating, 4) land 
degradation and 
desertification, and 5) 
overexploitation of water 
resources and drought.
 
It should be noted that 
Annex I1 ESS of the 
Agency Project 
Document Analysis 
incorporates analysis of 4 
climatic variables relevant 
to the implementation of 
the Project and describes 
the future trends expected 
in the period 2035-2065.
 
Although two important 
public policies have 
recently been approved in 
Chile (National Policy for 
Territorial Planning and 
National Policy for Rural 
Development), they still do 
not translate into actions 
that have had an impact on 
reducing degradation 
trends or threat factors, 
which means it may be 
assumed, conservatively, 
that these trends have 
continued.
 

The intervention strategy 
of the project (Section 1a, 
3), in line with national 
priorities (Section 7), refers 
to Chile?s LDN goals for 
2030, the contribution of 
the project to rural 
development and the 
expected effect of reducing 
the transfer of the causes of 
land degradation to the 
environment of the pilot 
landscapes of the project, 
within the framework of 
multiscale planning 
(national, regional, local) 
and the linkages with rural 
development policies and 
land-use planning.



Section Comments Responses

Are the barriers and 
threats well described, 
and substantiated by 
data and references?

Three key barriers are identified ? limited institutional 
capabilities, low level of funding for better practices, 
and limited regional and national information. These 
lead to a lack of integrated planning and limited 
institutional arrangements to engage societal 
participation in planning and commitment to the 
resulting responsibilities; as well as engaging women 
and indigenous people. 

 

These issues do imply the need for a significant 
preparedness on behalf of government agencies to share 
rights and responsibilities for planning and 
implementation. It would be good to ensure that 
necessary actions are taken to affirm that this 
devolution of power is both real and durable.

The multilevel governance 
proposed by the project, 
which that is aimed at the 
implementation of the 
National Landscape 
Restoration Plan, will 
facilitate the formalization 
of changes at the 
management level, 
including the planning and 
monitoring of processes. In 
addition, it will emphasize 
working with the 
municipalities (local level) 
and regional governments 
(regional level) to ensure 
continuity of the processes 
initiated in the pilot 
landscapes and target 
regions. The governance 
bodies will also involve 
civil society participation 
(including women and 
indigenous peoples). 
Multilevel governance will 
contribute to improving 
inter-institutional/sectoral 
coordination, promoting a 
better definition of 
responsibilities and a 
culture of collaboration 
among key actors. The 
governance scheme, as a 
reflection of the PNRP, 
will promote the continuity 
and sustainability of the 
project results.

2) the baseline 
scenario or any 
associated baseline 
projects

 

Is the baseline 
identified clearly?

Yes  



Section Comments Responses

Does it provide a 
feasible basis for 
quantifying the 
project?s benefits?

Plausibly During the PPG, the 
gathering of information 
and analysis was carried 
out, which can be used to 
quantify the benefits of the 
project and/or establish the 
bases for its development.

This includes the detailed 
analysis of the intervention 
landscapes to define the 
potential work areas in 
terms of restoration and 
good practices for 
biodiversity and 
sustainable land 
management. In addition, 
the beneficiaries of the 
interventions have been 
quantified, and monitoring 
instruments identified to 
measure the impact of the 
interventions in terms of 
the improvement in the 
generation and 
diversification of monetary 
income, non-monetary 
benefits and environmental 
benefits.

 



Section Comments Responses

Is the baseline 
sufficiently robust to 
support the 
incremental 
(additional cost) 
reasoning for the 
project?

Plausibly The baseline initiatives 
were updated and 
expanded. At this stage, 
there is a robust baseline, 
consisting of initiatives at 
the landscape level that 
will contribute to the 
coordination and targeting 
of strategic and operational 
instruments for the 
implementation of 
landscape restoration plans 
and replicable 
demonstration actions with 
the potential for scaling-up.

 

Development programmes 
and instruments managed 
by CONAF, INDAP and 
SAG, among others, have 
resources on the ground to 
facilitate the development 
of demonstration 
restoration actions and 
better productive practices 
that benefit biodiversity 
and sustainable land 
management. The 
incremental financing of 
the project will help to 
ensure the replication of its 
activities.

 

Through these programmes 
and instruments, public and 
private resources can be 
mobilized to finance 
business models, 
investment plans and 
portfolios of projects 
developed in the pilot 
landscapes. Synergies have 
been identified with NGOs, 
such as WWF, IUCN, 
National Audubon Society, 
Fundaci?n Naturaleza 
Chile, and other civil 
society organizations (for 
example, Fundaci?n 
Llampangui, CEDESUS, 
ADEMA, the San Nicol?s 
Peasant Coordinating 
Committee, and the 
Sustainable Territorial 
Development Association) 
in the intervention 
territories, which will 
facilitate the coordination 
of efforts on the ground.



Section Comments Responses

For multiple focal area 
projects:

are the multiple 
baseline analyses 
presented (supported 
by data and 
references), and the 
multiple benefits 
specified, including 
the proposed 
indicators;

  

are the lessons learned 
from similar or related 
past GEF and non-
GEF interventions 
described; and

Yes usefully.  

how did these lessons 
inform the design of 
this project?

Good potential. The experiences of the 
following projects have 
been reviewed: 1) GEF 
#4104 Sustainable Land 
Management (CONAF-
World Bank); 2) GEF 
#4968 Integrated system 
for monitoring native 
forest ecosystems - SIMEF 
(INFOR-FAO); 3) GEF 
#4939 Sustainable 
Mediterranean 
Communities (MMA-
UNDP); 4) GEF #9766 
Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation (MMA-UN 
Environment); and 5) GEF 
#5135 Conservation of 
biodiversity and ecosystem 
services in mountain 
ecosystems (MMA-UN 
Environment). Several 
lessons have been 
identified that have been 
incorporated into the 
design of this project (see 
Section 8, Knowledge 
management).
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3) the proposed 
alternative scenario 
with a brief 
description of 
expected outcomes 
and components of the 
project

 

What is the theory of 
change?

 

It is good that the proposal provides a ToC; however, 
even in a simple form (which is fine) it needs more 
detail on how the component outputs add up to lead to 
desirable outcomes. Whilst the components are 
plausibly necessary for the outcomes, at present it is 
hard to see any critical appraisal of whether they are 
sufficient. 

 

In essence, the proposal is that better institutional 
arrangements and integrated planning coupled with 
scaled up funding for forest restoration and sustainable 
production practices, coupled with M&E will achieve 
the outcomes. The second element is core and is well-
elaborated, and builds on other activities. Nevertheless, 
it is important to consider the extent to which 
government agencies will allow sharing of rights and 
responsibilities. Other key issues to consider include: 
Do local stakeholders (particularly women and 
Indigenous peoples) actually want to take on the 
proposed activities? Will the funding benefits 
realistically exceed the drivers of illegal fuelwood 
harvesting? Even if these are so in the short term, what 
are the prospects of this continuing long-term if 
population rises and the climate changes? There are a 
variety of assumptions such as these and others that 
need to be made more explicit, and then tested through 
M&E through the project; and a critical assessment is 
needed of why these components are likely to be 
sufficient to achieve the outcomes.

 

It is useful to have a ToC so as to be able to ask these 
sorts of questions of the logic.

 

The Theory of Change has 
been developed in detail, 
establishing the sequence 
of actions leading to the 
achievement of results.

The link between 
multilevel governance and 
stakeholder participation in 
planning processes has 
been strengthened at the 
regional and landscape 
levels, as well as the 
linkage with business 
models that promote the 
generation of value chains 
associated with restoration.

The proposed governance 
scheme will contribute to 
improving inter-
institutional/sectoral 
coordination, promoting a 
better definition of 
responsibilities and a 
culture of collaboration 
among key stakeholders.

During the PPG, 
consultations and 
workshops were held with 
key stakeholders, including 
women's organizations and 
indigenous peoples, which 
have expressed their 
interest in participating in 
the proposed governance 
scheme.

In terms of how to face the 
causes of loss and 
degradation of land and 
native ecosystems (such as 
the extraction of firewood), 
the project will focus its 
efforts on generating 
demonstration restoration 
actions and better 
productive practices, 
generating business 
models, investment plans 
and project portfolios ? 
under nature-based 
solution standards ? that 
promote progressive and 
sustainable change in the 
practices that generate 
degradation of native 
forests and other 
ecosystems. In addition, 
the operational instruments 
of INDAP, SAG and 
CONAF, among others, 
will be aligned to 
encourage best practices, 
including sustainable 
management of soil, water, 
biodiversity and native 
forest management, at the 
level of Peasant Family 
Agriculture (AFC) and 
landowners of medium-
sized holdings.

In terms of the context of 
climate change, the project 
will support adaptation 
measures being developed 
by local communities in 
the pilot landscapes to face 
water scarcity and 
desertification processes. 
In this regard, the project 
will provide important 
assistance by helping to 
transform the current crisis 
into an opportunity for 
conversion to green 
economies based on 
landscape restoration. 

The demonstration actions 
and associated business 
models in the pilot 
landscapes will allow the 
hypothesis raised in the 
ToC to be tested.
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What is the sequence 
of events (required or 
expected) that will 
lead to the desired 
outcomes?

 This is addressed in the 
intervention strategy.

What is the set of 
linked activities, 
outputs, and outcomes 
to address the 
project?s objectives?

As above This is addressed in the 
intervention strategy.

Are the mechanisms 
of change plausible, 
and is there a well-
informed 
identification of the 
underlying 
assumptions?

Notwithstanding comments above, these are broadly 
plausible. However, as noted, the ToC lacks a critical 
appraisal of underlying or implicit assumptions in the 
logic, so STAP recommends that the guidelines for 
ToCs in STAP?s Primer are followed more directly to 
document these assumptions, and to re-assess 
?necessary and sufficient?. 

 

There are many implicit assumptions which it would 
help to make clear and then target with some 
monitoring to test whether they hold up as the project 
unfolds ? e.g. do the sustainable practices ultimately 
deliver better livelihoods, etc.

The ToC has been 
developed in detail, 
establishing the sequence 
of actions leading to the 
achievement of results.

The M&E system to be 
developed by the project 
includes multi-level 
monitoring of the impact of 
project actions (at the 
national, regional and local 
levels). One of the 
indicators considered in 
Component 2 is the 
measurement of the 
increase and variation in 
the distribution matrix of 
monetary income and non-
monetary benefits of 
producers that develop 
business models, 
investment plans and 
portfolios of projects 
associated with landscape 
restoration and best 
productive practices.
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Is there a recognition 
of what adaptations 
may be required 
during project 
implementation to 
respond to changing 
conditions in pursuit 
of the targeted 
outcomes?

This would be greatly enhanced by monitoring and 
evaluation aimed explicitly at testing the assumptions 
in the ToC (as amended, see above), in order that 
implementation flexibility can learn as the project 
proceeds. STAP?s ToC Primer discusses this process of 
adaptive MEL. Refer to: 
https://www.stapgef.org/theory-change-primer 

 

Component 3 is vital for several aspects, including 
scaling but rather passive. Here it would help to draft a 
simple ToC for scaling and ask, what activities in this 
project would set it up to be more likely to scale 
afterwards? For example, it may be useful to include 
monitoring of changes in local livelihoods, both to test 
assumptions that these will improve, but also to provide 
evidence to encourage wider uptake.

In Component 3 of the 
project, special attention 
has been paid to the M&E 
system and knowledge 
management, particularly 
through permanent 
documentation and 
systematization of the 
lessons learned since the 
beginning of the project 
(see Output 3.1.3 in 
Section 1a and Section 8, 
"Knowledge 
Management"). This will 
generate the conditions for 
the adaptive management 
of the project beginning 
with the creation and 
operation of the multilevel 
governance scheme, the 
development of strategic 
and operational 
instruments, and up to the 
planning and 
implementation stage, 
including demonstration 
actions, business models, 
investment plans and 
project portfolios in the 
pilot landscapes. 
Therefore, as indicated in 
the response to the 
previous comment, special 
attention will be paid in the 
M&E to the changes in 
monetary income and non-
monetary benefits that will 
be produced by the 
intervention, which is a 
key indicator to measure 
the impact of the project on 
the livelihoods of the direct 
beneficiaries of the project. 
These changes will make it 
possible to better inform 
the institutions in charge of 
the promotion instruments 
(CONAF, INDAP, SAG) ? 
which will participate 
directly by co-financing 
the demonstration actions ? 
in order to improve 
coordination and 
management of the 
incentives at the level of 
the target regions and 
potentially at the national 
level, with the necessary 
adjustments according to 
the type of ecosystems. 
The process of 
institutionalizing the 
results of the project will 
be carried out at the 
different decision levels 
(national, regional and 
local). At the national 
level, support will be 
provided to INDAP, 
CONAF, SAG and MMA 
to include the standards 
developed by the project in 
their environmental 
promotion and 
management instruments. 
At the regional level, 
agreements will be 
established with the 
regional governors and 
councillors. At the local 
level, agreements will be 
established with mayors 
and municipal councils. In 
all these instances, a direct 
link will be made with the 
strategic and operational 
instruments developed in 
Component 1.
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5) 
incremental/additional 
cost reasoning and 
expected contributions 
from the baseline, the 
GEF trust fund, 
LDCF, SCCF, and 
cofinancing.

 

GEF trust fund: will 
the proposed 
incremental activities 
lead to the delivery of 
global environmental 
benefits?

Plausible, but dependent on having confidence that the 
components are sufficient.

There is a robust baseline 
that will ensure the co-
financing committed for 
the implementation phase 
and the subsequent scaling 
up of the project results. 
Therefore, GEF resources 
will be used to develop the 
enabling environment for 
PNRP implementation, 
thereby generating 
significant global 
environmental benefits. 
The financial resources of 
the GEF will be added to 
the investments currently 
underway by the project 
partners, and thus the 
project is considered to be 
fully incremental.

LDCF/SCCF: will the 
proposed incremental 
activities lead to 
adaptation which 
reduces vulnerability, 
builds adaptive 
capacity, and increases 
resilience to climate 
change?

  

6) global 
environmental benefits 
(GEF trust fund) 
and/or adaptation 
benefits 
(LDCF/SCCF)

 

Are the benefits truly 
global environmental 
benefits/adaptation 
benefits, and are they 
measurable?

Yes, potentially. The indicators 
corresponding to global 
environmental benefits are 
duly quantified and 
measurable.
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Is the scale of 
projected benefits both 
plausible and 
compelling in relation 
to the proposed 
investment?

Yes, though more compelling if eventually scales out 
beyond the targeted examples

In the medium and long-
term, the restoration 
demonstration actions and 
best productive practices 
will be scaled up within the 
pilot landscapes (which are 
large, totalling more than 
600,000 hectares). 
However, the multilevel 
governance scheme, the 
strategic and operational 
instruments, the 
monitoring system, and the 
business models and 
investment plans also have 
the potential for scaling-up 
at the national level within 
the framework of the 
PNRP implementation. 

Are the global 
environmental 
benefits/adaptation 
benefits explicitly 
defined?

Yes  

Are indicators, or 
methodologies, 
provided to 
demonstrate how the 
global environmental 
benefits/adaptation 
benefits will be 
measured and 
monitored during 
project 
implementation?

MEL needs more development ? some of what might 
be measured is indicated, but how it will be tracked is 
not made clear.

Component 3 comprises 
the M&E of the global 
benefits identified and 
quantified, as well as the 
systematization and 
documentation of the 
lessons learned and the 
scaling-up. Additionally, 
Component 1 includes the 
development of a 
restoration monitoring 
system in Chile. The 
project indicators linked to 
global benefits (GEF Core 
Indicators) will be included 
in this system, which 
means the monitoring of 
global benefits will be 
assured in the long-term.

What activities will be 
implemented to 
increase the project?s 
resilience to climate 
change?

(See Risk section below)  
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7) innovative, 
sustainability and 
potential for scaling-
up

 

Is the project 
innovative, for 
example, in its design, 
method of financing, 
technology, business 
model, policy, 
monitoring and 
evaluation, or 
learning?

Not in a global sense, but in context possibly. However, 
greater attention should be paid to durability and 
scaling in the ToC process (see below), and to whether 
there are other barriers, such as cultural norms, that 
might impede scaling.

The innovative approach of 
the project aims to promote 
multilevel governance (in a 
context where decision-
making is still excessively 
centralized) and the 
development of strategic 
and operational 
instruments/tools to 
mobilize public and private 
financing for the 
restoration of landscapes 
(in the current context 
where financing for 
landscape restoration is 
limited and not adequately 
targeted). These two 
aspects are key to the 
implementation of the 
PNRP, which also 
coincides with a strategic 
opportunity associated with 
the recent enactment in 
Chile of two other 
important public policies: 
the National Policy for 
Land Management and the 
National Policy for Rural 
Development.

The empowerment of local 
communities, civil society 
organizations, small and 
medium-sized landowners, 
to develop restoration 
plans, generate 
collaborative networks and 
promote restoration actions 
and better productive 
practices will provide a 
sounding board for the 
development of the 
project?s strategic, 
operational and monitoring 
instruments and 
mobilization of public and 
private financing, which in 
turn will support the 
implementation of the 
PNRP with territorial 
relevance. 
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Is there a clearly-
articulated vision of 
how the innovation 
will be scaled-up, for 
example, over time, 
across geographies, 
among institutional 
actors?

The proposal does address the issue of scaling 
explicitly in Component 2 especially, which is good; 
however, the ?replicability? section ? taking the whole 
approach out to more places ? is unconvincing, 
suggesting that merely producing practices and models 
will mean they ?can be adopted by new users in other 
communities?. This information push model for scaling 
rarely works. STAP recommends that a part of the ToC 
(or a separate ToC) is explicitly developed to deal with 
this wider scaling as there are likely to be other barriers 
and needs for this. (STAP?s guide on Durability and its 
ToC Primer provide more advice on these issues.) 
Refer to:

 

https://www.stapgef.org/achieving-enduringoutcomes-
gef-investment 

https://www.stapgef.org/theory-change-primer

 

Linking the project to the 
PNRP implementation 
process (developing 
strategic and operational 
instruments, standards, 
socio-ecological indicators, 
landscape sustainability 
indices, monitoring system, 
landscape restoration plans 
and demonstration actions, 
business models, etc.) 
provides coherence to a 
strategy for scaling up the 
project results at the 
landscape, regional and 
country level.
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Will incremental 
adaptation be required, 
or more fundamental 
transformational 
change to achieve long 
term sustainability?

With scaling, transformational impact is possible, but 
attention is needed to how this might occur. The 
treatment of durability (sustainability) is currently 
vague and superficial. In particular, Component 3 is 
currently the main hope for creating enduring financial 
incentives for better management, but will this be 
enough in the face of the acknowledged longer-term 
development pressures and climate change?

 

Durability of benefits could also be undermined by 
leakage, where pressures are displaced from the target 
regions to surrounding areas; Chile?s commitment to 
LDN would be an opportunity to reduce the risk of this, 
inasmuch as LDN implies net reductions in degradation 
in a particular land type, so gains under this project in 
principle should be monitored as part of the LDN 
commitment and not allowed to be offset by damage in 
other areas of the same land type.

In Component 3, special 
attention will be paid to 
monitoring the strategy of 
linking the project results 
with public policies related 
to land-use planning and 
rural development, which 
in turn will facilitate the 
sustainability of the results 
through the adoption of 
improved practices and 
restoration schemes within 
the framework of 
management instruments 
and productive 
development in lands used 
for agriculture, forestry and 
livestock farming.

This will reduce the risk of 
shifting land-use pressures 
to territories other than 
those in the target regions. 
In addition, the PNRP is a 
national policy, so the 
instruments, standards and 
indicators for monitoring 
landscapes will be applied 
nationally (based on the 
tests carried out in the pilot 
landscapes).

 

1b. Project Map and 
Coordinates. Please 
provide geo-
referenced information 
and map where the 
project interventions 
will take place.

 Maps and georeferenced 
information of the pilot 
landscapes of the project 
are included in the 
PRODOC.



Section Comments Responses

2. Stakeholders. Select 
the stakeholders that 
have participated in 
consultations during 
the project 
identification phase: 
Indigenous people and 
local communities; 
Civil society 
organizations; Private 
sector entities. If none 
of the above, please 
explain why.

In addition, provide 
indicative information 
on how stakeholders, 
including civil society 
and indigenous 
peoples, will be 
engaged in the project 
preparation, and their 
respective roles and 
means of engagement.

 

Have all the key 
relevant stakeholders 
been identified to 
cover the complexity 
of the problem, and 
project 
implementation 
barriers?

Acknowledging constraints from COVID, a good range 
of stakeholders have been engaged, including an 
encouraging range of private sector stakeholders; 
however, engagement is weak at the local community 
level.

During the PPG, efforts 
were made to identify and 
characterize stakeholders at 
the level of the local 
communities associated 
with the pilot landscapes 
(including indigenous 
communities).

Although limitations due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic 
were maintained during 
part of the project design 
process, workshops, 
meetings, interviews and 
consultations were held 
during the PPG with civil 
society organizations and 
representatives of local 
communities, thereby 
establishing relationships 
and promoting the 
involvement of the actors 
and beneficiaries of the 
project.

What are the 
stakeholders? roles, 
and how will their 
combined roles 
contribute to robust 
project design, to 
achieving global 
environmental 
outcomes, and to 
lessons learned and 
knowledge?

OK  
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3. Gender Equality 
and Women?s 
Empowerment. Please 
briefly include below 
any gender 
dimensions relevant to 
the project, and any 
plans to address 
gender in project 
design (e.g. gender 
analysis). Does the 
project expect to 
include any gender-
responsive measures 
to address gender gaps 
or promote gender 
equality and women 
empowerment? 
Yes/no/ tbd. If 
possible, indicate in 
which results area(s) 
the project is expected 
to contribute to gender 
equality: access to and 
control over resources; 
participation and 
decisionmaking; 
and/or economic 
benefits or services. 
Will the project?s 
results framework or 
logical framework 
include gender- 
sensitive indicators? 
yes/no /tbd

 

Have gender 
differentiated risks 
and opportunities been 
identified, and were 
preliminary response 
measures described 
that would address 
these differences?

 

It is good that gender issues appear throughout the 
proposal, though more insights on modes of 
participation would be good. The planned gender 
analysis is an important early action.

During the PPG, a gender 
analysis was carried out, 
based on which a gender 
action plan has been 
developed, which includes 
proposals to optimize the 
participation of women in 
the project.
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Do gender 
considerations hinder 
full participation of an 
important stakeholder 
group (or groups)? If 
so, how will these 
obstacles be 
addressed?

An analysis of this is proposed, and should be 
progressed very early.

The gender analysis 
detected the following gaps 
in the participation of 
women: 1) disincentives 
for women to participate in 
meetings and non-farm 
initiatives; 2) insufficient 
opportunities for women?s 
meetings and associativity; 
3) lack of productive and 
sustainable initiatives with 
a gender perspective; 4) 
loss of agroecological 
knowledge and 
opportunities for the 
sharing of sustainable 
management and 
biodiversity conservation 
practices; 5) insufficient 
technical support for 
women?s agroecological 
enterprises; 6) insufficient 
availability of markets for 
products made by women; 
and, 7) unequal access and 
distribution of water 
resources within homes. 
These gaps are addressed 
in the gender action plan 
(Annex M of the Agency 
Project Document) through 
four main axes: 1) 
governance, by 
strengthening local 
governance for the transfer 
of capacities and decision-
making power to women 
and women's 
organizations, with an 
impact on restoration; 2) 
business models, through 
the strengthening of 
markets, value chains and 
resource mobilization 
strategies that contribute to 
restoration with a gender 
perspective; 3) good 
practices, through the 
enhancement and visibility 
of local restoration 
initiatives with emphasis 
on peasant family 
agriculture, food 
sovereignty and productive 
and reproductive economic 
activities; and 4) scalability 
and replicability, through 
knowledge sharing and the 
transfer of capacities 
from/to project 
beneficiaries, including 
strategies for the 
institutionalization of 
lessons learned in 
productive development 
and environmental 
management programmes 
of the project partners.
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5. Risks. Indicate 
risks, including 
climate change, 
potential social and 
environmental risks 
that might prevent the 
project objectives 
from being achieved, 
and, if possible, 
propose measures that 
address these risks to 
be further developed 
during the project 
design.

 

Are the identified risks 
valid and 
comprehensive? Are 
the risks specifically 
for things outside the 
project?s control? Are 
there social and 
environmental risks 
which could affect the 
project? For climate 
risk, and climate 
resilience measures:

 

? How will the 
project?s objectives or 
outputs be affected by 
climate risks over the 
period 2020 to 2050, 
and have the impact of 
these risks been 
addressed adequately? 

? Has the sensitivity to 
climate change, and its 
impacts, been 
assessed? 

? Have resilience 
practices and 
measures to address 
projected climate risks 
and impacts been 
considered? How will 
these be dealt with? 

? What technical and 
institutional capacity, 
and information, will 
be needed to address 
climate risks and 
resilience 
enhancement 
measures?

 

Overall important risks seem reasonably considered.

 

The separate climate risk screening is provided; the 
recommendations of this are not reflected very well in 
the PIF, where the treatment of climate risks is 
simplistic. 

 

In the more sophisticated, separate Climate Risk 
screening, greater attention is urged to climate risks in 
the institutional arrangements, and specific practices 
are promoted as more climate appropriate. These are 
good, but further consideration of processes that would 
help avoid maladaptation (for example, engaging with 
local communities about what is likely to work in the 
face of climate change) would be useful.

 

Given uncertainty in the rate and level of some aspects 
of climate change (not very well elaborated in the 
screening) it would also help to ask whether proposed 
actions are robust ? that is, work reasonably in any 
future, rather than optimized to one future scenario and 
likely to fail in others

During the design stage of 
the project, and based on 
the Atlas of Climate Risks 
(https://arclim.mma.gob.cl) 
of the Ministry of the 
Environment, four climatic 
variables were analysed 
(average daily temperature, 
the number of hot days, the 
frequency of periods of 
drought and accumulated 
precipitation), considering 
as the territorial unit of 
analysis the sub-basins that 
make up each pilot 
landscape. The annual 
averages of these variables 
in recent years (1980 to 
2010) and in the future 
(2035 to 2065) were 
compared under a 
pessimistic greenhouse gas 
scenario (RCP8.5). Thus, 
the effects of climate 
change were characterized 
in the face of the worst 
possible scenario, which 
was considered when 
defining the actions to be 
implemented by the 
project. Although these 
actions will ultimately be 
defined during the 
implementation of the 
project (through 
participatory processes of 
landscape restoration 
planning), they are all 
based on nature-based 
solutions, seeking to 
strengthen the composition 
(if applicable), structure 
and operation of 
productive and natural 
systems, and consequently 
increase their resilience.

In addition, ARClim will 
be integrated with the 
landscape restoration 
monitoring module to be 
developed by the project 
(Product 1.1.3), which will 
allow robust monitoring of 
climate risks during project 
implementation, as well as 
providing real-time and 
projected data related to 
climate change, which 
should be incorporated as a 
relevant input when 
planning participatory 
landscape restoration 
actions in each landscape. 
It should be noted that the 
ARClim platform provides 
data and information on a 
greater range of variables 
than those four selected 
during the design stage, 
which can be analysed at 
the sub-basin scale and, 
therefore, with an explicit 
spatial correlation to the 
landscapes in question, 
including how climate 
change would affect 
different varieties of 
agricultural crops, native 
forests, forest plantations 
and livestock species 
(bovine and goat).

In addition, representatives 
of important research 
centres related to climate 
change (IEB, UC Global 
Change Centre) participate 
in the PNRP Advisory 
Council, whose experience 
and knowledge will be a 
valuable contribution in the 
evaluation of the actions to 
be implemented and their 
suitability considering the 
different climate change 
scenarios.

The project will strengthen 
institutional aspects 
(responses), based on 
strategies for adaptation to 
climate change in the 
productive sectors, water 
and biodiversity. The 
project strategy (at the 
level of landscape planning 
and demonstration actions) 
aims to generate more 
resilient local communities 
and territories in the 
context of climate change.
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6. Coordination. 
Outline the 
coordination with 
other relevant GEF-
financed and other 
related initiatives

 

Are the project 
proponents tapping 
into relevant 
knowledge and 
learning generated by 
other projects, 
including GEF 
projects?

Seems so. 

 

The proposed Technical Committee is huge and seems 
likely to thin down rapidly; ensuring that key 
community and private sector actors remain engaged 
with a strong sense of ownership should be given high 
attention. Maybe a representative of each should be 
involved in the PSC also to keep the institutional 
members on their toes.

The project 
implementation 
arrangements aim to 
generate a strategic link 
with the governance of the 
PNRP. To this end, a high-
level Steering Committee 
(including the participation 
of the MMA, CONAF and 
FAO authorities) with the 
capacity to coordinate 
policy approaches and 
guidelines with other GEF 
projects and programmes 
that receive financing from 
the Green Climate Fund is 
contemplated within the 
PNRP framework, taking 
advantage of synergies that 
allow greater efficiency in 
decision-making (for 
example, building on 
existing initiatives or 
integrating them where 
possible). In addition, a 
National Technical 
Committee (CTN) will be 
created with the 
participation of co-
financing and strategic 
partners (public and 
private). Regional 
Technical Committees and 
Local Committees will be 
formed at the regional and 
pilot landscape level, 
respectively. The 
participation of the 
communities and the 
private sector in the 
regional and local 
committees will be key to 
achieve the objectives of 
the project, creating the 
conditions for the 
appropriation of the 
planning process and 
implementation of 
landscape restoration plans 
and demonstration actions. 
This multi-level 
governance scheme will be 
part of the PNRP 
implementation process, 
and will therefore continue 
after the project ends. In 
fact, it is expected that, 
under the leadership of the 
institutions in charge of the 
PNRP, committees will 
also be set up in regions 
other than the target 
regions of the project. In 
addition, as part of the 
replicability and scalability 
strategy, new landscape 
restoration plans will be 
developed in prioritized 
areas that are identified in 
the regional ecological 
plans that the project will 
help to create or update.
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Is there adequate 
recognition of 
previous projects and 
the learning derived 
from them?

Yes, but developing a coordination process with other 
projects (Table 3) would seem desirable.

The Project will establish 
close coordination with the 
following GEF projects: 1) 
#10213 Economic 
instruments and tools for 
the conservation of 
biodiversity, the payment 
of ecosystem services and 
sustainable development 
(MMA/UNDP), 2) #9766 
Conservation of coastal 
wetlands in the hotspot for 
biodiversity in south 
central Chile through the 
adaptive management of 
coastal ecosystems 
(MMA/UN Environment), 
3) #9068 Network of sites 
of heritage importance for 
national agriculture, 
SIPAN (ODEPA/FAO), 4) 
#5135 Protection of 
biodiversity and multiple 
ecosystem services in 
mountain biological 
corridors (MMA/UN 
Environment), and 5) 
#5429 Conservation of 
critically threatened 
species in ecosystems and 
productive landscapes 
(MMA/FAO). In addition, 
the project will establish 
close coordination with the 
CONAF/FAO/GCF + 
Forests Programme, 
particularly in the Maule, 
?uble and Biob?o Regions.

Have specific lessons 
learned from previous 
projects been cited?

 

How have these 
lessons informed the 
project?s formulation?

 

The experiences of the 
following projects have 
been reviewed: 1) GEF 
#4104 Sustainable Land 
Management (CONAF-
World Bank); 2) GEF 
#4968 Integrated system 
for monitoring native 



Section Comments Responses

Is there an adequate 
mechanism to feed the 
lessons learned from 
earlier projects into 
this project, and to 
share lessons learned 
from it into future 
projects?

 forest ecosystems - SIMEF 
(INFOR-FAO); 3) GEF 
#4939 Sustainable 
Mediterranean 
Communities (MMA-
UNDP); 4) GEF #9766 
Coastal Wetlands 
Conservation (MMA-UN 
Environment); and 5) GEF 
#5135 Conservation of 
biodiversity and ecosystem 
services in mountain 
ecosystems (MMA-UN 
Environment). Several 
lessons have been 
identified that have been 
incorporated into the 
design of this project (see 
Section 8, Knowledge 
Management).

8. Knowledge 
management. Outline 
the ?Knowledge 
Management 
Approach? for the 
project, and how it 
will contribute to the 
project?s overall 
impact, including 
plans to learn from 
relevant projects, 
initiatives and 
evaluations

 

What overall approach 
will be taken, and 
what knowledge 
management 
indicators and metrics 
will be used?

 

This seems fairly superficial and not tightly linked to 
learning within the project, nor to proactive processes 
of scaling. These issues would be helped by alignment 
with actions already suggested above

The ToC has been 
developed in detail, 
establishing the sequence 
of actions leading to the 
achievement of results, in 
line with the participation 
of interested parties, the 
gender and indigenous 
peoples action plans, and a 
multilevel governance 
scheme, among other 
aspects included in the 
project intervention 
strategy. All these aspects 
will be considered in 
knowledge management, 
which is a cross-cutting 
activity throughout the 
project to develop 
institutional memory, 
promote continuous 
learning, produce 
documentation to support 
the scaling-up of project 
results and highlight 
strategies for capacity 
development and political 
advocacy.

 



Section Comments Responses

What plans are 
proposed for sharing, 
disseminating and 
scaling-up results, 
lessons and 
experience?

The KM plans are unimaginative and not tailored to the 
context. STAP suggests that a scaling ToC would 
include more active engagement of other regions in 
visits to/observing the successes here, to develop 
champions for scaling during the course of this project. 
Tracking and demonstrating the livelihood benefits and 
the success of other incentives would be other 
examples of explicit actions more likely to create fertile 
ground for scaling out

Across all components of 
the project (to a greater 
degree in Component 3), 
initiatives for the exchange 
of knowledge, lessons 
learned and experiences 
among interested parties 
(at the regional and 
national level) have been 
included in the design to 
facilitate the replicability 
and scaling-up of the 
results associated with 
restoration plans, 
demonstration actions, 
business models 
(Component 2) and their 
linkages with the strategic 
and operational 
instruments (Component 
1), which are all monitored 
by the landscape 
monitoring system (Result 
1.2). As mentioned in 
previous responses, the 
project will directly 
support the implementation 
of the PNRP, so the impact 
will not only be at the level 
of the target regions and 
pilot landscapes of the 
project, but at the national 
level (both in terms of 
governance schemes as 
well as strategic and 
operational instruments for 
mobilizing public and 
private financing for 
landscape restoration). 

 

[1] IPCC. Climate change 2014: Synthesis Report. Fifth Assessment Report.

ANNEX C: Status of Utilization of Project Preparation Grant (PPG). 
(Provide detailed funding amount of the PPG activities financing status 
in the table below: 



       

PPG Grant Approved at PIF:   150,000

GETF/LDCF/SCCF Amount ($) 

Project Preparation Activities Implemented Budgeted 
Amount 

Amount Spent 
Todate 

Amount 
Committed

 

International Consultant 25,000 23,200 5,751

Coordinator  44,872 39,503 4,060

Environmental Consultant  25,641 20,000 0

Social Consultant 25,641 22,000 0

Social Technical Support   0 2,500 0

Financing Consultant  10256 16,000 0

Intercultural Facilitator  0 2,700 0

Workshops  10,000 0 0

PRODOC Translation 8,590 13,000   0

Travel 0 360                   
              0

Non-expendable 0 926 0

Total 150,000 140,189 9,811

 

ANNEX D: Project Map(s) and Coordinates 

Please attach the geographical location of the project area, if possible.

This annex (Annex E of the Agency project document) contains a map presenting each pilot landscape 
location at the national scale (Figure 1) and their corresponding georeferentiation coordinates (Table 1). 
The annex also presents potential prioritized areas within each pilot landscape where territorial actions 
could be focused during project implementation, and restoration objectives identified from previous 
background in those areas (Table 3). Recognition of GIS layers (kml and shp formats) provided for 



readers, containing corresponding landscapes and potential prioritized areas within landscapes are 
specified in Table 1 and Table 3. Finally, a set of figures showing prioritized areas within pilot 
landscapes is displayed.

Figure 1. Location of selected landscapes
Source: Own elaboration, 2021

 

Table 1. Landscapes? georeferentiation coordinates (Projected coordinate reference system: WGS 84 
UTM 19S).

Centroid Bounding boxLandscape

X Y Xmin Ymin Xmax Ymax

1 295062 6525608 284473 6503734 309657 6550538

2 289858 6321118 256367 6300044 308251 6338838

3 234823 6198218 219741 6164959 258079 6244846

4 219455 6098606 190114 6075399 247794 6122018

5 201270 5974041 186499 5964630 212392 5988228



Centroid Bounding boxLandscape

X Y Xmin Ymin Xmax Ymax

6 176713 5922804 154503 5902370 199162 5949554

7 128089 5792017 107577 5757821 142969 5817044

Source: Own elaboration, 2021.



 

 

Table 2. KML and SHP files recognition for each landscape.

Landscape1 KML file SHP file

1 Corredor_Durazno_RNCH.kml Corredor_Durazno_RNCH.shp

2 Corredor_PCQ_Colliguay.kml Corredor_PCQ_Colliguay.shp

3 Secano_Costero_Nilahue.kml Secano_Costero_Nilahue.shp

4 Curepto_PH_Maule.kml Curepto_PH_Maule.shp

5 Secano_Interior_Altos_Ninhue.kml Secano_Interior_Altos_Ninhue.shp

6 Cayumanque.kml Cayumanque.shp

7 Nahuelbuta-Lanalhue.kml Nahuelbuta-Lanalhue.shp

 

 

In every landscape, potential prioritized areas and potential restoration objectives have been identified 
from previous background (Table 3). These areas and objectives could be presented to stakeholders 
during project implementation, specifically when participatory landscape restoration planning is 
performed.  This should be considered as an input to that process, but it is not mandatory as that 
process itself will select definitive prioritized areas and restoration objectives. 



 

 

Table 3. Potential prioritized areas and restoration objectives within pilot landscapes.

Landsc
ape1

Potentia
l 

prioritiz
ed area

Potential 
restorati

on 
objective

s

Are
a 

(ha)

Proport
ion of 

prioriti
zed 
area 

within 
landsca
pe (%)

KML file SHP file

1

Connecti
vity 

corridor 
area

Habitat 
enrichme

nt of 
identified 
conservati

on 
objects.
Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland 
patches.

27,2
44 41.3

CorredorBiologico_2020.km
l

CorredorBiologico_2020.sh
p

Algarrob
o 554 0.7 sector_algarrobo_val_31-08-

2021.kml
sector_algarrobo_val_31-08-

2021.shp
Casablan

ca3 443 0.6 sector_casablanca_val_01-
09-2021.kml

sector_casablanca_val_01-
09-2021.shp2

Quilpu?3

Increase 
area 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

880 1.2
sector_quilpue_val_31-08-

2021.kml
sector_quilpue_val_31-08-

2021.shp



Landsc
ape1

Potentia
l 

prioritiz
ed area

Potential 
restorati

on 
objective

s

Are
a 

(ha)

Proport
ion of 

prioriti
zed 
area 

within 
landsca
pe (%)

KML file SHP file

Incendio
s 2017 

Casablan
ca

Post fires 
restoratio
n aiming 
to recover 

soil 
functional
ity, cover 

and 
diminish 
erosion.
Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

2,04
6 2.7

incendios_2017_casablanca
_val_01-09-2021. kml

incendios_2017_casablanca
_val_01-09-2021.shp



Landsc
ape1

Potentia
l 

prioritiz
ed area

Potential 
restorati

on 
objective

s

Are
a 

(ha)

Proport
ion of 

prioriti
zed 
area 

within 
landsca
pe (%)

KML file SHP file

Colligua
y Valley

Establish 
demonstr

ative 
experienc

e at 
Valley-
scale 

sustained 
on nature-

based 
solutions, 
improvin

g food 
sovereign

ty 
focused 

on: 
agroecolo

gy and 
integratio

n of 
diverse 

productiv
e systems 

at plot 
scale.

Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

.
Active 

restoratio
n and 
exotic 
plants 
control 

and 
remotion 

in 
riparian 
systems.

11,4
61 15.1

colliguay_01-09-2021.kml colliguay_01-09-2021.shp



Landsc
ape1

Potentia
l 

prioritiz
ed area

Potential 
restorati

on 
objective

s

Are
a 

(ha)

Proport
ion of 

prioriti
zed 
area 

within 
landsca
pe (%)

KML file SHP file

Navidad
3,4

2,55
8 2.1 incendios_navidad_ohi_31-

08-2021.kml
incendios_navidad_ohi_31-

08-2021.shp
Litueche 

- 
Marchih

ue4

2,93
0 2.3

incendios_litueche_marchih
ue_ohi_31-08-2021.kml

incendios_litueche_marchih
ue_ohi_31-08-2021.shp

3

Nilahue-
Romerill

o3,4

Post fires 
restoratio
n aiming 
to recover 

soil 
functional
ity, cover 

and 
diminish 
erosion.
Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

14,6
52 11.9

sector_nilahue_ohi_31-08-
2021.kml

sector_nilahue_ohi_31-08-
2021.shp

Curepto3 42,1
28 27.9 sector_curepto_24-08-

2021.kml
sector_curepto_24-08-

2021.shp

4
Calaboz

o-
Batuco-
Tonguao

3

Secure 
provision 

of 
ecosyste

m 
services 

related to 
water and 

soil 
productivi

ty.
Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

49,9
30 33.2

sector_batuco-calabozo-
tonguao_24-08-2021.kml

sector_batuco-calabozo-
tonguao_24-08-2021.shp

5

R?o 
Lonqu?n 
- Estero 

Itrinque3

Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

19,4
72 63.5

sector_Lonqu?n-
Itrinque_?ub_25-08-

2021.kml

sector_Lonqu?n-
Itrinque_?ub_25-08-

2021.shp

6 Quill?n3 Increase 
area and 

6,85
8 5.4 sector_quill?n_cay_25-08-

2021.kml
sector_quill?n_cay_25-08-

2021.shp



Landsc
ape1

Potentia
l 

prioritiz
ed area

Potential 
restorati

on 
objective

s

Are
a 

(ha)

Proport
ion of 

prioriti
zed 
area 

within 
landsca
pe (%)

KML file SHP file

R?nquil3 4,89
0 3.9 sector_r?nquil_cay_25-08-

2021.kml
sector_r?nquil_cay_25-08-

2021.shp

Ripario 
Quill?n-
R?nquil3

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

4,25
3 3.4

sector_ripario_cay_01-09-
2021.kml

sector_ripario_cay_01-09-
2021.shp

Incendio
s 2017 

Quill?n4

6,07
8 4.8

incendios_qui_cay_25-08-
2021.kml

incendios_qui_cay_25-08-
2021.shp

Incendio
s 2017 

R?nquil4
247 0.2

incendios_ran_cay_25-08-
2021.kml

incendios_ran_cay_25-08-
2021.shp

Incendio
s 2017 

Florida4

Post fires 
restoratio
n aiming 
to recover 

soil 
functional
ity, cover 

and 
diminish 
erosion.
Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

33,8
58 26.8

incendios_flo_cay_25-08-
2021.kml

incendios_flo_cay_25-08-
2021.shp

7 Nahuelb
uta3

Increase 
area and 

connectiv
ity of 

remanent 
native 

forest and 
shrubland

42,2
94 57.7

sector_nahuelbuta_24-08-
2021.kml

sector_nahuelbuta_24-08-
2021.shp

 



Figure 2. Prioritized areas in Landscape 1



Figure 3. Prioritized areas in Landscape 2



Figure 4. Prioritized areas in Landscape 3



Figure 5. Prioritized areas in Landscape 4



Figure 6. Prioritized areas in Landscape 5



Figure 7. Prioritized areas in Landscape 6



Figure 8. Prioritized areas in Landscape 7

[1] Landscape 1: Hacienda El Durazno-RN Las Chinchillas Conservation Corridor (Coquimbo 
Region); Landscape 2: Casablanca-Pe?uelas-Quilpu? Corridor -Colliguay Forests Corridor (Valpara?so 
Region); Landscape 3: Coastal Dryland-Nilahue (O?Higgins Region); Landscape 4: Curepto-Put?-
Huenchullam?-Maule Basins (Maule Region); Landscape 5: Inner Dryland-Altos de Ninhue (?uble 
Regi?n); Landscape 6:  Cayumanque (?uble and Biob?o Regions) and Landscape 7: Nahuelbuta - 
Lanalhue (Biob?o Region).

[2] Based on ?Propuesta t?cnica Corredor de Conservaci?n: ?rea Piloto Combarbal?, Proyecto MST 
2021. CONAF?.

[3] Based on corresponding Regional Landscape Restoration Plan.



[4] Proposed by FAO consulting team and based on De la Barrera, F., Barraza, F., Favier, P., Ruiz, V., 
& Quense, J. (2018). Megafires in Chile 2017: Monitoring multiscale environmental impacts of burned 
ecosystems. Science of The Total Environment, 637, 1526-1536.

[5] Proposed by CONAF regional staff, PRODESAL Quilpu? and FAO consulting team.

ANNEX E: Project Budget Table 

Please attach a project budget table.

*As mentioned in the letter of request for support of Chile GEF 
OFP, FAO will administer the resources under the guidance of the 
Ministry of Environment as Executing Entity, which assumes 

executing responsibilities and project guidance and as such, it is the 
only decision-making body on the use of all resources allocated to 
the project

Annual distribution

Summary



ANNEX F: (For NGI only) Termsheet 

Instructions. Please submit an finalized termsheet in this section. The NGI Program Call 
for Proposals provided a template in Annex A of the Call for Proposals that can be used 
by the Agency. Agencies can use their own termsheets but must add sections on 
Currency Risk, Co-financing Ratio and Financial Additionality as defined in the template 
provided in Annex A of the Call for proposals. Termsheets submitted at CEO 
endorsement stage should include final terms and conditions of the financing.

N/A
ANNEX G: (For NGI only) Reflows 

Instructions. Please submit a reflows table as provided in Annex B of the NGI Program 
Call for Proposals and the Trustee excel sheet for reflows (as provided by the Secretariat 
or the Trustee) in the Document Section of the CEO endorsement. The Agencys is 
required to quantify any expected financial return/gains/interests earned on non-grant 
instruments that will be transferred to the GEF Trust Fund as noted in the Guidelines on 
the Project and Program Cycle Policy. Partner Agencies will be required to comply with 
the reflows procedures established in their respective Financial Procedures Agreement 
with the GEF Trustee. Agencies are welcomed to provide assumptions that explain 
expected financial reflow schedules.

N/A
ANNEX H: (For NGI only) Agency Capacity to generate reflows 

Instructions. The GEF Agency submitting the CEO endorsement request is required to 
respond to any questions raised as part of the PIF review process that required 
clarifications on the Agency Capacity to manage reflows. This Annex seeks to 
demonstrate Agencies? capacity and eligibility to administer NGI resources as 
established in the Guidelines on the Project and Program Cycle Policy, 
GEF/C.52/Inf.06/Rev.01, June 9, 2017 (Annex 5).



N/A


